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1.1 Introduction 
This appendix contains the comments received on the Draft Supplemental EIS document (SEIS) and the KNF’s 
responses to those comments. 

1.1.1 Draft SEIS Comments 
Issuance of the Draft SEIS was announced in the Federal Register (81 FR 8490) and made available to the public for 
a 45-day comment period starting on February 19, 2016. Requests made to extend the 45-day comment period were 
granted, extending the comment period an additional 15 days until April 19, 2016 (81 FR 18852). Two open house 
meetings, where members of the public had the opportunity to submit written comments and view posters detailing 
the project, were held in Noxon and Libby, Montana on March 15 and March 16, 2016, respectively. 

The KNF received 304 letters, emails, and comment sheets and 8,328 form letters during the public comment period. 
Comments were provided in two formats: 1) letters received either by e-mail or standard mail; and 2) comment 
sheets provided at the open houses. Excluding form letters, comments came from private individuals (230), federal 
or state agencies (40), tribal governments (1), local government (6), businesses (8), and other organizations (19). 

1.1.2 Comment Coding  
Each letter, email, or comment sheet was given a unique document identification number. All submitted documents 
were systematically reviewed for content. Because the identification of form letters was made during the course of 
comment review, document identification numbers are not sequential; some document numbers are not used where 
documents were initially assigned document identification numbers but later identified as a form letter. Substantive 
comments were coded hierarchically according to subject Draft SEIS issues. Substantive comments: 

• Questioned the accuracy of the information in the document; 
• Questioned the adequacy of the environmental analysis;  
• Proposed other alternatives; 
• Suggested the need for changes in the Draft EIS or revisions to one of the alternatives considered in 

detail; or 
• Provided new or additional information relevant to the analysis. 

 

Issue codes were developed to correspond with Draft SEIS chapters. Comment codes 1000 to 1999 were assigned to 
issues in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need; comment codes 2000 to 2999 were assigned to issues in Chapter 2, 
Alternatives; comment codes 3000 to 4999 were assigned to issues in Chapter 3, Affected Environment; and 
comment codes 6000 to 8999 were assigned to Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences. Comments outside the 
scope of the SDEIS were coded in category 9100. Miscellaneous or general comments were coded in category 9000. 

1.1.3 Comment Response 
Comment letters received from Native American tribes and federal, state, and local agencies on the Draft SEIS were 
reproduced and are included in this appendix (Table S-1). The KNF’s responses are presented alongside each 
comment (see Section 1.2). The applicant’s comments on the Draft SEIS (Table S-2) were also reproduced and 
responded to in the same manner (see Section 1.3). 

Substantive comments received by individuals and organizations on the Draft SEIS 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 on page S-4. An alphabetical list of 
individuals and organizations that provided substantive comments along with associated issue codes can be found in 
Table S-2 (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 SEIS was revised and the section where the change was made is 
noted in the response to comments.  
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The KNF is 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)). If the comment resulted in 
changes to the SEIS text, then it is usually so stated in the response, but not all responses required that the text in the 
SEIS be modified. All of the original comments on the Draft SEIS that the KNF received are available for public 
inspection at the addresses listed in the abstract at the front of the Final SEIS. 

The KNF appreciates the public’s interest in the proposed project and their participation in the SEIS. 

1.2 Comments from Federal, State, and Local Agencies and 
Native American Tribes  
Comment letters received from Native American tribes and federal, state, and local agencies (Table S-1) on the 
Draft SEIS were reproduced and are included in this section. The KNF’s responses are presented alongside each 
comment.  
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Table S-1. Alphabetical list of agency commenters. 
DocID Commenter 

228 City of Thompson Falls 
148 Idaho Department of Environmental Quality 
335 Kootenai Tribe of Idaho 
293 Libby City Councilor Brian Zimmerman 
262 Lincoln County Commission 
224 Montana Chamber of Commerce 
265 Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks 
37 Montana State Representative Alan Redfield 

297 Montana State Representative Alan Redfield 
300 Montana State Representative Dan Salomon 
210 Montana State Representative Daniel Zolnikov 
258 Montana State Representative Debra Lamm 
302 Montana State Representative Frank Garner 
243 Montana State Representative Greg Hertz 
220 Montana State Representative Jerry Bennett 
271 Montana State Representative Keith Regier 
301 Montana State Representative Kelly Flynn 
290 Montana State Representative Kerry White 
298 Montana State Representative Mike Cuffe 
263 Montana State Representative Mike Miller 
218 Montana State Representative Nancy Ballance 
207 Montana State Representative Ray Shaw 
230 Montana State Representative Rob Cook 
236 Montana State Representative Ron Ehli 
259 Montana State Representative Steve Lavin 
30 Montana State Senator Bob Keenan 

247 Montana State Senator Brian Hoven 
277 Montana State Senator Cary Smith 
248 Montana State Senator David Howard 
223 Montana State Senator Dee Brown 
253 Montana State Senator Doug Kary 
161 Montana State Senator Duane Ankney 
227 Montana State Senator Edward Buttrey 
284 Montana State Senator Fred Thomas 
267 Montana State Senator Frederick Moore 
283 Montana State Senator Janna Taylor 
245 Montana State Senator Jedediah Hinkle 
222 Montana State Senator John Brenden 
241 Montana State Senator Kristin Hansen 
221 Montana State Senator Mark Blasdel 
273 Montana State Senator Matthew Rosendale 
282 Montana State Senator Nels Swandal 
229 Montana State Senator Pat Connell 
81 Sanders County Board of County Commissioners 

274 Sanders County Community Development Corporation 
219 Superintendent, Libby School District #4 
239 Troy Public Schools, District #1 
158 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 8 
88 US Department of the Interior Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
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1.3 Comments from the Applicant (RCR) 
A comment letter with an associated table of comments was received from the applicant, RCR. The KNF’s 
responses are presented alongside each comment in RCR’s letter and in the table in an added response column. 

1.4 Comments from Individuals and Organizations 
An alphabetical list of individuals and organizations that provided substantive comments on the Draft SEIS along 
with associated issue code(s) is provided in Table S-2. Individuals who submitted form letters are not included in 
this list, although an example of each of the five form letters received is provided in this section. A complete list of 
commenters, including those who submitted form letters, is included in the project record and is available for public 
inspection at the addresses listed in the abstract at the front of the Final SEIS. 

Substantive comments received by individuals and organizations on the Draft SEIS 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, KNF’s 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. 

To find responses to substantive comments by a particular individual or organization, please use the alphabetical list 
in Table S-2, where one can find each commenter’s document ID(s) and associated issue code(s). Substantive 
comments within a form letter were responded to by the issue code assigned. Only form letters B, C, and D (see 
Table S-2) contained substantive comments. 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 ID 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 KNF’s response. 
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Table S-2. Alphabetical list of commenters. 
Commenter DocIDs Issue Codes 

Ames, Matthew 108 6803, 6929 
Arndt, Nicholas 146 2108, 3720, 7603, 7623 
AudioPress/Fritz, Jane 319 2108, 6828, 8203 
Avista/Howard, Bruce 217 2118, 3503, 3601, 3602, 3720, 6802, 6803, 6828, 6921, 7002, 7020, 

7403, 7602, 7605, 7607 
Bakke, Howard 312 1306, 2104, 6403, 6501, 6505, 6507 
Bessler, Sandy 130 6504, 6840 
Betts, Robert C 329 2108 
Bistline Law/Bistline, Arthur 305 2111 
Borders, William 119 2108, 6727, 6845 
Bucklin Jr, Kurt 225, 307 2111, 7625 
Bucklin, Kurt 306, 308, 309 2111 
Buka Environmental/Maest, Ann 150 2105, 3502, 3506, 6600, 6605, 6828, 6837, 7600 
Cabinet Resource Group; Rock Creek 
Alliance, Inc./Gerth, Jean 

317 2108 

Cabinet Resources Group/Hernandez, 
Cesar 

5, 149 1306, 2105, 2601, 2611, 2612, 3401, 6317, 6501, 6507, 6741, 6820, 
6836, 7601, 7607, 7625, 

Cabinet Ridge Riders/Morkert, Jim 345 3710 
Carroll, Robert 167 2108, 3606, 3720, 6845 
Center for Biological 
Diversity/Santarsiere, Andrea 

156 4320, 7623, 7624, 7625, 7626, 7627 

Center for Science in Public 
Participation/Chambers, David M 

154 1306, 2105, 2108, 3502, 3503, 3504, 3506, 3705, 6501, 6505, 6600, 
6605, 6606 

Center for Science in Public 
Participation/Zamzow, Kendra 

154 1306, 2105, 2108, 3502, 3503, 3504, 3506, 3705, 6501, 6505, 6600, 
6605, 6606 

Clark Fork Coalition/Knudsen, Karen 147, 150, 
151, 152, 
154, 155, 156 

1201, 1203, 1304, 1306, 2105, 2108, 2110, 2116, 2117, 2118, 3502, 
3503, 3504, 3506, 3602, 3604, 3606, 3612, 3702, 3703, 3705, 3710, 
3712, 3718, 3720, 4100, 4200, 4310, 4320, 6102, 6105, 6305, 6316, 
6403, 6404, 6405, 6501, 6504, 6505, 6600, 6603, 6605, 6606, 6702, 
6703, 6705, 6720, 6721, 6722, 6723, 6726, 6727, 6728, 6729, 6732, 
6741, 6742, 6746, 6802, 6805, 6806, 6811, 6823, 6824, 6828, 6830, 
6831, 6834, 6835, 6836, 6837, 6843, 6845, 6848, 6900, 6902, 6903, 
6905, 6920, 6922, 6924, 6926, 6927, 6928, 6929, 6943, 6945, 6951, 
7000, 7020, 7021, 7024, 7025, 7031, 7033, 7101, 7114, 7303, 7304, 
7305, 7306, 7307, 7308, 7400, 7403, 7404, 7424, 7444, 7451, 7500, 
7501, 7503, 7504, 7505, 7506, 7600, 7603, 7604, 7605, 7606, 7607, 
7608, 7609, 7620, 7623, 7624, 7625, 7626, 7627, 7633, 7703, 7704, 
8004, 8005, 8007, 8009, 8010 

Clark, Janis 182, 215 2104, 2105, 2108, 3503, 3506, 3720, 6403, 6501, 6727, 6805, 6828, 
6845, 7603, 7608, 7625, 7626 

Conner, Wendy 120 6505, 6845, 6905, 7025 
Davidson, Matthew 99 2108 
Defenders of Wildlife - Rockies and 
Plains/Proctor, Jonathon 

147, 150, 
151, 152, 
154, 155, 156 

1201, 1203, 1304, 1306, 2105, 2108, 2110, 2116, 2117, 2118, 3502, 
3503, 3504, 3506, 3602, 3604, 3606, 3612, 3702, 3703, 3705, 3710, 
3712, 3718, 3720, 4100, 4200, 4310, 4320, 6102, 6105, 6305, 6316, 
6403, 6404, 6405, 6501, 6504, 6505, 6600, 6603, 6605, 6606, 6702, 
6703, 6705, 6720, 6721, 6722, 6723, 6726, 6727, 6728, 6729, 6732, 
6741, 6742, 6746, 6802, 6805, 6806, 6811, 6823, 6824, 6828, 6830, 
6831, 6834, 6835, 6836, 6837, 6843, 6845, 6848, 6900, 6902, 6903, 
6905, 6920, 6922, 6924, 6926, 6927, 6928, 6929, 6943, 6945, 6951, 
7000, 7020, 7021, 7024, 7025, 7031, 7033, 7101, 7114, 7303, 7304, 
7305, 7306, 7307, 7308, 7400, 7403, 7404, 7424, 7444, 7451, 7500, 
7501, 7503, 7504, 7505, 7506, 7600, 7603, 7604, 7605, 7606, 7607, 
7608, 7609, 7620, 7623, 7624, 7625, 7626, 7627, 7633, 7703, 7704, 
8004, 8005, 8007, 8009, 8010 

Defenders of Wildlife/Hall, Aaron 147 4200, 4310, 6102, 7501, 7504, 7603, 7606, 7609, 7620, 7623, 7624, 
7625, 7626, 7627, 7633 

Deutchman, Philip A. 169, 233 2108, 3606, 6845 
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Commenter DocIDs Issue Codes 
Deutchman, Sandra E. 169, 233 2108, 3606, 6845 
Eacret, Dan 173 2108, 3606, 6806 
Earthworks/Gestring, Bonnie 147, 150, 

151, 152, 
154, 155, 156 

1201, 1203, 1304, 1306, 2105, 2108, 2110, 2116, 2117, 2118, 3502, 
3503, 3504, 3506, 3602, 3604, 3606, 3612, 3702, 3703, 3705, 3710, 
3712, 3718, 3720, 4100, 4200, 4310, 4320, 6102, 6105, 6305, 6316, 
6403, 6404, 6405, 6501, 6504, 6505, 6600, 6603, 6605, 6606, 6702, 
6703, 6705, 6720, 6721, 6722, 6723, 6726, 6727, 6728, 6729, 6732, 
6741, 6742, 6746, 6802, 6805, 6806, 6811, 6823, 6824, 6828, 6830, 
6831, 6834, 6835, 6836, 6837, 6843, 6845, 6848, 6900, 6902, 6903, 
6905, 6920, 6922, 6924, 6926, 6927, 6928, 6929, 6943, 6945, 6951, 
7000, 7020, 7021, 7024, 7025, 7031, 7033, 7101, 7114, 7303, 7304, 
7305, 7306, 7307, 7308, 7400, 7403, 7404, 7424, 7444, 7451, 7500, 
7501, 7503, 7504, 7505, 7506, 7600, 7603, 7604, 7605, 7606, 7607, 
7608, 7609, 7620, 7623, 7624, 7625, 7626, 7627, 7633, 7703, 7704, 
8004, 8005, 8007, 8009, 8010 

Edington, Mabel 304 2116 
Edwards, John 235 6501, 6828, 7603 
Farbridge, R. Bryan 63 2105 
Fay, Molly 191 2108, 3720, 6727, 6806, 6845 
Fisher, Judi 84 2104, 2108, 3506, 6403, 6501, 6727, 6805, 6828, 6845, 7608, 7626 
Form Letter B - 2108, 3503, 6403, 7603  
Form Letter C - 1203, 2108, 3503, 6845  
Form Letter D - 2108, 3503, 6403, 7603 
Frank, Henry 324 2108 
Franklin, Bobbie 110 2108, 3503, 6727, 6828, 6845 
Frissell & Raven Hydrobiological and 
Landscape Sciences, LLC/Frissell, 
Christopher A 

155 2117, 3710, 6305, 6805, 6831, 6834, 6924, 7424, 7444, 7451, 7603, 
7604, 7605, 7606, 7607 

Gallaway, Rodd 189 2108, 2111 
Gericke, Dieka 183 6203 
Gerth, Nancy 340 2104, 2108, 3506, 6403, 6727, 6805, 6845, 7608, 7626 
Gillingham, Patricia 129 2108, 7504 
Great Old Broads for 
Wilderness/Silbert, Shelley 

147, 150, 
151, 152, 
154, 155, 156 

1201, 1203, 1304, 1306, 2105, 2108, 2110, 2116, 2117, 2118, 3502, 
3503, 3504, 3506, 3602, 3604, 3606, 3612, 3702, 3703, 3705, 3710, 
3712, 3718, 3720, 4100, 4200, 4310, 4320, 6102, 6105, 6305, 6316, 
6403, 6404, 6405, 6501, 6504, 6505, 6600, 6603, 6605, 6606, 6702, 
6703, 6705, 6720, 6721, 6722, 6723, 6726, 6727, 6728, 6729, 6732, 
6741, 6742, 6746, 6802, 6805, 6806, 6811, 6823, 6824, 6828, 6830, 
6831, 6834, 6835, 6836, 6837, 6843, 6845, 6848, 6900, 6902, 6903, 
6905, 6920, 6922, 6924, 6926, 6927, 6928, 6929, 6943, 6945, 6951, 
7000, 7020, 7021, 7024, 7025, 7031, 7033, 7101, 7114, 7303, 7304, 
7305, 7306, 7307, 7308, 7400, 7403, 7404, 7424, 7444, 7451, 7500, 
7501, 7503, 7504, 7505, 7506, 7600, 7603, 7604, 7605, 7606, 7607, 
7608, 7609, 7620, 7623, 7624, 7625, 7626, 7627, 7633, 7703, 7704, 
8004, 8005, 8007, 8009, 8010 

Hinds, Colleen 244 2116, 6501 
Hiuds, Jennifer 101 1306, 2108, 3503, 6828 
Hogan, Jr., Eugene J. 109 6920, 7403, 7601, 7626 
Holland, Dan 246 6304, 6823, 7700 
Holliday, Joel 137 7604 
Hussey, Dave 128 2108, 6830 
Idaho Conservation League/Smith, 
Brad 

83 2104, 2105, 2108, 6924, 6952, 7603, 7607, 7609, 8001 



Appendix S Responses to Comments on the Supplemental EIS 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Rock Creek Project S-7 

Commenter DocIDs Issue Codes 
Idaho Council of Trout 
Unlimited/Northern, Ed 

147, 150, 
151, 152, 
154, 155, 156 

1201, 1203, 1304, 1306, 2105, 2108, 2110, 2116, 2117, 2118, 3502, 
3503, 3504, 3506, 3602, 3604, 3606, 3612, 3702, 3703, 3705, 3710, 
3712, 3718, 3720, 4100, 4200, 4310, 4320, 6102, 6105, 6305, 6316, 
6403, 6404, 6405, 6501, 6504, 6505, 6600, 6603, 6605, 6606, 6702, 
6703, 6705, 6720, 6721, 6722, 6723, 6726, 6727, 6728, 6729, 6732, 
6741, 6742, 6746, 6802, 6805, 6806, 6811, 6823, 6824, 6828, 6830, 
6831, 6834, 6835, 6836, 6837, 6843, 6845, 6848, 6900, 6902, 6903, 
6905, 6920, 6922, 6924, 6926, 6927, 6928, 6929, 6943, 6945, 6951, 
7000, 7020, 7021, 7024, 7025, 7031, 7033, 7101, 7114, 7303, 7304, 
7305, 7306, 7307, 7308, 7400, 7403, 7404, 7424, 7444, 7451, 7500, 
7501, 7503, 7504, 7505, 7506, 7600, 7603, 7604, 7605, 7606, 7607, 
7608, 7609, 7620, 7623, 7624, 7625, 7626, 7627, 7633, 7703, 7704, 
8004, 8005, 8007, 8009, 8010 

Idaho Department of Environmental 
Quality/Herron, Thomas 

148 3602, 3705, 6730, 6802, 6835, 6920, 7029 

Intinarelli, Marcus 249 2105, 2108, 3503, 3720, 6501, 6727, 6828, 6845, 7625 
Jacobs, Ray 103 6403, 7404, 7506 
JJJJ Partnership 305 2111 
Johnson, Lanie 190 2108 
Jokela, Brian 252 6501, 6727, 6845 
Jokela, Mary 252 6501, 6727, 6845 
Joyce 321 6702, 7704 
Kaestner, David 113 3614, 6702 
Kelly, Zane 254 7621 
Kennaly, Andy 316 2104, 2108, 3506, 6403, 6727, 6805, 6845, 7608, 7626 
Kootenai Tribe of Idaho/Aitken, Jr., 
Gary 

335 1305, 8201 

Laieski, Caleb 181 2105, 2108, 3503, 3720, 7603, 7608, 7626 
Lake Pend Oreille 
Waterkeeper/Williamson, Shannon 

147, 150, 
151, 152, 
154, 155, 156 

1201, 1203, 1304, 1306, 2105, 2108, 2110, 2116, 2117, 2118, 3502, 
3503, 3504, 3506, 3602, 3604, 3606, 3612, 3702, 3703, 3705, 3710, 
3712, 3718, 3720, 4100, 4200, 4310, 4320, 6102, 6105, 6305, 6316, 
6403, 6404, 6405, 6501, 6504, 6505, 6600, 6603, 6605, 6606, 6702, 
6703, 6705, 6720, 6721, 6722, 6723, 6726, 6727, 6728, 6729, 6732, 
6741, 6742, 6746, 6802, 6805, 6806, 6811, 6823, 6824, 6828, 6830, 
6831, 6834, 6835, 6836, 6837, 6843, 6845, 6848, 6900, 6902, 6903, 
6905, 6920, 6922, 6924, 6926, 6927, 6928, 6929, 6943, 6945, 6951, 
7000, 7020, 7021, 7024, 7025, 7031, 7033, 7101, 7114, 7303, 7304, 
7305, 7306, 7307, 7308, 7400, 7403, 7404, 7424, 7444, 7451, 7500, 
7501, 7503, 7504, 7505, 7506, 7600, 7603, 7604, 7605, 7606, 7607, 
7608, 7609, 7620, 7623, 7624, 7625, 7626, 7627, 7633, 7703, 7704, 
8004, 8005, 8007, 8009, 8010 

Leivestad, Ole 325 1306, 2108 
Leivestad, Russlyn 325 1306, 2108 
Lyman, Dave 343 2112, 6314, 6501, 6803, 6823, 6828, 6845, 7024, 7704 
Lyman, Deborah 342 1306, 2104, 2108, 6314, 6501, 6507, 6728, 6835, 7626, 7704 
Majer, Kam 337 2108, 6828 
Martin, Gerald 127 7624 
Matthew, Kim 149, 165 1306, 2105, 2601, 2611, 2612, 3401, 6313, 6317, 6403, 6501, 6507, 

6741, 6820, 6836, 7601, 7607, 7625 
McCabe, Don 122 2108, 3503, 6845 
Michaels, Steve & Christine 4 2100, 6727, 7102 
Milliron, Valerie C. 202, 264 2108 
Minnick, Michael 333 3503 
Montana Fish, Wildlife & 
Parks/Deleray, Mark 

265 4311, 7023, 7404, 7423, 7600, 7603, 7604, 7607, 7609 

Montana Fish, Wildlife & 
Parks/Williams, Jim 

265 4311, 7023, 7404, 7423, 7600, 7603, 7604, 7607, 7609 

Montana State Representative/Lavin, 
Steve 

259 7703 

Montana State Senator/Smith, Cary L. 277 7703 



Appendix S Responses to Comments on the Supplemental EIS 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Rock Creek Project S-8 

Commenter DocIDs Issue Codes 
Montana State Senator/Thomas, Fred 284 7704 
Montana Trout Unlimited/Farling, 
Bruce 

164 2108, 3503, 3506, 6505, 6727, 6828, 6830, 6925, 7024, 7102, 7114, 
7403, 7604, 7607, 7608, 7609 

Montana Wilderness 
Association/Robinson, Amy 

341 2701, 7401, 8004 

Moody, John 162 1203, 3503, 6845 
Moody, Virginia 160 3503, 3720 
Mosley, Diane 149, 268, 310 1306, 2104, 2105, 2108, 2601, 2611, 2612, 3401, 3720, 6317, 6403, 

6501, 6505, 6507, 6741, 6820, 6828, 6836, 7403, 7601, 7603, 7604, 
7607, 7625 

Murphy, Karla 136 2108, 2118, 3503, 6811, 6828, 7604, 7624 
Myers, Tom 151 1306, 2110, 2116, 2118, 3602, 3604, 3612, 3702, 3703, 3710, 3712, 

3720, 6702, 6703, 6722, 6728, 6742, 6802, 6828, 6837, 6845, 6902, 
6903, 6905, 6920, 6922, 6924, 6926, 6927, 6928, 6929, 6943, 6945, 
7020, 7021, 7024, 7025 

Nash, James 149, 269 1306, 2103, 2105, 2108, 2601, 2611, 2612, 3401, 3702, 6317, 6501, 
6502, 6505, 6507, 6741, 6820, 6828, 6836, 6838, 7601, 7607, 7625 

Panhandle Chapter Trout Unlimited 164 2108, 3503, 3506, 6505, 6727, 6828, 6830, 6925, 7024, 7102, 7114, 
7403, 7604, 7607, 7608, 7609 

Peck, R. Brian 156 4320, 7623, 7624, 7625, 7626, 7627 
Polequaptewa, Honani 344 2105, 2108, 6728, 6823, 6828, 6929, 7609, 7625 
Polequaptewa, Jean 344 2105, 2108, 6728, 6823, 6828, 6929, 7609, 7625 
Ramsey, James W. 197 6806, 6845, 7603 
Ramsey, Patricia C. 197 6806, 6845, 7603 
RC Resources and Revett Silver 
Company (Hecla Montana)/Stiles, 
Doug 

294 1203, 7700 

Reishus, Bonnie 123 2105, 2108, 2118, 3720, 6501, 6507, 6727, 7603 
Renk, Nancy 313 2108, 6505, 6828 
Renk, Tom 313 2108, 6505, 6828 
Rock Creek Alliance/Costello, Mary 147, 150, 

151, 152, 
154, 155, 156 

1201, 1203, 1304, 1306, 2105, 2108, 2110, 2116, 2117, 2118, 3502, 
3503, 3504, 3506, 3602, 3604, 3606, 3612, 3702, 3703, 3705, 3710, 
3712, 3718, 3720, 4100, 4200, 4310, 4320, 6102, 6105, 6305, 6316, 
6403, 6404, 6405, 6501, 6504, 6505, 6600, 6603, 6605, 6606, 6702, 
6703, 6705, 6720, 6721, 6722, 6723, 6726, 6727, 6728, 6729, 6732, 
6741, 6742, 6746, 6802, 6805, 6806, 6811, 6823, 6824, 6828, 6830, 
6831, 6834, 6835, 6836, 6837, 6843, 6845, 6848, 6900, 6902, 6903, 
6905, 6920, 6922, 6924, 6926, 6927, 6928, 6929, 6943, 6945, 6951, 
7000, 7020, 7021, 7024, 7025, 7031, 7033, 7101, 7114, 7303, 7304, 
7305, 7306, 7307, 7308, 7400, 7403, 7404, 7424, 7444, 7451, 7500, 
7501, 7503, 7504, 7505, 7506, 7600, 7603, 7604, 7605, 7606, 7607, 
7608, 7609, 7620, 7623, 7624, 7625, 7626, 7627, 7633, 7703, 7704, 
8004, 8005, 8007, 8009, 8010 

Role, Mary Catherine 206 2108, 3506, 6501 
Royer Health Advocacy/Royer, Beck 94 2104, 2108, 3506, 6403, 6501, 6727, 6805, 6828, 6845, 7608, 7626 
Scherzer, Ernest 296, 311 2108, 3719, 7033, 7606, 7609 
Sheets, Karen C 275 1306, 6501, 6828, 7405 
Shimata, Kathy 323 2108 
Sierra Club/Narcisco, Claudia 156 4320, 7623, 7624, 7625, 7626, 7627 
Sierra Club/Rice, Bonnie 156 4320, 7623, 7624, 7625, 7626, 7627 
Skinner, Dave 179 7625 
Slora, Kathryn S. 276 2108, 6505, 6828 
Springer, Robert 278 2604, 6845, 7032 
Springer, Sara Lou 279 2104, 2108 
Stein, Robert A. 336 6924, 6927, 7603, 7608 
Stewart, Candice 280, 332 6501, 6505, 6728, 6828 
Strong, Laura 281 1306, 2108, 3503, 6404, 6727, 6828, 7024, 7025, 7608, 7626 
U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region 8/Strobel, Philip S. 

158 1203, 1306, 2118, 6305, 6401, 6502, 6600, 6700, 6701, 6702, 6828, 
6924, 7002, 7110 
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Commenter DocIDs Issue Codes 
Vanden Heuvel, Ken 176 1306, 2108, 3503, 6403, 6501, 6727, 6845, 6928, 7025, 7032, 7604, 

7625, 7626, 8010 
Waters-Barcomb, Julie 100 1306, 6403, 6952, 7601, 7624 
Weydemeyer, Sydney 132 7033, 7608 
WildEarth Guardians/Nelson, Martha 156 4320, 7623, 7624, 7625, 7626, 7627 
Williams, Clay B. 89 1306, 6403, 6727 
Williams, Diane M. 157 1200, 1201, 1203, 1306, 2104, 2108, 2118, 3720, 4100, 6403, 6404, 

6405, 6501, 6504, 6505, 6723, 6727, 6741, 6803, 6806, 6824, 6827, 
6828, 6830, 6836, 6838, 6900, 6925, 6927, 6928, 7008, 7024, 7031, 
7101, 7308, 7403, 7600, 7603, 7604, 7608, 7609, 7625, 7704, 7803, 
8004, 8009, 8010 

Woollett, Rebecca 291 2105, 2108, 3503, 3720, 6501, 6727, 6828, 6845, 7603, 7625 
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Comment Response 148-1 
The Milltown Dam remediation occurred more than 160 miles upstream of the 
confluence of Rock Creek with the Clark Fork River, which is outside of the study area 
for the Rock Creek Project. The Clark Fork River is dammed at two places downstream 
of the former Milltown Dam before regulated discharges of treated water associated 
with the Rock Creek Project would enter the Clark Fork River: at Thompson Falls Dam 
and at Noxon Rapids Dam, which are more than 32 miles and 1 mile upstream of the 
confluence of Rock Creek with the Clark Fork River, respectively. As noted in the 
comment, sediment released as part of the Milltown Dam project has largely come to 
rest behind the Thompson Falls Dam, the uppermost dam between the former Milltown 
Dam and RCR’s proposed location of discharges, because dams restrict the 
transportation of sediment. It is likely that any fine sediment that bypassed the 
Thompson Falls Dam would have subsequently settled out and come to rest behind the 
Noxon Rapids Dam. The KNF is not aware of any data indicating that the Clark Fork 
River water quality data that have been collected in anticipation of the Rock Creek 
Project have been compromised by the sediment release that was largely contained by 
the Thompson Falls Dam.  
According to the 2011 USGS study titled “Estimated Loads of Suspended Sediment and 
Selected Trace Elements Transported Through the Clark Fork Basin, Montana, in 
Selected Periods Before and After the Breach of Milltown Dam (Water Years 1985–
2009),” the authors concluded that “During the period June 1, 2006 (start of permanent 
drawdown) to the end of water year 2009, the estimated cumulative loads contributed 
from within the project area were 623,000 tons, 235 tons, and 26.8 tons of suspended 
sediment, copper, and arsenic, respectively.” Baseline Clark Fork River data were 
summarized in Table 3-23 of the Final SEIS from raw data provided in Hydrometrics 
2016. The number of samples from the Clark Fork River evaluated for metals ranged 
from 3 to 125 depending on the individual metal analyzed (Table 3-23). For example, 
there have been 124 total recoverable copper samples collected from the Clark Fork 
River near Noxon. Of the 124 total recoverable copper samples collected, 20 samples 
were collected after the Milltown Dam remediation activities commenced on June 1, 
2006. Consistent with the total recoverable copper samples collected, the majority of the 
baseline samples were collected prior to the Milltown Dam remediation. Furthermore, 
of the samples collected after June 1, 2006, none represented the maximum value 
reported for a given metal and the majority had values that were consistent with the 
mean values displayed in Table 3-23. The current Clark Fork River water quality data 
are considered representative of background conditions suitable for disclosing potential 
environmental effects and for comparison to any future Rock Creek Project activities. 
Pre-operational sampling on the Clark Fork River described in Appendix K would occur 
at a minimum 10 years after the Milltown release and would help to determine Clark 
Fork River water quality prior to the Rock Creek Project. DEQ would determine the 
appropriateness of the data during the MPDES permitting process. 
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Comment Response 148-2 
See 148-1 response. 
Comment Response 148-3 
During Phase I, water from the evaluation adit would be treated and discharged at an 
estimated average rate of 13 gpm (0.03 cfs) to groundwater. During Phase II, seepage water 
from the paste tailings facility would mix with groundwater and flow downgradient. It is 
possible that some of these waters may reach the alluvium of the Clark Fork River. If any of 
this water reached the Clark Fork River, where the lowest measured flow in the last 20 years 
was 220 cfs, effects on surface water quality would be negligible because of sorption, 
dilution, and dispersion. Discussion on these issues was added to Sections 4.7.3.4.1 and 
4.7.3.4.3 of the Final SEIS. Additional information was added to Section 4.7.2.6 of the Final 
SEIS to clarify that no process water would be discharged directly to surface water, 
including from the paste tailings facility, unless one of the two exemptions in the ELGs was 
met (40 CFR 440.104(b)(2)). Discharged water is anticipated to be bleed water. The MPDES 
permit, when issued for operations, would contain conditions and limits to ensure 
compliance with the effluent limitation guidelines. Discussion was added to Section 4.7.3.4.3 
of the Final SEIS regarding the nutrient loading target for the Clark Fork River at the MT/ID 
border. See response 148-1 regarding accumulated sediments behind the Thompson Falls 
Dam. 
Comment Response 148-4 
It is recognized that large flood events may occur during and after mine operations. FEMA 
has designated 100-year floodplains in the project area and, as discussed in Section 4.7.3.2.1 
of the Draft and Final SEIS, the only mine facility that would be within the 100-year 
floodplain is the diffuser in the Clark Fork River and associated pipeline in the floodplain. 
Permitting requirements for mine facilities in a floodplain were described in Section 3.7.1.6 
of the Draft and Final SEIS. FEMA does not designate 500-year floodplains, but it is 
possible that project facilities may be within the 500-year floodplain of project area streams 
and may be partially inundated by flood waters. RCR would follow applicable design 
requirements to minimize flood damage to its facilities.  Groundwater levels may rise during 
and for a brief period after a flood and, if necessary, RCR would cease using the Phase I 
infiltration ponds during this time.  During Phase II, no water would be discharged to the 
subsurface.   
Comment Response 148-5 
The proposed infiltration ponds would be located in coarse poorly graded basal gravel 
underlying lake sediments and overlying fractured bedrock (Parker 2008). RCR (2010, 
Appendix O) indicated the estimated percolation rate to be a minimum of 144 feet per day 
through the infiltration ponds, sufficiently high for the area to be used to infiltrate treated 
water. A description of the geologic characteristics of the infiltration pond site was added to 
Section 3.5.4 of the Final SEIS. 
The comment does not specify which tributaries are of concern, but the proposed infiltration 
ponds would be located at a fairly high elevation compared to any tributaries leaving the area 
(such as the unnamed tributary and Miller Gulch) (see Figure 3-12 of the Final SEIS). Any 
“extreme” infiltration from precipitation along the tributaries would not likely have any 
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Comment Response 148-6 
The discussion of the water balance in Section 4.6.2.1 of the Final SEIS generalized the 
estimated flow rates presented in Table 2-5. 

Comment Response 148-7 
As described in Section 2.3.1.7.4 of the Draft and Final SEIS, the underdrains would be 
designed to collect the majority of seepage from the paste tailings facility, which would 
be routed to a seepage collection pond outside the main buttresses. The paste tailing 
facility’s final design, including the seepage collection system, would be reviewed by 
the PTTAG. RCR would develop final action levels in the Water Resources Monitoring 
Plan that would be reviewed and approved by DEQ and KNF. Action levels for selected 
parameters would be included in the approved plan to provide an early detection of 
adverse groundwater conditions and to trigger notification of the KNF and DEQ and 
implementation of the Contingency Action Plan Action levels for selected parameters 
would be included in the approved plan to provide an early detection of adverse 
groundwater conditions and to trigger notification of the KNF and DEQ and 
implementation of the Contingency Action Plan (See Section 1.6.7.1.1 of Appendix 
K).RCR would review the mitigation measures described in the Contingency Action 
Plan and propose to implement one or more of the measures described therein, such as 
pumpback wells, to ensure that groundwater quality concentrations near the paste 
tailings facility would not exceed water quality standards and applicable nondegradation 
criteria outside of an approved mixing zone. If pumpback wells were used, they would 
be designed to capture all seepage that bypassed the underdrains. 

Comment Response 148-8 
The pumpback well system or other contingency mitigation measures are not fraught 
with uncertainties and undetermined feasibility. Table 4-15 of the Final SEIS indicated 
a pumpback well system would be highly effective in capturing affected groundwater 
downgradient of the paste tailings facility, if properly designed and maintained. RCR 
would be obligated to design and operate a collection system that would be capable of 
capturing affected ground water. The likelihood of catastrophic hydrologic and 
precipitation events was considered in the FMEA in the 2001 Final SEIS (Appendix P). 

 



Appendix S Responses to Comments on the Supplemental EIS 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Rock Creek Project S-14 

Com-
ment Document #148-IDEQ Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
148-9 
 
 

 

Comment Response 148-9 
A conceptual plan for monitoring was included in the Draft and Final SEIS.  Section 
2.3.1.3.3 of the Draft and Final SEIS indicated RCR would not be allowed to implement 
Phase II of the Rock Creek Project (facility construction, mine development, and mine 
operation) until the KNF and DEQ reviewed and confirmed that the items described in 
Section 2.3.1.3.3, which include updated monitoring plans, have been submitted and are 
approved by the KNF. 
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Comment Response 158-1 
Section 1.6.6 of the Draft and Final SEIS described KNF’s and DEQ’s bonding authorities 
and approach to estimating a bond amount, including the Agencies’ approach to estimating a 
bond amount for long-term site monitoring and maintenance. 

The KNF agrees that review of data and information collected during Phase I would be 
important. As discussed in Section 2.3.1.3 of the Final SEIS, the KNF would use the 
evaluation adit data to supplement, confirm, refine, and modify, if necessary, data 
assumptions and analyses conducted in the Final SEIS and the 2001 FEIS. Information 
collected during construction of the evaluation adit would be used to develop and direct 
monitoring programs and mine designs during operations. The KNF would conduct 
additional NEPA analysis if the evaluation adit data indicated the need for substantial 
changes in the selected alternative that are relevant to environmental concerns or constituted 
significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing 
on the proposed action, as required by 40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1). Phase II would begin after RCR 
analyzed the data from the Evaluation Phase, collected the necessary data for final design, 
submitted final design plans to the KNF and DEQ, and received KNF and DEQ approval to 
implement Phase II. 

Opportunities for public participation were described in Section 1.7 of the Draft and Final 
SEIS. All information associated with the Rock Creek Project, including all monitoring plans 
and submitted data, is public record and available for public review in accordance with the 
provisions of the Freedom of Information Act and Montana’s constitutional and statutory 
“right to know” provisions. 

Comment Response 158-2 
Section 1.6.6 contains a discussion of the approach the KNF and DEQ would use to develop 
a reclamation bond and provides the types of activities the bond would cover, such as water 
treatment. 36 CFR 228.13 requires submittal of a bond for reclaiming disturbances on NFS 
lands before approval of a Plan of Operations. The 2003 KNF ROD contained a reclamation 
bond estimate. Since 2004, the Forest Service in Region 1 has adopted the policy of 
preparing the bond for mining projects only after a ROD is issued and an updated Plan of 
Operations is approved because doing so before such time may provide a misleading and 
inaccurate assessment of the financial liability. Tables 1-4 through 1-7 of the Draft and Final 
SEIS provide the types of activities covered by the bond. The bond estimate in the 2003 
KNF ROD should provide a general sense of the level of detail and magnitude of the bond 
when it is calculated based on a new ROD using current cost estimates.  
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Comment Response 158-3 
Figure 3-9 of the Draft and Final SEIS showed the locations of private wells, and Figure 3-
12 showed the groundwater flow direction at the paste tailings facility where the infiltration 
ponds would be located. The nearest private wells downgradient of the infiltration ponds are 
on the west side of Miller Gulch, about 2,500 feet from the infiltration site. Section 1.6 of 
Appendix K of the Draft and Final SEIS stated that groundwater would be monitored 
downgradient of the infiltration ponds, including at nearby monitoring wells MW06-2 and 
MW06-3, as well as other downgradient wells that DEQ may determine were needed. The 
wells would be monitored initially on a weekly basis upgradient and downgradient of the 
infiltration ponds to document water quality, and weekly during exploration drilling through 
the ore body, when metal concentrations in the effluent are expected to be higher. 
Groundwater quality degradation would not be expected because treated discharge water 
quality would be required by DEQ to meet groundwater standards and nondegradation 
criteria, if applicable, at the end of the pipe prior to discharge, and treated water would be 
monitored before discharge to the infiltration ponds. RCR would develop final action levels 
in the Water Resources Monitoring Plan that would be reviewed and approved by DEQ and 
KNF (Section 1.6.7.1.1 Appendix K). Action levels for selected parameters would be 
included in the approved plan to provide an early detection of adverse groundwater 
conditions. If groundwater concentrations reached action levels in the monitoring wells close 
to the infiltration ponds, RCR would be required to notify the Agencies and implement the 
Contingency Action Plan to mitigate adverse impacts to groundwater quality.   
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Comment Response 158-4 
Appendix K of the Draft SEIS and the Final SEIS include required monitoring of all private 
wells located downstream of the paste tailings facility prior to construction and operation. 
The proposed monitoring plans in Appendix K are conceptual. More detailed monitoring 
plans would be prepared and submitted to the Agencies for review prior to the Evaluation 
Phase. 

It is customary for mining companies to drill ahead as the mine progresses to evaluate 
potential groundwater inflow, both from a safety and a water handling point of view. Should 
areas of potentially higher inflow be detected, buffers can be left in place to avoid the higher 
inflow. RCR would determine during Phase I whether the mine would be likely to 
experience large seasonal variations in mine inflow. This information would be used to 
ensure that the wastewater treatment plant was built with adequate capacity and that there 
was adequate storage during Phase I. Phase I water storage would include a 600,000-gallon 
pond on the portal pad and various sumps within the evaluation adit. If information collected 
during construction of the adit indicated that storage may be inadequate, RCR would 
increase the capacity of the wastewater treatment plant. Mitigation would be required if paste 
tailings facility seepage reached groundwater action levels.  

Comment Response 158-5 
The Final SEIS was updated to be consistent with the MPDES permits finalized after the 
Draft SEIS was issued. The final MPDES permits and fact sheets are included as Appendix 
D of the Final SEIS.  

Comment Response 158-6 
It is stated at several locations in the Draft SEIS and Final SEIS that data collected during 
Phase I would be used to recalibrate the numerical model and rerun various scenarios. 
Section 1.6 of Appendix K was revised to provide a list of hydrogeologic data to be collected 
during Phase I. RCR would be required to submit a detailed monitoring/data collection plan 
to the Agencies prior to starting Phase I. 
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Comment Response 158-7 
Additional detail was added to the Geochemical Monitoring Program in Section 1.5 of 
Appendix K of the Final SEIS to better define the chemistry of interstitial water that would 
develop in the tailings. If predicted solution chemistry in the tailings is found to differ 
significantly from values in the Seepage Model, then the model would be reevaluated using 
updated tailings solution chemistry. 

Comment Response 158-8 
Section 1.6 in Appendix K of the Final SEIS was revised to include a description of 
hydrogeologic data that would be collected from the paste tailings facility during Phase I. 

Comment Response 158-9 
Section 1.6 in Appendix K of the Draft SEIS and the Final SEIS contains a description of 
groundwater monitoring that would be required for the tailings facility.  

Comment Response 158-10 
It is possible that existing or new monitoring wells would be able to track discharges to the 
infiltration basin, but given the predicted average low discharge to the basin during Phase I 
and the likely low total dissolved solids, it may not be possible to identify this water. 
Appendix K, Section 1.6 was revised in the Final SEIS to include discussion of notification 
of private well users if water quality concerns were detected in monitoring wells. 
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Comment Response 158-11 
The level of detail provided in Section 2.3.1.3.1 and Appendix K of the Draft SEIS regarding 
the technical review and approval process for the final design of the tailings facility is 
adequate for purposes of NEPA disclosure. The KNF views that a formal outline of the 
studies to be used and the technical advisory process to be followed for the design of the 
tailings impoundment is premature at this stage of project development.  The KNF interprets 
the use of the phrase “…formally outline the studies and technical advisory process…” in 
the comment to mean “require” a design review process.  This has been done through the 
creation of a PTTAG reviewing body, which will be included as a stipulation in the ROD 
and in an approved Plan of Operations, thereby making it an enforceable requirement.  Once 
formed, it would be the responsibility of the PTTAG to develop a review process, including 
the design standards and criteria with which it would review the design documents submitted 
by RCR. 

The Forest Service is aware of the recent tailings impoundment failures in Canada and Brazil 
and the resulting recommendations for tailings impoundment management referenced in the 
comment, and while the Forest Service has not updated its tailings impoundment design 
standards to incorporate any of the recommendations developed by the review panel in the 
case of the Mt. Polley incident, the Forest Service will follow the direction for tailings dam 
design included in Forest Service Manual (FSM) 7525. One of the references is EPA’s 
“Design and Evaluation of Tailings Dams” (EPA 520-R-94-038).  FSM 7525 also gives the 
Forest Service the authority to adopt “…additional or more stringent standards….” In 2015, 
the State of Montana codified new tailings dam design standards into the Metal Mine 
Reclamation Act through the passage of Senate Bill 409.  The current Metal Mine 
Reclamation Act statute (82-4-301 et seq. MCA) incorporated many of the recommendations 
for tailings design and management developed by the Mt. Polley review panel (see 
specifically 82-4-375 through 82-4-381, MCA). As a co-permitting agency, the Forest 
Service will follow these new requirements as well. 

Comment Response 158-12 
The Rock Mechanics Data Collection and Subsidence Monitoring Plan in Section 1.7 of 
Appendix K of the Final SEIS outlines the studies and technical advisory process in as much 
detail as is currently possible. It is anticipated that as the process moved forward, and RCR 
submitted its plans for agency review and approval, the process would be defined with 
increasing levels of detail. 
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Comment Response 158-13 
Section 1.6 of Appendix K and Section 4.8 of the Final SEIS were changed to state that the 
monitoring program would begin during the first year of Phase I construction and would 
occur for several years prior to the initiation of Phase II construction in the Rock Creek, East 
Fork Bull River, Bull River, Miller Gulch, and Clark Fork River watersheds where surface 
water or groundwater may be affected by Phase II construction and operations to adequately 
evaluate and understand natural seasonal and annual flow variability at the project site and 
the connection of streams to the bedrock groundwater system. Section 1.6.3.2 of Appendix K 
in the Draft SEIS stated that streams would be assessed for their connection to a regional 
groundwater system and possible short-term sources such as recent precipitation. Section 
1.6.3 of Appendix K of the Final SEIS was revised to state that pressure head would be 
measured in the mine continuously, which would provide information on the relationship of 
the bedrock groundwater system to recharge from precipitation. Section 1.6.8 of Appendix K 
in the Draft SEIS stated that precipitation data would be collected at the project site.   
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Comment Response 158-14 
The Draft and Final SEIS contain the conceptual framework for development of a water 
resources monitoring program for the project. RCR would submit a final monitoring plan 
and, if appropriate, update the current plans outlined in the Rock Creek Evaluation Adit 
License Application for approval by KNF and DEQ prior to project startup. This plan would 
provide specific details on where and when surface water samples would be collected. The 
Final SEIS was changed in Section 4.7 and also Section 1.6 of Appendix K to state that the 
monitoring program would begin during the first year of Phase I construction and would 
occur for several years prior to the initiation of Phase II construction in the Rock Creek, East 
Fork Bull River, Bull River, Miller Gulch, and Clark Fork River watersheds where surface 
water or groundwater may be affected by Phase II construction and operations. Section 
1.6.3.2.1 of Appendix K of the Draft SEIS described how springs and seeps would be 
monitored. The purpose of the monitoring would be to determine which springs are 
connected to the bedrock groundwater system and, therefore, may be affected by mining. An 
analysis of spring flows affected by precipitation is not relevant and not needed to 
understand the effects of the proposed project to area springs.   

Comment Response 158-15  
The suggested revisions were made to Section 4.4.8, “Effectiveness of Agencies’ Proposed 
Mitigation.” Implementation of the measures would be required under the Forest Service’s 
approved Plan of Operations. Like the 2003 ROD, the KNF ROD will include requirements 
to comply with the design features and mitigation measures to minimize emissions described 
for the selected alternative as well as those in the DEQ air quality permit (Appendix C). 
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Comment Response 265-1 

The USFWS is responsible for determining if an action is likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of a federally listed species, or result in the destruction or adverse modification of 
critical habitat. Comments on the USFWS’s 2006 BO or 2007 BO Supplement are not in the 
scope of KNF’s SEIS analysis.  

ESA compliance would be ensured through Section 7 consultation. The KNF submitted a BA 
Supplement in March 2017 and is undergoing formal Section 7 consultation for the Rock 
Creek Project with the USFWS.  

Section 1.4 of the Draft SEIS describes the history of consultation between the KNF and 
USFWS on the Rock Creek Project. A final BO on the Rock Creek Project was issued by the 
USFWS on October 11, 2006, which concluded that the preferred alternative would not 
likely jeopardize the continued existence of the listed entities of grizzly bears or bull trout 
nor adversely modify critical bull trout habitat. On September 27, 2007, the USFWS issued 
the 2007 BO Supplement regarding effects on grizzly bears from the proposed Rock Creek 
Project and amended the BO for clarification of effects on bull trout. The USFWS 
maintained its conclusions in the 2006 BO. In June 2011, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals 
upheld the USFWS’s 2006 BO and the 2007 BO Supplement on all litigated issues. 

Sections 3.13 and 4.13 of the Draft SEIS were updated with new information and analyses in 
the 2007 BO Supplement and other available new information, including the 2010 critical 
habitat designation, Avista’s and FWP’s most current genetic and population monitoring data 
for Rock Creek and other study area streams, and Salmon Environmental Services’ Rock 
Creek Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat Assessment Supplement (2012). The Final SEIS 
incorporated additional new information, such as Salmon Environmental Services’ 
evaluation of surface flow in Rock Creek, West Fork Rock Creek, and East Fork Rock Creek 
(Salmon Environmental Services 2015), Hydrometrics’ water resources monitoring report 
(Hydrometrics 2015), and Morrison Maierle’s 2016 Rock Creek Mine Field Investigation 
(Morrison Maierle 2016). Bull trout populations, distribution, and habitat in the Rock Creek 
drainage are described in Section 3.13.2 of the Draft and Final SEIS.  

Comment Response 265-2 
As explained in the response to comment 265-1, comments on the USFWS’s 2006 BO or 
2007 BO Supplement are not in the scope of KNF’s SEIS analysis. See response to comment 
265-1 for more detail about KNF’s Section 7 consultation with the USFWS. 

 



Appendix S Responses to Comments on the Supplemental EIS 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Rock Creek Project S-26 

Com-
ment Document #265-Montana Fish and Wildlife Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
265–3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
265-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
265-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Comment Response 265-3 
As explained in the response to comment 265-1, comments on the USFWS’s 2006 BO or 
2007 BO Supplement are not in the scope of KNF’s SEIS analysis. 

Section 4.13.2 of the Draft SEIS disclosed that due to the uncertainty associated with mine-
related groundwater and surface water effects described in Section 4.7 and because 
streamflow-habitat relationships have not been defined for study area streams, the discussion 
of Rock Creek Project effects on bull trout was largely qualitative. The rationale for the 
qualitative analysis of effects in upper drainages is described in two memos available in the 
Rock Creek Project record and referenced in Section 4.13 of the Draft SEIS (KNF 2014b, 
2014c). The 3D model would be refined and rerun after data from the Phase I evaluation are 
incorporated into the model (see the Water Resources Monitoring Plan in Appendix K of the 
Draft SEIS). Following additional data collection and modeling, the predicted impacts on 
surface water resources in the study area, including simulation of mitigation measures, would 
likely change and may have greater certainty. 

As discussed in Section 4.13 of the Draft SEIS, the data available and methods used are 
adequate to evaluate and disclose reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on bull 
trout in the study area. It further referenced a detailed discussion of the adequacy of baseline 
groundwater and surface water data provided in Section 4.7.2.1. Clarification about 
incomplete or unavailable bull trout information was added to Section 4.13.1. Clarification 
about baseline data used to describe the affected environment and pre-operational data that 
would be collected during Phase I and Phase II was added to Section 4.13.2 and Appendix K 
Section 1.6.3 of the Final SEIS.  

As discussed in Section 4.13.8.1, RCR has implemented or would implement the Terms and 
Conditions of the 2007 BO Supplement (Appendix E of the Draft and Final SEIS) and any 
subsequent BO Supplements provided by the USFWS. The reasonable and prudent 
measures, with their implementing Terms and Conditions, are nondiscretionary and are 
considered by the USFWS necessary to minimize impacts of incidental take of bull trout. 
The Conceptual Aquatics and Fisheries Monitoring Plan in Appendix K of the Draft and 
Final SEIS addressed all monitoring items required by the Terms and Conditions of the 2007 
BO Supplement and would be refined prior to Phase II construction. The USFWS would 
participate as an advisor, as needed, on issues related to water resources, aquatics, and 
fisheries monitoring. The USFWS would advise the KNF in developing the Water Resources 
and Aquatics and Fisheries Monitoring Plans.  

Aquatic and fisheries monitoring would be coordinated with water quality and streamflow 
monitoring. To ensure early detection of any surface water reductions potentially caused by 
the mine, potentially affected springs, streams, and seeps would be periodically monitored as 
specified in the Groundwater Dependent Ecosystem Monitoring Plan in Appendix K. 
Additional groundwater monitoring may be necessary to comply with the Terms and 
Conditions for implementing the Reasonable and Prudent Measures in the 2007 BO 
Supplement and any subsequent BO Supplements provided by the USFWS and would be 
incorporated into the appropriate monitoring plans as needed. 
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 Comment Response 265-4 
As explained in the response to comment 265-1, comments on the USFWS’s 2006 BO or 
2007 BO Supplement are not in the scope of KNF’s SEIS analysis. See response to comment 
265-1 for more detail about KNF’s Section 7 consultation with the USFWS. 

Comment Response 265-5 
See responses to comments 265-1 and 265-3. 
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Comment Response 265-6 
See response to comment 265-3. 

Due to the uncertainty associated with mine-related groundwater and surface water effects 
described in Section 4.7 and because streamflow-habitat relationships have not been defined 
for study area streams, potential effects of Alternative V on groundwater exchange cannot be 
quantified. See response to comment 265-4. 

Comment Response 265-7 
The Draft SEIS did not suggest that increasing the length and duration of intermittency 
would be only beneficial, but rather disclosed an unpredictable, and potentially mixed, effect. 
Section 4.11.2.2 stated “Therefore, a decrease in baseflow may have a mixed, but 
unpredictable, effect on native fish populations in Rock Creek.” Section 4.11.2.5 disclosed 
that “Surface water depletions occurring in the uppermost steep perennial drainages may 
adversely affect aquatic invertebrate assemblages at the reach level by causing streams to 
become intermittent at lower elevations and to dry up more frequently.” 

Due to the uncertainty associated with mine-related groundwater and surface water effects 
described in Section 4.7 and because streamflow-habitat relationships have not been defined 
for study area streams, potential changes in stream temperature and habitat resulting from 
Alternative V cannot be quantified. See response to comment 265-3. 

Comment Response 265-8 
St. Paul Lake was described in Section 3.7.4.8 of the Draft SEIS. The major source of water 
to the lake is snowmelt, and the lake level fluctuates considerably because it is underlain by 
relatively high permeability moraine material and becomes completely dry during extended 
periods of little or no precipitation. Prior to 1934, when stocking of cutthroat trout in St. Paul 
Lake began, fish were absent from St. Paul Lake (Section 3.11.4.3; Carlson, pers. comm. 
2016). Section 4.11.2.2 of the Draft SEIS stated that St. Paul Lake may be affected by 
mining, but effects may be difficult to separate from the large natural lake level variations. 
The lake level may lower more quickly during dry years if and when the only source of 
water to the lake is bedrock groundwater. St. Paul Lake fish populations have been supported 
by stocking in previous years. During periods of drought, extremely low lake levels may 
result in fish mortality due to naturally low lake levels in combination with direct and 
indirect effects of mine dewatering. Assuming that FWP continues to stock St. Paul Lake as 
in previous years, any increased fish mortality in St. Paul Lake would likely be mitigated by 
stocking. See response to comment 265-3 for the rationale for a qualitative analysis of effects 
in upper drainages and adequacy of baseline data.  
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Comment Response 265-9 
Effects of Alternative V on bull trout are disclosed in Section 4.13.3.1 of the Draft SEIS. As 
discussed in Section 4.13.8.1, RCR has implemented or would implement the Terms and 
Conditions of the 2007 BO Supplement (Appendix E of the Draft and Final SEIS) and any 
subsequent BO Supplements provided by the USFWS. The reasonable and prudent 
measures, with their implementing Terms and Conditions, are nondiscretionary and are 
considered by the USFWS necessary to minimize impacts of incidental take of bull trout. 
The KNF submitted a BA Supplement in March 2017 and is undergoing formal Section 7 
consultation for the Rock Creek Project with the USFWS.  See response to comment 265-1. 

In accordance with Term and Condition 1b, RCR would conduct a feasibility assessment in 
conjunction with FWP of removing brook and brown trout from Rock Creek and evaluate the 
potential reduction of hybridization and competition risk by nonnative species and benefit to 
bull trout. Subject to agreement by FWP, if RCR determined brook trout removal from Rock 
Creek was feasible and needed, it would remove brook and brown trout from the Rock Creek 
drainage using accepted methodology. 

Alternative V would not include nonnative species suppression activities in the East Fork 
Bull River. 

Comment Response 265-10 
This comment references the following text in the discussion of cumulative effects on 
aquatic life and fisheries in Section 4.11.8.1: “…a nonnative fish-suppression program has 
been implemented by Avista in the East Fork Bull River and a shift toward more native 
species has been documented (Horn and Tholl 2011). Similar beneficial effects would be 
projected for both native salmonids (bull trout and westslope cutthroat trout) in the study 
area under the Montanore Project mitigation plan from removal of nonnative fish species 
that currently pose a risk to native populations through hybridization and increased 
competition.” Nonnative species suppression is a component of the Flower Creek Bull Trout 
Conservation Project and Rock Creek Invasive Species Eradication Project, which are 
conceptual mitigation projects in the Montanore Project’s Conceptual Bull Trout Mitigation 
Plan. As part of the required Montanore Project mitigation planning process, MMC will 
facilitate consultation with Avista, RCR, FWP, USFS, USFWS, and other appropriate 
regulatory agencies and stakeholders before submitting a preliminary feasibility assessment 
of both projects. The group can discuss the best available science on suppression during the 
consultation to assist in examining the projects’ objectives, feasibility, and overall bull trout 
conservation effects of each specific mitigation project. USFWS modeling (Peterson et al. 
2015) predicted that management actions that reduced the influence of nonnative trout were 
expected to result in the largest comparative improvement in bull trout population status for 
Lower Clark Fork populations upstream of the Cabinet Gorge Dam. FWP’s concerns 
expressed in this comment about the value of nonnative fish suppression can be addressed 
during the consultation. 

(continued next page) 
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 Comment Response 265-10 (continued) 
The effects of simultaneous operation of the Rock Creek and Montanore Projects on 
groundwater drawdown and streamflows were disclosed in Section 4.7.8, and the reader was 
referred to this discussion in Section 4.11.8.1. As acknowledged in Section 4.11.8.1, 
although the relationship between changes in surface flow and aquatic habitat has not been 
quantified, surface water reductions would have an additional effect on loss of aquatic 
habitat that could result in subsequent reductions in native fish populations including bull 
trout and westslope cutthroat trout, as well as macroinvertebrates.  

Cumulative effects of the Montanore and Rock Creek Projects on bull trout, including the 
potential effects of baseflow reductions, were also disclosed in Section 4.13.9.2.1. 

As discussed in Section 4.13 of the Draft SEIS, the data available and methods used are 
adequate to evaluate and disclose reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on bull 
trout in the study area. 

Comment Response 265-11 
The Draft SEIS did not claim that the culvert at Montana Highway 200 completely prevented 
fish from entering Rock Creek drainage. For example, the Draft SEIS stated that the culvert 
at Montana Highway 200 may inhibit fish movement during low flow (emphasis added) 
periods (see Section 4.11.2) and disclosed that although the majority of Rock Creek bull 
trout populations are resident, Rock Creek supports migratory bull trout (see Section 
3.13.2.2). Sections 3.13.2.2 and 4.13.3.1.1 of the Draft SEIS stated that migration barriers 
may be beneficial to resident bull trout populations such as those predominantly found in the 
Rock Creek drainage, but detrimental to migratory bull trout.  

The conceptual aquatics and fisheries mitigation plan described in Appendix K of the SEIS 
was prepared and implemented in cooperation with the FWP, USFWS, KNF, and DEQ and 
would comply with the seven Terms and Conditions of the 2007 BO Supplement for bull 
trout (SEIS Appendix E) and any subsequent BO Supplements provided by the USFWS. The 
reasonable and prudent measures, with their implementing Terms and Conditions, are 
nondiscretionary and are considered by the USFWS necessary to minimize impacts of 
incidental take of bull trout. 

To implement Reasonable and Prudent Measure 1d of the 2007 BO Supplement, Term and 
Condition 1d requires RCR to complete and submit a comprehensive watershed assessment 
to the KNF prior to Phase II that would include an assessment of possible sediment 
mitigation and reduction projects and stream enhancement projects within the Rock Creek 
watershed. The Watershed Consulting (1997) and Salmon Environmental Services (2012) 
reports meet the intent of the Terms and Conditions of the 2007 BO amendment for the 
watershed analysis. 

(continued on next page) 
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  Comment Response 265-11 (continued) 
The Sediment Mitigation Plan described in Section 2.3.1.16 provides a detailed sediment 
source reduction plan for Phase I activities. RCR would be required to submit a final Phase II 
mitigation plan to the KNF, DEQ, and USFWS for approval prior to Phase II.  

Habitat enhancement measures described in Section 2.3.1.16 were developed to satisfy Term 
and Condition 1d and were based on information summarized in Salmon Environmental 
Service’s Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat Assessment Supplement. As described in Section 
3.11.2.1.1 of the Draft SEIS, natural and man-made potential low-flow barriers were 
identified in the Rock Creek watershed.  

To evaluate pre- and post-project riparian conditions, RCR would, in consultation with the 
Rock Creek Watershed Council, Forest Service, and USFWS, update the watershed 
assessment and, if appropriate, mitigation and monitoring plans, with any new data collected 
prior to the initiation of Phase II Construction. Alternative V also includes measures to 
mitigate mine impacts on surface water quantity and quality that would indirectly mitigate 
impacts on bull trout (see Section 2.3.1.16). 

RCR would monitor impacts on benthic macroinvertebrates, fish populations, and 
periphyton, as well as metals accumulations in fish tissues (see Appendix K). 
Implementation of the Contingency Action Plan, as described in the Water Resources 
Monitoring Plan in Appendix K, would ensure that adverse effects on aquatic resources were 
minimized. 
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Comment Response 265-12 
As explained in the response to comment 265-1, comments on the USFWS’s 2006 BO or 2007 BO 
Supplement are not in the scope of KNF’s SEIS analysis. See response to comment 265-1 for 
more detail about KNF’s Section 7 consultation with the USFWS. As discussed in Section 
4.13.8.1, the Water Resources Monitoring Plan and the Aquatics and Fisheries Monitoring Plan in 
Appendix K of the Draft and Final SEIS incorporated all Terms and Conditions from the 2007 BO 
Supplement and any subsequent BO Supplement related to monitoring and would be refined prior 
to Phase II construction. Monitoring of temperature, sediment, and metal concentrations in surface 
water and fish tissue was included in these monitoring plans. Where applicable, all plans would 
identify action levels, which, when reached, would require RCR to implement a Contingency 
Action Plan.  Implementation of the Contingency Action Plan, as described in the Water 
Resources Monitoring Plan in Appendix K, would ensure that effects on aquatic resources were 
minimized. The USFWS would participate as an advisor, as needed, on issues related to water 
resources, aquatics, and fisheries monitoring. 
Comment Response 265-13 
As explained in the response to comment 265-1, comments on the USFWS’s 2006 BO or 2007 BO 
Supplement are not in the scope of KNF’s SEIS analysis. See response to comment 265-1 for 
more detail about KNF’s Section 7 consultation with the USFWS. 
The 2011 Court opinion upheld the USFWS’s approach as demonstrated by the following from the 
discussion of the Plaintiff’s first argument: “…The Fish and Wildlife Service properly compared 
the relative size of the impacted 2.88 stream miles of Rock Creek to the overall size of the Lower 
Clark Fork Core Area critical habitat-135 stream miles-to determine that the bull trout's critical 
habitat would not be adversely modified. The Fish and Wildlife Service examined in detail the 
proposed mine's impact on each of the critical habitat elements in the local Rock Creek 
environment: water temperature, substrate composition (specifically, increased sediment load), 
migratory corridors, channel stability, and cover…The Service’s conclusion was not based solely 
on the scale of the impact, but also on the duration and the level by which the habitat’s 
functionality would be diminished.” 
Comment Response 265-14 
As explained in the response to comment 265-1, comments on the USFWS’s 2006 BO or 2007 BO 
Supplement are not in the scope of KNF’s SEIS analysis. See response to comment 265-1 for 
more detail about KNF’s Section 7 consultation with the USFWS. 
Comment Response 265-15 
See response to comment 265-3 for an explanation of the rationale for qualitative analysis of 
effects in upper drainages. Response to comment 265-12 describes the Contingency Action Plan 
included in Appendix K of the Draft and Final SEIS. 
As part of the public involvement process, following issuance of the Draft SEIS, the KNF held 
public open house meetings on March 15 and 16, 2016. The KNF was not involved in, and was 
not responsible for, information presented at any meetings held by RCR/Hecla. As stated 
throughout the SEIS, if the evaluation adit data indicated significant new circumstances or 
information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts, 
as described by 40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii), additional NEPA analysis would need to be conducted 
and all appropriate facility designs and mine plans would need to be modified and approved by the 
Agencies. 
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Comment Response 265-16 
Potential effects to westslope cutthroat trout were adequately disclosed in Section 4.11.2.6 of 
the Draft and Final SEIS. The Aquatics and Fisheries Mitigation Plans described in Section 
2.3.1.16 of the Draft and Final SEIS would protect both bull trout and westslope cutthroat 
trout. 

Comment Response 265-17 
See response to comment 265-15. The Draft and Final SEIS did not make any comparison 
with or references to the Greens Creek Mine. 

Comment Response 265-18 
Current water quality was considered in the description of the affected environment in 
Section 3.7 of the Draft SEIS. Section 4.7.2.6 of the Draft SEIS stated that there would be no 
uncontrolled, untreated discharges to surface water during exploration, construction, or 
production, so increases in metal concentrations in study area streams are not expected. This 
issue was discussed in Section 4.7.3.4 of the Draft SEIS. Section 4.11 and Appendix K of the 
Draft SEIS described monitoring of metals in fish tissue and sediments, and mitigation that 
would be implemented to prevent adverse effects to bull trout. Existing water quality and 
aquatic life data would be supplemented with additional data collected and analyzed prior to 
the initiation of Phase I and prior to the initiation of Phase II. The Aquatics and Fisheries 
Monitoring Program (see Section 1.9 of Appendix K) would be coordinated with water 
quality and streamflow monitoring and would include sampling and analysis of fish tissue to 
monitor metal concentrations in fish.  
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Comment Response 294-1 
Thank you for your suggested edits to the SEIS cover letter and Section 1.1.1. The cover 
letter attached to the Draft SEIS was appropriate as written. As noted in the comment, 
Section 1.1.1 of the Draft SEIS discussed how deficiencies identified by the Court were 
addressed, and references SEIS sections where these deficiencies were addressed in more 
detail. Section 1.1.1 in the Final SEIS was expanded slightly to provide a more detailed 
description of how the three deficiencies identified by the Court were addressed. 
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Comment Response 294-2 
The Forest Service is developing implementation guidance in response to the Presidential 
Memo, and until it does, direction provided by the Memorandum cannot be addressed. If 
implementation guidance is available prior to issuance of the Final SEIS or ROD, 
compliance with the subject memorandum will be addressed in that document. 

Comment Response 294-3 
Thank you for your comment. The KNF agrees that the Phase I hydrology data would allow 
the KNF to verify the effects analysis and modify mitigation, if needed, to minimize effects 
and to comply with the Forest Service’s mineral regulations at 36 C FR 228. 
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Comment Response 294-4 
The noted inconsistencies were reviewed and corrected, as appropriate, in the Final SEIS. 
See also the response to RCR’s comment 15 in its attached table of comments. 

Comment Response 294-5 
The DEQ finalized and issued the two storm water permits (MT0020287 and MT0031763) 
following the Draft SEIS issuance. Final storm water permit requirements were updated 
accordingly for the Final SEIS.  

Comment Response 294-6 
In preparation of the Draft SEIS, the KNF completed an updated analysis of potential 
employment and labor income effects from the proposed Rock Creek Project. The updated 
analysis was incorporated into Section 4.14.1.1 in the Draft SEIS. The KNF determined that 
the new tax revenue data did not constitute significant new circumstances or information 
relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts and, 
therefore, it was not included in the Final SEIS. 
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No. 

Document 
Section 

Page 
No. 

Paragraph 
No. 

Figure/Table 
No. 

Comment Response 

1  Background S-1 2  

Since RCR holds mineral rights both beneath and adjacent 
to the CMW, revise the third sentence of paragraph 2 to 
read “RCR currently holds mineral rights beneath and 
adjacent to the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness (CMW).” 

Summary text (p. S-1) was revised as suggested in 
the Final SEIS. 

2  Background S-1 4  For a more accurate citation, in line 1 of paragraph 4, 
change 1502.9(c)(1)(ii) to 1502.9(c)(1)(i)-(ii). 

The citation was revised to“1502.9(c)(1)(i-ii)” in 
the Final SEIS. 

3  Background S-1 4  
To more closely track the regulatory standard, in line eight 
of paragraph 4, change “substantially affected” to 
“significantly affected”. 

Summary text (p. S-1) was revised as suggested in 
the Final SEIS. 

4  Background S-2 1  

For a more complete citation to applicable law, include in 
the fifth sentence of paragraph 1 a reference to the Council 
on Environmental Quality’s NEPA regulations (40 CFR 
Parts 1500-1508). 

The citation was added to the Summary (P. S-2) in 
the Final SEIS; however, this regulation was also 
discussed fully in Section 1.6.4.1 and cited fully or 
by specific part (i.e. 40 CFR 1502.13 purpose and 
need) in other sections of the Draft SEIS and Final 
SEIS (i.e. Section 1.3). 

5  Proposed Action S-2 1  

Since the evaluation and production adits will intercept 
mineralized materials beneath the CMW and a portal for 
ventilation intake may be constructed within the CMW, 
revise the last clause of the last sentence (sentence four) of 
this paragraph to read “and all proposed surface disturbance 
would be outside the CMW, except for a possible portal for 
ventilation intake.” 

Summary text (p. S-2) was revised as suggested in 
the Final SEIS. 

6  Kootenai National 
Forest S-9 1  

To more closely track 28 CFR § 228.8, in line 5 of this 
paragraph, replace the term “NFS lands” with “NFS surface 
resources, where feasible, . . . .” 

Per 36 CFR 228.8, the text was revised to “NFS 
surface resources” in the Final SEIS. 

7  U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers S-10 2  

Under 40 CFR § 1502.13, the EIS is to briefly specify the 
“underlying purpose and need to which the agency is 
responding in proposing the alternatives including the 
proposed action.”  The underlying purpose and need to 
which the Corps is responding in proposing alternatives is 
to extract copper and silver from ore in the Rock Creek 
deposit, and not from any other geographic area in 
northwestern Montana.  We therefore propose that the final 
sentence of paragraph 2 should be revised as follows:  
“From the Corps’ perspective, the overall project purpose is 
to profitably extract, in an economically viable manner, 
copper and silver from ore in the Rock Creek Project 
deposit to meet demand.” 

The Corps’ purpose and need was developed in 
collaboration with the Corps, and changing it 
would not be appropriate. The Corps reviewed a 
preliminary draft SEIS as well as the Draft SEIS 
and had no comments.  

8  Decisions S-10 1  For clarity, in the first line of this paragraph, change “are 
discussed” to “ is discussed”. 

No change was made.  The subject and verb were 
in agreement. 
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Document 
Section 

Page 
No. 

Paragraph 
No. 

Figure/Table 
No. 

Comment Response 

9  U. Army Corps of 
Engineers S-11 1  

We believe that certain construction activities may be 
eligible for other Nationwide Permits from the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers; for example the installation of buried 
utilities may be eligible for permit coverage under 
Nationwide Permit 12 for Utility Line Activities.  
Accordingly, we recommend addition of the following after 
the third sentence in the referenced paragraph: “The 
installation of buried utility lines (such as water pipelines 
and distribution electric lines) at the site may also be 
eligible for authorization under the current Nationwide 
Permit 12 for Utility Line Activities.”  

The Corps’ purpose and need was developed in 
collaboration with the Corps, and changing it 
would not be appropriate. The Corps reviewed a 
preliminary draft SEIS as well as the Draft SEIS 
and had no comments. 

10  Alternatives S-12 1  

The first paragraph of the Alternatives section is unclear on 
whether it is describing the alternatives development 
process for the 2001 FEIS or the 2016 Draft SEIS.  The first 
sentence of the paragraph refers to the SEIS.  However, 
subsequent sentences in the paragraph refer to work 
conducted by the Montana DEQ, which we understand was 
not a lead or cooperating agency for the SEIS.  To clarify 
this point, we propose adding the following sentence at the 
bottom of page S-12:  “The alternatives development 
process for the 2001 FEIS is incorporated into the SEIS.” 

The paragraph was unclear. The first paragraph on 
p. S-12 in the Final SEIS was revised as follows 
(new text is underlined): “The alternatives 
development process for the 2001 FEIS is 
incorporated into the SEIS. The alternatives 
development process was designed to identify a 
reasonable range of alternatives for detailed 
analysis in the SEIS.” 

11  Alternatives S-12 1  

The no action alternative will often not meet a project’s 
purpose and need, as reflected on page 80 of the 2003 ROD 
for the Rock Creek Project (“I did not select Alternative I, 
the no action alternative, because it fails to meet the 
purpose and need for the proposal to mine the Rock Creek 
ore body.”).  We therefore propose deleting or revising the 
eighth sentence of this paragraph, which currently states:  
“An alternative is a complete project that has all the 
components necessary to fulfill the project purpose and 
need.”  

No change was needed. The referenced sentence is 
regarding developed alternatives and not the no 
action alternative. 

12  Alternatives S-12 1  
The project components listed at the bottom of page S-12 
should also include “Water treatment sites and methods,” as 
specified in the 2001 FEIS, at 2-5, Table 2-1.  

The text (p. S-12) was revised as suggested in the 
Final SEIS. 

13  Alternative V S-13 1 

 Since Alternative V includes features adopted in and after 
publication of the 2003 ROD, revise the third sentence of 
paragraph 1 to read (new language bolded):  “Alternative V 
includes applicable modifications, mitigations, and 
monitoring plans from Alternatives III and IV, components 
from Alternative II, and modifications made in and since 
the 2003 ROD.” 

The text (p. S-13) was revised as suggested in the 
Final SEIS. 

14  Alternative V S-13 5 

 We believe the differences between Alternative V in the 
2001 FEIS and the KNF’s current concept of the preferred 
alternative are attributable to each of the factors listed in the 
first sentence of paragraph 5.  We therefore propose 
changing “or” to “and” in the third line of paragraph 5.   

The text (p. S-13) was revised as suggested in the 
Final SEIS. 
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15  Alternative V 
Phase I S-14 1  

Paragraph 1 reports that the estimated disturbance for the 
evaluation adit and related facilities would be about 19.6 
acres, but page 2-87 reports that the Phase I disturbance 
would be about 18.5 acres based on the Rock Creek 
Evaluation Adit License Application.  RCR believes the 
correct acreage is 19.6 acres.  Please review all instances in 
the DSEIS of estimated disturbance for the evaluation adit 
and related facilities under Phase I to ensure consistency.   

In Chapter 2 of the Final SEIS, the referenced 
summary text was revised as follows: “A total 
disturbed area of 482 acres (based on disturbance 
area in 2001 FEIS) was used to calculate the 400-
ton mitigation requirement for Alternative V (KNF 
2013a). Methods used to estimate the amount of 
sediment reduction needed to mitigate the effects of 
Phase I are described in Appendix N. A reduction 
in 17 tons of sediment per year would be needed to 
mitigate for the effects of Phase I.” In addition, 
Appendix K was revised to explain the 
discrepancies in disturbance area due to more 
recent design. 

16  Alternative V 
Phase I S-14 2  

In the first sentence of this paragraph, replace “non-acid 
generating waste rock” with “barren waste rock.” This will 
correspond to the terms as defined in the RCR 2010 
Exploration License. 

By replacing the term "non-acid generating" with 
"Barren" there is a risk of introducing confusion 
into the EIS discussion.  Rock could be "non-acid 
generating" but could have metal leaching risk and 
therefore not mean a reasonable definition of 
"barren".  The current EIS text carefully weighs 
both ARD and ML risk so changes are proposed in 
the text that may confuse these issues. 

17  Alternative V 
Phase I S-14 2  

In the second sentence of this paragraph, the use of the 
language “all ore zone and disseminated galena, pyrite, and 
chalcopyrite alteration zone rock” should be simplified and 
replaced with the term “mineralized material” which is the 
term used in the RCR 2010 Exploration License.  During 
the development of the Phase I evaluation adit, there will be 
two types of rock material (barren waste rock and 
mineralized material) excavated from the adit.  We suggest 
that a global search be made for the terms “ore”, “alteration 
zone rock”, and “alteration waste zone rock” (as related to 
Phase I of the Rock Creek Project), and these terms should 
be replaced with “mineralized material”. 
  
The requirement to cover mineralized material “with an 
impermeable material” may not be practical at all times (i.e. 
during material movement activities) and does not appear to 
be required in the RCR 2010 Exploration License.  RCR 
requests that this requirement be relaxed by explicitly 
recognizing that cover will not be possible at all times.   
 
The above comments also apply to the specific sections in 
this Draft SEIS which provide the detailed description of 
Phase I activities.    

Although we recognize that the term "ore" has 
particular meaning within the context of National 
Instrument 43-101 (Standards of Disclosure for 
Mineral Projects in Canada), there is no such 
constraint on the term "ore" in an SEIS.  By 
preserving use of the term "ore", we think the 
clarity of the EIS is better preserved. 



Appendix S Responses to Comments on the Supplemental EIS 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Rock Creek Project S-45 

Comment 
No. 

Document 
Section 

Page 
No. 

Paragraph 
No. 

Figure/Table 
No. 

Comment Response 

18  Alternative V 
Phase I S-14 3  

The second sentence states that “stormwater containment 
pond overflow” would be pumped to the Phase I 
wastewater treatment plant.  It should also be noted here 
that RCR is allowed to discharge stormwater (not mine 
water) during site operations in compliance with MPDES 
permit MT 0030287.  Some stormwater would likely be 
pumped to and treated by the wastewater treatment plant; 
however, the potential discharge of stormwater should be 
recognized.   

The discussion in the Summary section was revised 
in the Final SEIS to clarify that stormwater routed 
to outfall 006 could be discharged to the unnamed 
tributary to West Fork Rock Creek in compliance 
with MPDES permit MT 0030287 without having 
been treated at the wastewater treatment plant. 

19  Alternative V 
Phase I S-14 4  

At the conclusion of Phase I and until a Phase II feasibility 
decision is made, RCR would leave some facilities at the 
Phase I portal site.  These may include, but not limited to, 
the portal collar, water management infrastructure, 
ventilation, and small shop/office.  Materials or facilities 
not needed beyond the Phase I exploration and data 
collection work or Phase II will be removed or otherwise 
reclaimed as soon as practicable.  Therefore, at the end of 
the first sentence, we propose adding “. . . , unless there is a 
continuing need for facilities for Phase II or for ongoing 
data collection.”     

Summary text (p. S-14) was revised as suggested in 
the Final SEIS. 

20  Alternative V, 
Phase II S-14 1  

The last sentence of this paragraph mentions a “proposed 
permit boundary”.   The SEIS should explain what this is 
and include a figure to illustrate this area.  

The following sentences were deleted from the 
summary of the Final SEIS : “About 425 acres 
would be disturbed within an Operating Permit area 
of 1,560 acres. An additional 36 acres would be 
cleared for the powerline. Land encompassed by 
the proposed permit boundary is 48% privately 
held and 52% NFS 
lands.” A sentence describing the disturbance area 
on NFS lands was added. A similar change was 
made in Section 2.3.1.1. 

21  Alternative V 
Phase II S-14 2  

The text states that there “would be 232 direct jobs per 
year” during the construction phase.  But, in the first 
paragraph on page S-15, the text states there would be 73 
RCR employees, 4 wildlife-mitigation jobs, and 151 direct 
jobs associated with contracted construction work.  The 
latter numbers add to 228. Please clarify the employment 
numbers in this section and throughout the SEIS for 
consistency and accuracy. 

The sentence in the Draft SEIS was revised in the 
Final SEIS to read: “The remaining direct jobs 
would be associated with contracted construction 
work.” 

22  Alternative V 
Phase II S-15 5  

The Draft SEIS mentions that geochemistry testing would 
be conducted to determine “suitability” for waste rock use 
for construction purposes, but there is no mention (or 
reference to) what “suitability” means.   

Geochemical suitability is based on the lack of acid 
generation or metal leaching risk in rock used for 
construction. Determination of suitability could be 
determined either by empirical tests such as static 
tests or the "Quick Test" to be developed in the 
Geochemical Monitoring Program or based on 
geologic description such as "unmineralized rock 
of the Burke Formation". 
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23  
Alternative V 

Phase II S-16 7  

The reference to a “slump” measurement in sentence 4 of 
this paragraph is used to visually describe the consistency 
of the proposed paste tailings product, but it is confusing 
because the specifications for the structural paste area 
(Hydrometrics, 2014) and the non-structural areas may be 
different.  It is suggested that the description be reworded to 
state that the “tailings will be thickened to the required 
densities to achieve a stable landform after deposition.” 

The following was incorporated into the Final 
SEIS: “The paste production would be monitored 
and regulated so that the resultant paste would be 
thickened to the required density.” 

24  Alternative V 
Phase II S-17 1 

 Sentence 4 of paragraph 1 states that rockfill for the 
buttresses would come from “waste rock produced from 
mine adit development”.  It should be noted here that only 
“suitable” waste rock would be used for buttress 
construction.  

Summary text (p. S-17) was revised as suggested in 
the Final SEIS.: “suitable waste rock produced 
from mine adit development.”  

25  Alternative V 
Phase II S-17 2 

 Sentence 3 of paragraph 2 states that water collected in the 
finger drains would be routed to a collection pond outside 
the main buttress.  We suggest further clarifying this 
statement and the following sentence by referring to this 
pond as a seepage collection pond that is separate from the 
stormwater collection pond.  Furthermore, it should be 
noted that the seepage collection pond will also receive 
water collected by the blanket drains.   

Summary text (p. S-17) was revised in the Final 
SEIS: “The water collected by the finger drains and 
the blanket drains would be routed to a seepage 
collection pond outside the main buttresses, which 
would be separate from the stormwater retention 
pond.” 

26  Alternative V 
Phase II S-17 5 

 Sentence 1 of paragraph 5 states that the evaluation adit 
would be plugged with reinforced concrete at mine closure.  
This requirement is not outlined in the RCR 2010 
Exploration License and is not necessary to effectively 
close or reclaim the adit.  Since the evaluation adit will not 
discharge mine water at closure, there is no need for a 
concrete plug.  RCR requests that closure of the evaluation 
adit proceed as described in RCR 2010 or, at least, provide 
the option for evaluating other closure options besides a 
concrete plug.  
 
Sentence 2 is duplicative of Sentence 3 and should be 
deleted. 

The language was changed to state the adit would 
be plugged in accordance with Montana State 
requirements.  However, if option 3 closure is 
selected, it would be a benefit to seal the evaluation 
adit to prevent air circulation with the mine void, 
but this does not have to be “reinforced concrete.” 

27  Alternative V 
Phase II S-17 5 

 At the end of the last sentence, we recommend deletion of 
“in perpetuity” and replacement with “until such time that 
the discharge meets applicable regulatory water quality 
standards for direct discharge”. 

A possible revision would be to combine the two 
and state - “until such time that the discharge meets 
applicable regulatory water quality standards for 
direct discharge,” which could be in perpetuity. 



Appendix S Responses to Comments on the Supplemental EIS 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Rock Creek Project S-47 

Comment 
No. 

Document 
Section 

Page 
No. 

Paragraph 
No. 

Figure/Table 
No. 

Comment Response 

28  Forest Plan 
Amendment S-18 1  

If the Forest Supervisor determines that a KFP amendment 
is needed, please clarify how and when such an amendment 
would be made.   

Summary text (p. S-18) was revised as follows in 
the Final SEIS: “A full assessment of consistency 
of Alternative V with applicable 2015 KFP 
direction is available in the project record. Based 
on this consistency analysis, the Forest Supervisor 
shall determine whether a KFP amendment is 
needed for the Rock Creek Project. Alternative V 
would require three project specific amendments to 
the 2015 KFP for the alternative to be consistent 
with the plan. The three amendments are described 
in Section 2.3.6, Forest Plan Amendment.” 

29  Environmental 
Consequences S-18 1  

To correct a typographical error, revise the beginning of the 
second sentence of this section to read “Pages S-21 through 
S-23 of the 2001 FEIS summarize. . . .”  

The correction was made in the Final SEIS. 

30  

Issue 1: Effects on 
Quantity and 

quality of Montana 
and Idaho surface 

water and 
groundwater 

 

S-19 1  

Sentence 6 of this paragraph states that “Additional 
hydrologic data would be collected during Phase I 
Evaluation to refine the existing numerical model and 
reduce the uncertainty of the predictions.”  We suggest 
removing the language “reduce the uncertainty of the 
predictions” and replacing with “incorporate the new data 
into the predictions.”   

Disagree.  This “language” was suggested by Paul 
Martin of AquaResources. 

31  

Issue 1: Effects on 
Quantity and 

quality of Montana 
and Idaho surface 

water and 
groundwater 

S-19 2  

In sentence 1, where it states “predict potential effects . . .” 
we believe that it would be clearer to say “to evaluate the 
potential for effects . . .”     

The Summary text on p S-19 was revised as 
suggested in the Final SEIS. 

32  Phase I – 
Evaluation Adit S-19 1  

We suggest that sentence 1 be clarified to put the potential 
effects in context.  We think the reader would benefit by 
knowing the significance of the effects and whether the 
effects need to be mitigated.   

This information is provided in Section 4.7 of the 
Draft SEIS.  This summary section is adequate to 
describe the Phase I effects to water resources and 
mitigation.  No change was made.   

33  Phase II - 
Construction S-20 1  

In sentence 5 of this paragraph, the word “dilute” could be 
confusing.  Dilution suggests the addition of water with less 
concentrated solids, rather than the opposite, such as 
removing solids.  We recommend providing additional 
clarification as to the meaning of dilution in this context.  

Clarification was added to the Summary section in 
the Final SEIS. 
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34  

Phase II – 
Operations 

(Effects Due to 
Mine Inflows) 

S-20 3  

In sentence 1 of this paragraph, we suggest removing the 
language “the exact nature of the hydrologic conditions 
around and beneath the CMW lakes above the proposed 
mine, specifically Cliff Lake, is unknown” and replacing 
with “the nature of the . . . specifically Cliff Lake, was 
evaluated with the 3D model as part of the water quantity 
study.”  
 
In sentence 2, instead of saying “the 3D results and overall 
conceptual model indicate that Cliff Lake is perched,” we 
recommend “the available data support that Cliff Lake is 
perched . . . ,” and conclude this sentence with “. . . , and 
therefore was conceptualized as a perched system and 
simulated as such in the 3D model.”  

This section was revised to include the results of 
the 2D model (not the 3D model).   
 
Observations at Cliff Lake suggest that Cliff Lake 
is perched above the regional water table. 
However, The exact nature of the hydrologic 
conditions around and beneath Cliff Lake is 
unknown. One could argue that if Cliff Lake was 
simulated as perched, then of course the results 
would confirm that it is perched. 

35  

Phase II – 
Operations 

(Effects Due to 
Mine Inflows) 

S-21 1  

The location of Cliff Lake on top of a basin divide and its 
high elevation, coupled with available data on perennial 
stream flow, indicate that this lake is not connected to a 
regional potentiometric surface.  Any conjecture that the 
lake is connected to the regional system is a “what if” 
sensitivity evaluation, not a “base case” supported by the 
available data.   Modeling does not determine if Cliff Lake 
is connected (or not) to the regional potentiometric system; 
the data does.  The discussion in this paragraph would 
benefit from additional clarification. 

The KNF disagrees with this comment. While the 
KNF agrees that Cliff Lake is likely perched, the 
intent of the 2D model was to explore the 
hydrologic conditions under which the lake could 
be connected to the regional potentiometric surface, 
and whether those conditions were reasonable. 
There is very little available data from this area or 
nearby streams with respect to flow to be able to 
convincingly conclude the lake is perched (given 
the perceived risk), hence the buffer and eventual 
reanalysis. 
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36  
Other Effects on 
Streamflow and 
Water Quality 

S-21  1   

Because many SEIS readers lack a technical background, it 
would be helpful to put effects into context.  An example of 
this is found in the first sentence, which states that 
“discharges from the wastewater treatment plant would 
increase the flow of the Clark Fork River by much less than 
1% of the average annual flow . . .” Here we believe that it 
would be constructive to examine the “1%” and put this 
potential effect into better perspective. Using “much less” 
does not convey the true negligible nature of this discharge, 
as shown in the following:    
 
Figure 2-12 of the Draft SEIS illustrates that an estimated 
315 gallons per minute (gpm) would be treated and 
discharged into the Clark Fork River in Year 30 of the 
Project.  With one cubic foot per second (cfs) being 
approximately 449 gpm, a 315 gpm discharge is about 0.75 
cfs.   
 
Section 3.7.4.6 of the Draft SEIS states that the average 
flow at a USGS gaging station on the Clark Fork River near 
the community of Noxon is approximately 20,000 cfs (or 
nearly 9 million gpm).   
 
Therefore, the 315 gpm discharge from the RCR water 
treatment plant is calculated to increase the average annual 
flow in the Clark Fork River by less than 0.004%.  This is 
the type of context that would benefit the SEIS reader, and 
ultimately the Forest Service decision maker.     

The discussion provided in the Summary section is 
adequate for the non-technical reader.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Final SEIS was revised and uses both units 
(gpm and cfs) where appropriate.. 
 

37  
Other Effects on 
Streamflow and 
Water Quality 

S-21 1  

The “extremely low flow” of 220 cfs referenced in sentence 
1 is not a flow as normally understood, but is, in fact, a 
seepage flow when the upstream dam was closed.  This 
should be clarified in the SEIS as the current wording is 
misleading. 

The Summary section and Section 4.7.3.2.6 of the 
Final SEIS was revised as suggested. 

38  
Other Effects on 
Streamflow and 
Water Quality 

S-21 1  

In sentence 2 of this paragraph, we also suggest that the SEIS 
put the “67 gpm” into context with the average stormwater 
flow to Rock Creek from the unaffected hydrologic 
contribution area.  This runoff would be negligible in 
comparison to potential Rock Creek stormwater flows as the 31 
acre mill area represents a very small fraction (less than 1%) of 
the hydrologic drainage area contributing stormwater flow to 
Rock Creek.  This same comment applies to the stormwater 
contribution area associated with the tailings storage facility 
with applicability to both Miller Gulch and Rock Creek.  Also, 
as a general global comment, it is not typical to refer to 
streamflow in terms of “gpm.”  The measurement unit, “cfs” is 
the more common connotation for streamflow.   

The Summary section and Section 4.7.3.2 of the 
Final SEIS were revised to compare the stormwater 
flow decreases due to use of stormwater for mining 
in relation to the total stormwater flow generated 
within the entire Rock Creek and Miller Creek 
watersheds.   
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39  
Other Effects on 
Streamflow and 
Water Quality  

S-21 2  

Although the paste tailings structure will be designed to not 
store excess water, there will be times during its operation 
when water will collect on the surface of the tailings 
because of differential settlement of the tailings material 
and uneven contours that develop during operations.  Please 
provide this explanation in the text. 

This information was added to the Summary 
section of the Final SEIS. 

40  
Other Effects on 
Streamflow and 
Water Quality 

S-21 3  

The statement that interception of water in year 30 and 
closure would result in a decrease in Clark Fork River flow 
is incorrect.  Water, including stormwater originally 
destined for Miller Gulch or Rock Creek, would be treated 
and discharged to the Clark Fork River.    

No change was made to the Summary section. It is 
acknowledged on page S-21 that treated 
wastewater would increase the flow of the Clark 
Fork River. 

41  
Other Effects on 
Streamflow and 
Water Quality 

S-21 4  

The wording of sentence 1, “there would be no net increase, 
or an actual long-term reduction,” is confusing.  We do 
expect a long-term reduction in sediment; therefore, this 
sentence should be clarified to simply reflect the long-term 
reduction in stream sediment. 

The WATSED model predicts up to a 38% increase 
in sediment yield during construction; therefore it 
is important to emphasize that there would be both 
no net increase in sediment yield and a long term 
reduction in sediment due to the proposed sediment 
mitigation. The referenced sentence in the 
summary was reworded to reflect the conclusions 
of the KNF in the Appendix N discussion of the R-
1 WATSED model.  

42  
Other Effects on 
Streamflow and 
Water Quality 

S-21 5  In the last sentence (on page S-21) of paragraph 5, there 
appears to be a typo: “is” should be “are.” 

No change was needed. Subject-verb agreement 
was correct. 

43  
Other Effects on 
Streamflow and 
Water Quality 

S-22 1  

This last sentence mentions that “all rocks with ARD risk 
should be assumed to have metal leaching risk.”  We 
suggest adding context to the statement, such as “the 
potential for impacts from these rock materials would be 
low given the planned management procedures at the Rock 
Creek Project site”.   

Some clarification was added to the Summary of 
the Final SEIS to assure readers that rock with an 
identified potential to form acid or liberate excess 
metals would be managed in a way that manages or 
eliminates this risk 

44  Phase II - Closure S-22 1  

It would be helpful to clarify why “baseflow water quality 
in the upper East Fork Bull River” is unlikely to be 
affected.     

Additional information was added to this paragraph 
in the Summary section of the Final SEIS to 
explain why baseflow water quality in the upper 
East Fork Bull River is unlikely to be measurable.   

45  

Aquatics and 
Fisheries, 

including Bull 
Trout  

S-23 1  To correct a typographical error, change “13.5 miles (8.4 
km)” to “8.4 miles (13.5 km).” 

The error was corrected in the Final SEIS. 

46  

Aquatics and 
Fisheries, 

including Bull 
Trout 

S-23 2  

Sentence 7 is confusing and should be reworded.  We 
suggest the following wording:  “The additional hydrologic 
data collected during Phase I would be incorporated into the 
model and would be used to help refine and confirm the 
model predictions.”  

Sentence 6 from paragraph 2 of Summary text (p. 
S-23) was revised as suggested in the Final SEIS. 

47  

Aquatics and 
Fisheries, 

including Bull 
Trout 

S-23  3   

In sentence 1, we suggest changing "may generally 
improve” to “would improve” as reducing sediment loading 
to mountain stream channels such as Rock Creek would 
result in improved aquatic invertebrate communities.   

Summary text (p. S-23) was revised as suggested in 
the Final SEIS. 
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48  

Aquatic and 
Fisheries, 

including Bull 
Trout 

S-24 1  

We suggest a revision of the third full sentence of this 
paragraph to match what will happen at the site:  “Surface 
runoff from waste rock would be captured and reused at the 
mill, treated at the wastewater treatment plant and released, 
or released without routing through the wastewater 
treatment plant if it meets applicable regulatory water 
quality standards set forth in an approved Montana DEQ 
discharge permit.”  MPDES permit MT 0030287 allows for 
the discharge of stormwater from waste rock without a 
defined treatment process, provided discharge standards are 
met.   

The Summary section of the Final SEIS was 
changed to make it clear that MPDES permit 
MT0030287 states that the facility would be 
designed so that stormwater would not come in 
contact with waste rock.   

49  

Aquatic and 
Fisheries, 

including Bull 
Trout 

S-24 1  

We respectfully disagree with sentence 4.  The water 
treatment plant discussed in the Draft SEIS and as currently 
proposed by RCR would remove virtually all metals in the 
discharge from the wastewater treatment facility.  Such 
discharge would meet permit discharge standards, which 
are based on aquatic-life water quality standards. In 
addition, RCR does not plan any discharge into Rock Creek 
from its wastewater treatment facility, so we are confused 
with sentence 6 of this paragraph that discusses elevated 
metal concentrations in Rock Creek and its impact on bull 
trout spawning and rearing habitat.   

The summary was revised in the Final SEIS to 
more accurately reflect the analysis in Section 
4.11.2.3. The following sentences were deleted: 
“Discharge from the wastewater treatment plant 
may increase metal concentrations below the Clark 
Fork River effluent outfall. Concentrations would 
not exceed aquatic life standards outside of the 
mixing zone. Elevated metal concentrations could 
cause bull trout to avoid using Rock Creek as a 
spawning or rearing area.” and replaced with 
“Depending on the timing of construction, treated 
wastewater would be discharged into infiltration 
ponds or a permitted outfall in the Clark Fork 
River. Wastewater discharges would be treated 
before discharge to meet MPDES permitted 
effluent limits protective of aquatic life.” 
Additional discussion was added to the Summary 
section and Section 4.13.3.1.4 of the Final SEIS to 
make it clear that elevated metal concentrations 
may occur in Rock Creek due to possible pipeline 
failures, but that if a rupture or spill occurred, a 
quick response, as discussed in Section 4.7.3.4.3 of 
the Draft SEIS, would mitigate effects to aquatic 
life. Waste rock and mine tailings would not be 
potential sources of metals to Rock Creek.   

50  Wildlife Habitat S-24 1  

We respectfully disagree with the assertion that 445 acres 
of wildlife habitat would be lost.  Following final site 
reclamation, the vast majority of this acreage (presumably 
from the mill site and tailings storage facility) would be 
reclaimed back to use as potential wildlife habitat.  Is 
should be clarified that the stated loss would be temporary 
during active mine operation and reclamation.   

The text was revised in the Final SEIS to clarify 
that 445 acres of wildlife habitat would be lost for 
the duration of mine operation. 
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51  

Issue 3: Stability 
of the tailings 
impoundment 
(Earthquake-

Induced Failure) 

S-27 1  

After sentence 2 of this paragraph, add the following 
sentence: “The final design of the Rock Creek Project 
tailings facility would also comply with the 2015 Montana 
Senate Bill No. 409 that sets forth mandatory standards for 
tailings storage facilities in the state of Montana.”  

The KNF agrees with the proposed suggestion and 
incorporated the proposed language at the location 
specified into the Final SEIS. 

52  
Issue 6: Effects on 

wetlands and 
nonwetland waters 

S-27 1  

The statement in sentence 3 of this paragraph that “17.8 
acres of jurisdictional wetlands . . . within the disturbance 
boundary” is not correct.  This sentence should be clarified 
to explain that jurisdictional wetlands were identified in a 
“study area” or “permit boundary area,” and we would 
suggest that the study area or permit boundary area be 
shown on a figure or map in the SEIS.   

In the Final SEIS, “disturbance boundary” was 
replaced with “wetlands study area” and a 
reference to Figure 3-14, Wetlands in Study Area, 
was provided. 

53  
Issue 6: Effects on 

wetlands and 
nonwetland waters 

S-28 4  

The statement in sentence 3 of this paragraph that “These 
headwaters streams have steep gradients and are deeply 
entrenched” is an inaccurate generalization for some 
reaches.  Many reaches of the headwaters tributaries are not 
deeply entrenched.    

The sentence was deleted from the Summary (p. S-
29). 

54  

Issue 8: Effects on 
aesthetic quality, 
including  noise, 

visual, and 
wilderness 
experiences 

S-29 1  

In sentence 7 of this paragraph, the text states that “no 
mine-related sounds are expected to be audible from CMW 
lakes most often visited by wilderness users.”  Please 
clarify as to what lakes are being referred to. 

The sentence was revised as follows in the Final 
SEIS (new text is underlined): “No mine-related 
sounds are expected to be audible from the CMW 
lakes most often visited by wilderness users (i.e. 
those within Opportunity Class II, including Moran 
Basin Lakes, St. Paul Lake, and Rock Lake).” 
Section 4.17.1 contains the same sentence, and it 
also was revised in the Final SEIS. 

55  

Summary – Water 
Resources – 

Springs and Seeps 
and Wilderness 

Lakes 

S-35  Table S-2 

In sentence 1 for column 6 (Alt V), the statement that the 
buffer zone around Cliff Lake would . . . “minimize the risk 
of affecting . . . water chemistry to Cliff Lake” is 
unsupported.  We believe that the Rock Creek Mine will 
NOT affect Cliff Lake water quality.   
 
Sentence 3 states that “flow to bedrock springs may be 
reduced due to mine dewatering”.  This statement should 
only apply to bedrock groundwater-fed springs located 
above the mine void elevation as lower elevation springs do 
not have the potential to be impacted.   

No change was made to Table S-2 regarding Cliff 
Lake.  It is acknowledged in the table that CMW 
lakes do not appear to be connected to the regional 
water table, but are perched.   
 
 
This statement is inaccurate.  No change was made 
to Table S-2 regarding potential effects to bedrock 
springs.   

56  

Summary – 
Wildlife, Habitat, 
and T&E Species 
– Grizzly Bears – 

Mortality 

S-36  Table S-2 

The first sentence for column 6 (Alt V) is confusing and 
should be clarified.  Recommend replace “with increased 
potential to decrease risk due to required” with “with likely 
decreased mortality risk due to . . .”.   

Suggested edit was made in the Final SEIS. 
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57  

Summary – 
Wildlife, Habitat, 
and T&E Species 

– Bull Trout – 
Habitat 

S-36  Table S-2 

In row 2, column 6 (Alt V), the text states that the sediment 
mitigation plan implemented prior to construction would 
have a “short-term benefit.” We believe that there would be 
both a short term and long term benefit from the mitigation 
measures enacted during Phase I, and we request that the 
text be edited to affirm that assertion.   

The table text in the Summary section was changed 
as suggested in the Final SEIS. The same change 
was made to the identical table at the end of 
Chapter 2 of the Final SEIS. 

58  1.1.1 1-1 1  In the third line, insert a “,” after “Alliance”. A comma was added as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

59  1.1.1 1-1 2  For a more accurate citation, in line one of paragraph 2, 
change 1502.9(c)(1)(ii) to 1502.9(c)(1)(i)-(ii). 

The citation was revised to“1502.9(c)(1)(i-ii)” in 
the Final SEIS. 

60  1.1.2 1-1 1  In line two of section 1.1.2, change “substantially affected” 
to “significantly affected.” 

The revision was made as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

61  1.2 1-2 1  

Since the evaluation and production adits will intercept 
mineralized materials beneath the CMW and a portal for 
ventilation intake may be constructed within the CMW, 
revise the ninth sentence of paragraph 1 to read “All 
proposed surface disturbance would be outside the CMW, 
except for a possible portal for ventilation intake.” 

The revision was made as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

62  1.3 1-4 2  

Sentence 1 of this paragraph refers to a “Rock Creek 
Project study area”.  It would be helpful to describe what 
this area is and include a figure in the SEIS that shows this 
area. 

The referenced sentence was adapted form the 
following sentence in the 2001 FEIS: “Sterling 
…owns 754 acres of fee land within the proposed 
project area.” The project area in the 2001 FEIS 
was DEQ’s permit area. The DEQ was neither a 
cooperating agency nor a co-lead agency for the 
Draft or Final SEIS; thus, the permit area is not 
relevant in this context. The “Rock Creek Project 
study area” was defined in the Final SEIS. 

63  1.3 1-4 3  
To correct a typographical error, revise the second sentence 
of paragraph 3 to read “The project purpose and need also 
are discussed.” 

The error was corrected in the Final SEIS. 

64  1.3.1 1-4 1  
To more closely track 28 CFR § 228.8, in line 5 of this 
paragraph, replace the term “NFS lands” with “NFS surface 
resources, where feasible, . . . ” 

Per 36 CFR 228.8, Summary text was revised to 
“NFS surface resources” in the Final SEIS. 

65  1.3.1 1-4 1  
To more closely track the statutory language, in the first 
bullet, delete the word “and” immediately prior to the word 
“metal”. 

The current text mirrors the statutory language. No 
change was made. 
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66  1.3.2.2 1-5 1  

Under 40 CFR § 1502.13, the EIS is to briefly specify the 
“underlying purpose and need to which the agency is 
responding in proposing the alternatives including the 
proposed action.”  The underlying purpose and need to 
which the Corps is responding in proposing alternatives is 
to extract copper and silver from ore in the Rock Creek 
deposit, and not from any other geographic area in 
northwest Montana.  We therefore propose that the final 
sentence of section 1.3.2.2 should be revised as follows:  
“From the Corps’ perspective, the overall project purpose is 
to extract copper and silver from ore in the Rock Creek 
deposit in northwestern Montana in order to meet demand.”  

The Corps’ purpose and need was developed in 
collaboration with the Corps, and changing it 
would not be appropriate. The Corps reviewed a 
preliminary draft SEIS as well as the Draft SEIS 
and had no comments. 

67  1.4 1-6 3  

We believe the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s initial 
biological opinion for the Rock Creek Project was dated 
December 15, 2000.  Accordingly, the reference to the 2001 
Biological Opinion should be to the 2000 Biological 
Opinion.  We also do not believe that the initial biological 
opinion was litigated.  We therefore suggest that the KNF 
replace the word “litigated” with the word “challenged”.     

The date was corrected and the revision was made 
as suggested in the Final SEIS. 

68  1.5 1-7 1  To correct a typographical error, change “are discussed” to 
“is discussed” in the first line of section 1.5. 

The correction was made as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

69  1.5 1-9  Table 1-1 

We recommend deleting the detailed history listed for 
several of the permits listed; specifically the histories 
detailed for the MPDES permits.  The detail is somewhat 
confusing and does not add to the discussion around current 
approval or permit status.  Simplifying and stating current 
permit/approval status provide greater clarity to this table.   
 
Permit MT0030287 was issued by Montana DEQ and 
became effective February 1, 2016.   

The corrections were made in the Final SEIS as 
suggested. All information about current permits 
were verified and updated, as appropriate, in the 
Final SEIS. 

70  1.5 1-10  Table 1-1 

RCR does have a pending application with the Montana 
Department of Natural Resources and Conservation for a 
Beneficial Use Permit and plans to file for additional 
beneficial use permits with this agency.  For clarity, we 
suggest more appropriate wording for the status section of 
this permit to be “Some pending.  Some not yet applied 
for.” 

“Pending” was added to the beginning of the Status 
section for both the Beneficial Use Permit and the 
310 Permit. The Beneficial Use Permit status was 
updated to “DNRC issued preliminary 
determination to issue a permit in June 2016.” 

71  1.5.3 1-12 3  
Sentence 3 is incorrect, as the permit has been issued; see 
Comment #69.  Appropriate updates should also be made to 
Table 1-2. 

The corrections were made in the Final SEIS as 
suggested.  The corresponding Table 1-2 was also 
updated accordingly. 
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72  1.5.3 1-13  Figure 1-2 

The outfalls shown on Figure 1-2 relative to MT0031763 
have changed with some added and others renumbered 
during the public comment period.  We recommend that 
Montana DEQ provide final locations of all outfalls based 
on public comment received.  Since the comment period for 
this permit closed some time ago, this information should 
be available from the Montana DEQ.  
 
We also recommend that the legend be changed to reflect 
which permit applies to each outfall rather than the existing 
generic descriptions.  The source of information should also 
be noted as outfall locations based on draft permits may 
change between draft and final.   

Figure 1-2 was updated with the final outfall 
locations summarized in the final permit.  

73  Chapter 1 1-15  Table 1-2 

Updates should be made to this table, per Comments #71 
and #72 above.   
 
We also recommend deleting the section titled “DEQ 
Exploration License #00663” as this is not an MPDES 
permit.     

The updates were made in the Final SEIS as 
suggested.   

74  1.5.5 1-16 2  

To more closely track 16 USC § 1536(a)(2), revise the 
beginning portion of the first sentence of paragraph 2 to 
read “The KNF is required by the ESA to ensure that any 
action it approves is not likely to jeopardize. . . .” 

The revision was made as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

75  1.5.5 1-16 2  In the first bullet of paragraph 2, change December 19, 
2000 to December 15, 2000. 

The date was corrected in the Final SEIS. 

76  1.5.5 1-16 2  In the third bullet of paragraph 2, change 2001 BO to 2000 
BO. 

The date was corrected in the Final SEIS 

77  1.5.5 1-16 2  

To more closely track the language of the 2003 BO, in the 
fifth bullet of paragraph 2, line 3, change “would not likely 
adversely modify proposed bull trout critical habitat” to 
“would not likely destroy or adversely modify proposed 
bull trout critical habitat”.   

The revision was made as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

78  1.5.5 1-16 2  

To more closely track the language of the 2006 BO, in the 
seventh bullet of paragraph 2, line 5, change “nor adversely 
modify critical bull trout habitat” to “nor destroy or 
adversely modify bull trout critical habitat”. 

The revision was made as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

79  1.5.5 1-17 1  In the second bullet, change “combined” to “consolidated”. The revision was made as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

80  1.5.5 1-17 1  In the fourth bullet, change June 2011 to November 2011. The date was corrected in the Final SEIS 

81  1.6 1-18 1  

To more closely track the 2001 FEIS, page 1-7, change “all 
agencies with permitting or approving . . .” to “the agencies 
with primary environmental permitting and regulatory 
responsibilities for approving . . .”. 

The revision was made as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

82  1.6.1 1-18 2  To fix a typographical error, change “conjunction” to 
“connection” in the third line of paragraph 2. 

The revision was made as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 
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83  1.6.1 1-18 3  

To be eligible to object, a party must submit “timely” 
“specific written comments”, as specified in 36 CFR § 
218.5.  We therefore suggest that the KNF insert the word 
“timely” after the word “submit” in the sixth line of 
paragraph 3.   

The revision was made as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

84  1.6.1 1-18 3  
To more closely track the language of 36 CFR § 214.4, 
insert the words “or denial” after the word “approval” in 
line 14 of the third paragraph. 

The revision was made as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

85  1.6.1 1-18 5  
To fix a typographical error, change “into the navigable 
waters” to “into navigable waters” in the second line of 
paragraph 5. 

The revision was made as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

86  1.6.1 1-19 2  
To more closely track 16 USC § 1536(a)(2), change “would 
not jeopardize” to “would not likely jeopardize” in the first 
line of paragraph 2. 

The revision was made as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

87  1.6.1 1-19 2  To fix a typographical error, change “are described” to “is 
described” in the fourth line of paragraph 2. 

The revision was made as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

88  1.6.2 1-19 1  

In addition to being eligible for a Nationwide Permit 44 for 
Mining Operations, the installation of buried utility lines 
(such as water pipelines and distribution electric lines) at 
the Rock Creek Project site may also be eligible for 
authorization by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under 
the Nationwide Permit 12 for Utility Line Activities. 

Section 1.6.2 was revised by adding the following 
sentence at the end of the paragraph: “Other NWPs 
may be used to authorize construction activities 
(such as NWP 12 for Utility Line Activities) as 
deemed appropriate by the Corps.”  

89  1.6.4.3 1-21 1  To fix a typographical error, change “conjunction” to 
“connection” in the third line of this paragraph. 

The revision was made as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

90  2.1 2-1 1  

Since the Rock Creek Project, as proposed, did not include 
a paste tailings facility, we suggest revising the term “paste 
tailings facility” to “tailings facility” in the second line of 
Section 2.1. 

The revision was made as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

91  2.2.2 2-2 1  

The first paragraph of this section is unclear on whether it is 
describing the alternatives development process for the 
2001 FEIS or the 2016 Draft SEIS.  The first sentence of 
the paragraph refers to the SEIS.  However, subsequent 
sentences in the paragraph refer to work conducted by the 
Montana DEQ, which we understand was not a lead or 
cooperating agency for the SEIS.  To clarify this point, we 
propose adding the following sentence at the end of Section 
2.2.2:  “The alternatives development process for the 2001 
FEIS is incorporated into this SEIS.” 

The paragraph was unclear. The first paragraph in 
Section 2.2.2 in the Final SEIS was revised as 
follows (new text is underlined): “The alternatives 
development process for the 2001 FEIS is 
incorporated into the SEIS. The alternatives 
development process was designed to identify a 
reasonable range of alternatives for detailed 
analysis in the SEIS.” 
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92  2.2.2 2-2 1  

The no action alternative will often not meet a project’s 
purpose and need, as reflected on page 80 of the 2003 ROD 
for the Rock Creek Project (“I did not select Alternative I, 
the no action alternative, because it fails to meet the 
purpose and need for the proposal to mine the Rock Creek 
ore body.”).  We therefore propose deleting or revising the 
eighth sentence of Section 2.2.2, which currently states:  
“An alternative is a complete project that has all the 
components necessary to fulfill the project purpose and 
need.” 

No change was needed. The referenced sentence is 
regarding developed alternatives and not the no 
action alternative. 

93  2.2.2 2-2 1  
The options listed in Section 2.2.2 should also include 
“Water treatment sites and methods”, as specified in the 
2001 Rock Creek FEIS, at 2-5, Table 2-1. 

The revision was made as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

94  2.3.1.1 2-2 1  

Since Alternative V includes features adopted in and after 
publication of the 2003 ROD, revise the first sentence of 
Section 2.3.1.1 to read (new language bolded): “Alternative 
V includes applicable modifications, mitigations, and 
monitoring plans from Alternatives III and IV, components 
from Alternative II, and modifications made in and since 
the 2003 ROD.” 

The revision was made as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

95  2.3.1.1 2-10 2  

We believe the differences between Alternative V in the 
2001 FEIS and the KNF’s current concept of the preferred 
alternative are attributable to each of the factors listed in the 
fourth sentence of paragraph 2.  We therefore propose 
changing “or” to “and” in the thirteenth line of paragraph 2.   

The revision was made as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

96  2.3.1.2 2-10 Entire 
Section   

During Phase I and the development of the evaluation adit, 
there will be barren waste rock and mineralized material 
excavated from the adit.  Avoid the use of the word “ore” 
for Phase I because that term technically applies to 
economic rock material processed in a mill.   Also, 
alteration rock should be labeled as mineralized material.  
See Comment #17.   

Although we recognize that the term "ore" has 
particular meaning within the context of National 
Instrument 43-101 (Standards of Disclosure for 
Mineral Projects in Canada), there is no such 
constraint on the term "ore" in an SEIS.  By 
preserving use of the term "ore", we think the 
clarity of the EIS is better preserved. 

97  2.3.1.2 2-13  Figure 2-3 

Update this figure to include RCR unpatented mill site 
claims from the paste tailings facility to the mill site, along 
the tailings pipeline corridor.  RCR staked these claims in 
2015 and can provide location files.   

The figure was updated as suggested in the Final 
SEIS.  

98  2.3.1.2 2-11 to 
2-17   

Three figures are found between these pages, but there are 
six pages.  There appears to be a misnumbering of pages. 

The Draft SEIS was printed double-sided. 
Therefore, the front and back of each page reflects 
a separate page whether it is blank or contains 
printed material like a figure. 

99  2.3.1.2 2-17 1  

The fourth line of paragraph 1 contains the phrase “when 
the two adits meet,” but does not identify the two adits.  
Please clarify the statement.  

The sentence was revised as follows: “During 
Phase II Production, this adit would serve as an 
additional ventilation (exhaust) opening and as a 
secondary escapeway when the two adits meet 
production adits intersect.” 
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100  2.3.1.2 2-17 2  

Paragraph 2 reports that the estimated disturbance for the 
evaluation adit would be about 19.6 acres, but the acreages 
in this paragraph add to 19.5 acres.  Page 2-87 reports that 
the Phase I disturbance would be about 18.5 acres based on 
the Rock Creek Evaluation Adit License Application.  RCR 
believes the correct acreage is 19.6 acres.  Please clarify. 

Section 2.3.1.2 of the Final SEIS was revised to 
include the replacement text described in comment 
15.  

101  2.3.1.2 2-17 3  

In the second sentence, after “grouting would be used”, 
please add “as necessary” since grouting should only be 
required in areas where excess groundwater is encountered 
during pre-blast drilling  Then, after “to minimize water 
inflow”, we recommend adding “and to assess the 
effectiveness of controlling mine water inflow.”   

The section was revised as appropriate to address 
the comment in the Final SEIS. Given that grouting 
is used successfully in mines (including the Libby 
Adit) to reduce groundwater inflow, it is not 
appropriate to say “to assess the effectiveness of 
controlling mine water inflow.” 

102  2.3.1.2 2-17 3  

Eliminate the fourth and fifth sentences of this paragraph 
and replace with the following:  “About 82,200 tons of 
barren waste rock and 95,800 tons of mineralized material 
would be excavated from the proposed evaluation adit.  The 
bulk sample taken from the mineralized material will be 
representative of the ore material expected to be processed 
during Phase II.”  The proposed change simplifies the 
designation of material between “barren” and 
“mineralized”.   

Although we recognize that the term "ore" has 
particular meaning within the context of National 
Instrument 43-101 (Standards of Disclosure for 
Mineral Projects in Canada), there is no such 
constraint on the term "ore" in an SEIS.  By 
preserving use of the term "ore", we think the 
clarity of the EIS is better preserved. 

103  2.3.1.2 2-18 2  

At the beginning of the third sentence, please change 
“During Phase I construction,” to “During Phase I 
operation.”  Stormwater discharges during Phase I 
construction would be required to comply with 
requirements established in MPDES permit MT0031763 
while stormwater discharges during Phase I operation 
would be required to comply with MT0030287.   
 
Sentence 6 of this paragraph should be revised to include 
the option of releasing stormwater from Outfall OO6 during 
Phase I operation, in accordance with requirements 
established in MPDES permit MT 0030287.  Globally, 
please check other sections of the document to ensure that 
description of stormwater discharges associated with Phase 
I construction reference MPDES permit MT0031763 while 
stormwater discharges during operation reference MPDES 
permit MT0030287.   

The corrections were made in the Final SEIS as 
suggested.   

104  2.3.1.2 2-19  Figure 2-4  

For reasons previously discussed related to the appropriate 
use of the term “ore” during Phase I, change “temporary ore 
stockpile” to “temporary mineralized material stockpile 
area” on Figure 2-4.  

Although we recognize that the term "ore" has 
particular meaning within the context of National 
Instrument 43-101 (Standards of Disclosure for 
Mineral Projects in Canada), there is no such 
constraint on the term "ore" in an SEIS.  By 
preserving use of the term "ore", we think the 
clarity of the EIS is better preserved. 
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105  2.3.1.2 2-19  Figure 2-4  
Please add “Refer to Figure 2-9 for the location of the 
infiltration gallery associated with the Phase I support 
facility” to Figure 2-4.   

Figure 2-4 was revised as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

106  2.3.1.2 2-21 1  

We understand that extensive data collection, sampling, and 
monitoring would be required both before and during 
construction of the evaluation adit.  Accordingly, please 
change the word “or” to “and” in the first line on page 2-21. 

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

107  2.3.1.3 2-21 2  
To correct a typographical error, in the third line of Section 
2.3.1.3, change “in Phase I Data Evaluation Plan” to “in a 
Phase I Data Evaluation Plan”. 

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

108  2.3.1.3.1 2-21 1  

A good model for the tailings facility technical advisory 
group would be the technical review panel described in 
Section 6, Independent Review Panel, of the 2015 Montana 
Senate Bill No. 409 that sets forth mandatory standards for 
tailings storage facilities in the state of Montana.  Many, if 
not all, of the functions described for the PTTAG are 
included in Senate Bill No. 409.   

Thank you for your comment. The description of 
the TAGs in the Section 2.3.1.3 of the Draft SEIS 
was adequate and no change was made. 

109  2.3.1.3.1 2-22 5  

Sentence 2 of this paragraph is confusing and should be 
reworded.  We suggest the following wording:  “The 
additional hydrologic monitoring data collected during 
Phase I would be incorporated into the groundwater model 
and would be used to further refine and confirm the model 
predictions.”   

Sentence was revised as appropriate in the Final 
SEIS to address the comment, but the new data 
would not be used to “confirm the model 
predictions,” rather to reduce the uncertainty and to 
provide quantitative predictions that could not be 
made with the data that is currently available. 

110  2.3.1.3.2 2-23 3  
To clarify the meaning of sentence 4 of paragraph 3, please 
consider adding “the effectiveness of” immediately prior to 
“mitigations” in the fourth line of paragraph 3. 

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

111  2.3.1.3.2 2-23 1st bullet 
(paragraph 3)  

We suggest that this bullet requirement be eliminated.  
There would be no value in submitting a mine plan prior to 
Phase I because one of the fundamental goals of Phase I 
work is to obtain additional geotechnical information that 
will support the completion of the detailed Phase II mine 
plan.  The completion of even a draft Phase II mine plan 
prior to collection of additional in-situ geotechnical data 
will prove to be of little use in the development of Phase II 
mine plans.  In the third bullet, we note the requirement to 
submit a detailed mine plan for approval prior to Phase II, 
which would utilize the data gathered during Phase I.    

The intent of this requirement is to inform the 
Agencies of RCR’s latest mining plan so that the 
Agencies can thoughtfully comment on and be in a 
position to approve the Rock Mechanics Data 
Collection and Subsidence Monitoring Plan 
detailed in Appendix K of the Final SEIS. Without 
knowledge of basic mine design parameters such as 
the anticipated final footprint of the mine, the range 
of cover depth, identification of mining levels, and 
how RCR anticipates changing pillar and drive 
dimensions with increased cover loading, the 
Agencies will not be able to judge whether RCR’s 
data collection and monitoring plans sufficiently 
address the geotechnical aspects of mine design. 
No changes were made to the Final SEIS. 
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112  2.3.1.4.1 2-26 3  

Based on harlequin duck studies completed subsequent to 
the 2001 FEIS, we request that the Forest Service consider 
removing the April 1 through July 31 waste rock haulage 
restrictions.  Based on the size of the mill footprint and 
anticipated waste rock generation rates during adit 
construction, it seems infeasible to store the amount of 
waste rock generated from adit construction at the mill site 
for the four month no-haul period.  See Comments #152 
and #218. 

See response to comment #152 and #218. No 
changes were made to the Final SEIS. 

113  2.3.1.4.1 2-28 4  

The second bullet states that surface and mill equipment 
sound levels should not exceed 55 decibels (dBA) at a 
distance of 250 feet from the mill.  As shown on Figure 2-5, 
Alternative V mill Site Layout, there will be surface areas 
used for mine and mill activities that extend far beyond 250 
feet from the actual mill building.  We suggest the language 
“measured 250 feet from the mill” be clarified and 
reworded as “measured 250 feet from the edge of the 
disturbance for mill site area.”   

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

114  2.3.1.4.2 2-29 4  

An outside ore storage area with maximum storage capacity 
of 2,500 cubic yards merely provides storage for about a 
half day of production.  Having such a limited storage 
capacity could impact mining operations if the secondary 
crusher or mill is shut down.  In the event of a mill shut-
down for an unscheduled maintenance problem or some 
unforeseen event, RCR would certainly make every 
practical effort to store ore underground, but this may not 
always be possible.  It would dramatically improve overall 
mine productivity if we had the ability to store up to five 
days of ore production in the area next to the secondary 
crusher.   

RCR’s suggested change was made in Section 
2.3.1.4.2 of the Final SEIS. 

115  2.3.1.6 2-32 2  

In the last sentence of this paragraph, the text states that 
“some reagents would be disposed with the tailings…”  
This statement requires revision, as it suggests unrestrained 
dumping, which is not the case.  More appropriate wording 
would be: “negligible amounts of reagents used in the 
milling process would remain within the concentrates and 
tailings after milling.” 

The statement was revised in the Final SEIS to 
read, "a small portion of the flotation reagents used 
in the milling process would remain within the 
concentrates and tailings after milling."  This 
statement is significant in that it sets the stage for 
the potential development of reducing conditions 
because of organic carbon from the xanthates. 
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116  2.3.1.7.1 2-32  1  

We appreciate your recognition that the technology for 
dewatering tailings slurry to a paste product has advanced 
since the 2001 FEIS.  Going forward, we want to 
underscore that technology continues to evolve and the 
designs developed and evaluated by Klohn-Crippen, 
Golder, and Knight-Piesold, including selection of the 
actual paste production process and design parameters, will 
likely be updated as additional investigation, testing and 
design is completed during Phase I and prior to Phase II.  
The SEIS has ostensibly anticipated this situation with the 
discussion and planned use of the PTTAG.   

Comment noted. 

117  2.3.1.7.1 2-33  1  

The strengthened retaining buttress and compacted outer 
shells of the paste tailings storage facility would be 
designed and constructed to provide permanent support, not 
the temporary support discussed in the last sentence of this 
paragraph. 

The KNF agrees with the comment and modified 
the Final SEIS as follows: “A common component 
of the initial Golder design and the subsequent 
Knight-Piesold design includes toe buttresses 
constructed from local borrow materials, and a 
compacted paste tailings outer shell.” 

118  2.3.1.7.1 2-33  3  

We suggest that this paragraph should also address 
compliance with the 2015 Montana Senate Bill No. 409 that 
sets forth mandatory standards for tailings storage facilities 
in the state of Montana. 

The KNF agrees with the comment and modified 
the language in the Final SEIS as follows: “The 
design, construction, operations, and closure would 
conform to the requirements of the MMRA for 
tailings storage facilities (82-4-301 et seq. MCA; 
specifically 82-4-375 through 82-4-381, MCA)” 

119  2.3.1.7.1 2-33  3  

Sentence 4 of this paragraph states that the PTTAG 
includes the Idaho Department of Water Resources and the 
Idaho Department of Lands.  Since neither of these 
Agencies have any regulatory authority over the Rock 
Creek Project, we question this inclusion and request 
removal of these agencies from the PTTAG.  The proposed 
composition of the PTTAG includes sufficient regulatory 
representation and we feel that adding additional members 
who, arguably, do not have standing in this process would 
not be productive.   

PTTAG participants are determined at the 
discretion of the KNF. The KNF would guide, 
organize, and chair the PTTAG meetings, and 
consolidate and document the consensus review 
recommendations. 
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120  2.3.1.7.3 2-33 to  
2-34 All  

This section uses a lot of specific numbers (e.g., the paste 
plant would be 80 feet by 80 feet by 110 feet high; coarse 
tailings tank sized at 25-feet diameter by 50-foot high; etc.).  
Other than the target production of 10,000 tons per day 
(365 days per year), we suggest that the text should explain 
that these numbers provide the reader with a general 
perspective on the proposed facilities, but the actual sizing 
of the facilities will be determined based on detailed 
engineering design work to be conducted based on the 
additional Phase I testing and analytical work.  As a global 
comment, when discussing facility and component sizing 
and volumes, we suggest that the Forest Service explain 
that final facility and individual component sizing may be 
adjusted as part of the detailed engineering work on the 
paste production plant and the tailings facility will be 
completed as part of Phase I.     

Thank you for your comment. Specific dimensions, 
capacities, disturbance areas, and other details of 
the alternatives were needed for the NEPA 
analysis. The KNF and DEQ would review the 
modified and/or updated Plan of Operations for the 
mine consistent with Alternative V, as described in 
the Final SEIS and associated ROD and other 
required plans described in Section 2.3.1.3.3 of the 
Draft SEIS. If, after review of these plans, the KNF 
determined there were significant new 
circumstances or information relevant to 
environmental concerns and bearing on the 
proposed action or its impacts, the KNF and DEQ 
would conduct an appropriate level of 
supplemental analysis before RCR would be 
allowed to proceed with constructing the mine, 
mill, and all other associated facilities. The 
requirements to proceed with Phase II would not 
prevent RCR from using new technology or 
making adjustments to its Plan of Operations. 

121  2.3.1.7.3 2-34 6  

Avoid the use of 6 days in sentence 1, and just state that 
milling would be discontinued if the paste production 
facility is down and the contingency tailings containment 
pond is full. 

The suggested change was made in the Final SEIS.  

122  2.3.1.7.4 2-38 1  

In sentence 6 of paragraph one, it is unclear what “this 
pond” refers to.  It appears to be the seepage collection 
pond.  It should be noted that the seepage collection pond 
would only receive seepage from the facility underdrains 
(both finger and blanket) plus any stormwater in contact 
with process water.  We suggest that this paragraph be 
clarified to better explain the purpose and operation of the 
two ponds (seepage collection and stormwater) at the site.  

Discussion was added to this paragraph in the Final 
SEIS to better explain and clarify the purpose and 
operation of the two ponds at the paste tailings 
facility.   

123  2.3.1.7.4 2-38 3  

Sentences 3 and 4 of this paragraph describe the staging of 
cell construction, but this sequencing will be optimized as 
part of the detailed Phase I design work.  We suggest 
reducing the level of detail in this Draft SEIS paragraph and 
rewriting these sentences as: “The starter dikes for each of 
the three cells would be completed during the Construction 
Phase and the cells will be progressively filled during the 
first few years of operations.” 

The following text (strikethrough) was deleted and 
replaced by the underlined text in the Final SEIS: 
“The starter dikes for each of the three cells would 
be constructed during the Construction Phase and 
filling of Cell 1 would be initiated at the start of 
operations. Filling of Cell 3 would be started in 
Year 2 of operations, and filling of Cell 2 would be 
started in Year 3 of operations. The starter dikes for 
each of the three cells would be completed during 
the Construction Phase, and the cells would be 
progressively filled during the first few years of 
operations.” 
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124  2.3.1.8.2 2-39 1-3  

There appears to be a number of inconsistencies in this 
section.  For example, sentence 3 of paragraph 2 is 
incorrect, as stormwater diverted from undisturbed lands 
above and adjacent to the paste tailings facility would NOT 
be discharged through Outfall 003.  We suggest the Forest 
Service review the requirements of MPDES permit MT-
0030287 and clarify the discussion in Section 2.3.1.8.2 to 
conform to the requirements of this permit.   

The corrections were made in the Final SEIS as 
suggested.   

125  2.3.1.9.1 2-40 4  

We suggest replacing the word “berm” in the last sentence 
of this paragraph with “ditch” to ensure consistency with 
Figure 2-4.  Perhaps the term “diversion structure” would 
be more appropriate, as that term could apply to either a 
berm or a ditch. 

“Berm” was replaced by “ditch” in the Final SEIS. 

126  2.3.1.9.1 2-40 6  

For purposes of clarification, we propose deleting the word 
“quality” in sentence 4 of paragraph 6. The sentence would 
begin with:  “Treated discharged water would be required 
to meet. . . .”    

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

127  2.3.1.9 2-49  Figure 2-10 

Figures 2-10 and 2-11 illustrate “Existing Surface Water 
Monitoring Sites” on the Clark Fork River above Rock 
Creek, on Rock Creek at its confluence with the Clark Fork 
River, and on an unnamed tributary below the evaluation 
adit portal pad.  It appears that some of these sites have not 
been part of the Rock Creek Project monitoring program in 
the past.  Figure 3-7 correctly shows existing sites and we 
suggest incorporating the monitoring locations shown in 
Figure 3-7 into Figure 2-10 to ensure consistency. 

Surface water and ground water monitoring sites 
are not needed on Figures 2-9, 2-10, 2-11, and 2-14 
and were removed in the Final SEIS.  Surface 
water sites are already shown on 3-7.  Groundwater 
sites are already shown on Figure 3-8.   

128  2.3.1.9.1 2-55 2  

KNF does not have the authority mentioned in this 
paragraph for approving wastewater discharges to surface 
or ground waters of the state of Montana.  This authority 
rests solely with the state of Montana; therefore, approval 
by the KNF to discharge wastewater should not be required.   

This paragraph was changed in the Final SEIS to 
state that approval would be required by DEQ 
(KNF was removed from the two sentences).   

129  2.3.1.9.2 2-55 3  
It appears that “This” (first word of sentence 2) refers to 
suspended solids in neutral pH water; however, it is not 
clear.  Please clarify. 

This sentence was changed in the Final SEIS to 
clarify that “this water” is water from non-active 
mining areas.   
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130  2.3.1.9.2 2-55 to  
2-62 All  

This section is quite specific and narrow in its discussion, 
focused only on two wastewater treatment systems: a 
passive bioreactor and a reverse-osmosis system.  Although 
we recognize that these systems are both technically 
suitable for wastewater treatment at the Rock Creek Project, 
we suggest the wording “would be installed” (in the second 
sentence of the second paragraph under Section 2.3.1.9.2 on 
page 2-55) be broadened to read “are currently envisioned 
to be installed.” 
 
In addition, the meticulous specifics about sizing and 
volumes included throughout this section seem premature 
(e.g., “concrete biotreatment tanks at 6 feet deep and 73 feet 
by 73 feet in area, with design for 80% nitrate-nitrogen 
removal at 6oC” . . . at paragraph 3 on page 2-56).  One of 
the main goals of Phase I work is to gain additional 
information about the geologic, hydrologic and 
geochemical systems of the deposit, and use this 
information to complete detailed engineering, including the 
detailed final design of the wastewater treatment systems. 
 
Technology for wastewater treatment is ever evolving, and 
it is likely, during the Phase II planning work, that another 
technology (other than what is discussed in this section) or 
an improvement in existing technology (currently discussed 
in this section) might surface that would better fit the needs 
of the operation.  We appreciate that you touched on 
possible final design modifications in the first paragraph of 
page 2-56, but we suggest the language in this paragraph be 
widened to include more flexibility for RCR to use new or 
improved wastewater treatment technology. Such a 
discussion would conform to the adaptive management and 
mitigation principles of the Forest Service. 
 
As you mentioned in paragraph 1 on page 2-56, RCR, 
regardless of the water treatment technology, would comply 
with the Montana Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(MPDES) permit(s) issued for the Rock Creek Project by 
the Montana DEQ.  This is an important point to be 
emphasized, as that compliance is the ultimate goal of 
wastewater treatment, regardless of the technology used. 

Section 2.3.1.9.2 was changed in the Final SEIS to 
discuss the use by the mining company of new and 
improved wastewater treatment technology. 
Specifics about sizing and volumes of the 
biotreatment and RO systems were removed.   
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131  2.3.1.9.2 2-61 1  

The second to last sentence in paragraph 1 states that the 
full flow rate of mine water at the end of mine life would be 
2,300 gpm.  This is likely holdover language from the 2001 
FEIS as the updated modeling shows significantly less mine 
water at the end of mine life.  We suggest updating this 
language.  In addition, there remain numerous references to 
water treatment and wastewater flow of 2,300 gpm.  It 
should be noted that the final water treatment plant design 
capacity will depend upon additional information gathered 
during Phase I.   

Section 2.3.1.9.2 was changed in the Final SEIS 
and all references to 2,300 gpm removed. . 
Language was added that the final wastewater 
treatment plant capacity would depend on 
additional information collected in Phase I. The 
notes on Figure 2-16 referencing inflow rates were 
removed in the Final SEIS. Sizes of all facility 
tanks/ponds were also removed from Figure 2-16. 

132  2.3.1.10.1  2-62 2  

We recognize that sediment control is one of the key 
environmental mitigation aspects of the Rock Creek 
Project.   This is especially true for the National Forest 
Service (NFS) Roads 150 and 2741, which will be used for 
access to the evaluation adit.  As noted in paragraph 2, RCR 
has an approved road improvement plan for these two roads 
in Appendix Q, Rock Creek Evaluation Adit Road 
Improvement Plan, in the Exploration License 00663, 
approved by the Montana DEQ. 
 
To further demonstrate RCR’s commitment to sediment 
reduction measures for NFS roads 150 and 2741, we 
suggest the following language be added after the first 
sentence of this paragraph: “Numerous sediment control 
and reduction measures will be reviewed with the Forest 
Service and implemented as part of the upgrade work for 
NFS roads 150 and 2741; these control measures include 
selective road gravel, rolling drainage dips, rock-lined 
ditches, gravel or rock check dams, culverts, silt fencing, 
wattles, sediment catch basins, rock riprap, use of erosion-
control fabric, and hydro-seeding.  See Section 2.3.1.16, 
Monitoring and Mitigation Plans.” 
 
RCR believes that pre-construction interaction with the 
Forest Service on road sediment control measures is crucial, 
especially in regards to rolling drainage dips and culvert 
maintenance, replacement and installation, because once the 
planned adit water pipeline and electric power line are 
buried in the road, earthwork (e.g., earthwork to construct a 
new road dip or the installation of a new culvert across the 
road) cannot be easily or safely performed.  Rolling road 
dips and culverts are important sediment-control features to 
channel water across or under the road and to avoid 
sediment generation.  Rolling drainage dips help with 
runoff control and will be used, but a culvert will eliminate 
the transport of fines and sediments across the road surface. 

Section 2.3.1.10.1 is about Phase I transportation. 
Section 2.3.1.12 is about sediment control. No 
change was made to Section 2.3.1.10.1. 
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133  2.3.1.10 2-64  Table 2-6  We suggest a figure (or map) would complement this table. Figure 2-2 shows Alternative V roads, pipelines, 
and transmission lines. No change made to SEIS. 

134  2.3.1.11.1 2-66 1  

The 2001 Final EIS did not restrict the operating hours of a 
backup emergency generator.  Neither does the Montana 
Air Quality Permit (#2414-03) that was issued for the 
proposed Rock Creek Mine by the Montana DEQ. The 
restriction of operating a backup generator to “100 hours 
per year” could present safety or environmental concerns in 
the event that the primary source of electricity from a 
buried line to the site is compromised.  We recommend that 
the language “the backup generator would not operate more 
than 100 hours” be removed.  This conforms to the 
language about backup generator use included in the last 
sentence on page 4-12 continuing onto page 4-13.   

Note that the Bison 2014 application conducted on 
behalf of RCR specified that “In no case will the 
generator operate more than 100 hours per year”.  
Bison used this value to determine the associated 
emissions for the project.  Recognizing the 
potential safety concerns expressed, the Final SEIS 
was updated with the added caveat that unless 
approved by the KNF due to unavoidable 
circumstances encountered.  In reviewing p-4-16 of 
the Draft SEIS, at the bottom of the page it reads 
“Emergency generator emissions would be in 
compliance with 40 CFR 60, Subpart III 
requirements and annual operations to no more 
than 300 hours.”  In light of the discussion, this 
should be changed to no more than 100 hours. 

135  2.3.1.12 2-68 All  

This section does not include the fifth order numbering 
format that is used in other Draft SEIS sections.  We 
suggest that a global check be made for document 
consistency. 

The fifth order numbering format was applied to 
this section in the Final SEIS.  A global check was 
completed. 

136  2.3.1.12 2-70 2  

We suggest the following bullet be incorporated into the list 
of bullets under Hydrologic Measures: “Numerous 
sediment control and reduction measures will be utilized for 
NFS and other roads used to access project components; 
these control measures include rolling dips, ditches, gravel 
or rock check dams, culverts, silt fencing, wattles, sediment 
catch basins, rock riprap and hydro-seeding.”  

A bullet was added to the list of hydrologic 
measures in Section 2.3.1.12 in the Final SEIS that 
lists runoff and sediment control measures that 
would be implemented on roads in the study area.   

137  2.3.1.13 2-72 3  

Sentence 4 in the paragraph reads: “RCR would have no 
direct control over contract labor schedules.”  We do not 
believe that this is a correct statement as RCR would 
exercise control of all work schedules, including those of 
contractors working either directly or indirectly for RCR. 
This is standard practice in contractor management.   

The sentence was removed from the Final SEIS. 

138  2.3.1.14 2-72 1  

In sentence 2, change “excavated material stockpiled” to 
“stockpiled mineralized material”.  It would be impossible, 
given material swell (or bulking) during underground 
mining, to backfill all excavated material into the 
evaluation adit.  Using “stockpiled mineralized material” 
matches the discussion on page 2-74 in the last sentence in 
the Phase I discussion under “Post-Mining Topography.” 

 Waste rock that fails the quick-test method would 
be placed in a mineralized waste stockpile. 
Remaining suitable waste rock would be end 
dumped at the margin of the portal pad.  No change 
was made to the SEIS.  

139  2.3.1.15 2-74 All  

This section does not include the fifth order numbering 
format that is used in other Draft SEIS sections.  We 
suggest that a global check be made for consistency of 
document section headings. 

The fifth order numbering format was applied to 
this section in the Final SEIS.  A global check was 
completed. 
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140  2.3.1.15 2-78 (Bullet 
listing)  

In the third bullet of the listing at the top of the page, what 
is the reason for narrowing the potential fill material to 
“glacial borrow material”?  We suggest that the use of 
“glacial or other inert borrow material” would be more 
appropriate. 

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS.  

141  2.3.1.15 2-78 3  

In the sentence 2 of the paragraph under Phase I 
(Vegetation Removal and Disposition) the term “permit 
boundary” is used.  This term is used periodically in the 
SEIS document, but never explained or shown on a figure.  
We suggest that the Forest Service explain what this term is 
and perhaps illustrate this boundary on a figure. 

The phrase “edges of the permit boundary would 
be staked” was deleted from Section 2.3.1.1 of the 
Final SEIS. 

142  2.3.1.15 2-79 1  

It would be helpful if the Forest Service would provide 
reference(s) for the statement about “metal leaching from 
soil stockpiles containing large amounts of coniferous 
vegetation at other mine sites in Montana”, or provide a 
reference to the Montana mines where this has or is 
currently occurring. 

The following reference was provided in the Final 
SEIS: Pat Plantenberg, DEQ, personal 
communication, August 8, 2016.  

143  2.3.1.15 2-79 2  

In the second sentence of this paragraph, please define 
“qualified personnel.”  In addition, the KNF does not have 
the authority to regulate timber harvest on RCR’s private 
property; therefore, we suggest that the language regarding 
timber removal requirements contained in this paragraph 
indicate applicability only to KNF lands.   

The following underlined text was added in the 
Final SEIS: “. . . timber removal requirements on 
NFS lands”. 

144  2.3.1.15 2-79 2  Revise the last clause in sentence 5 in paragraph 2 to read 
“according to the aquatic/fisheries mitigation plan.” 

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

145  2.3.1.15 2-80 4  

The wording in this paragraph is unclear. The referenced paragraph was reworded in the 
Final SEIS as follows: “Two-lift salvage and 
replacement would be used along segments of new 
roads that already have cleared areas to store 
additional soil and along road segments that are 
near other soil stockpile areas.” 

146  2.3.1.15 2-82 5  
Regarding the last sentence of this paragraph, we suggest a 
reference or further explanation on the “Forest Service 
standards for revegetation . . . on NFS lands”. 

Thank you for your comment. Applicable Forest 
Service standards would be determined when the 
reclamation plan was drafted. 

147  2.3.1.15 2-85 7  

It would be helpful to include a reference for “KNF’s and 
DEQ’s guidelines” for noxious weed control. 

The Final SEIS was revised to reference the 
following KNF guidelines:  

• The FSM 2900 Invasive Species 
Management (USFS 2011e)  

• Appendix A of the KNF Invasive Plant 
Management Final EIS (USFS 2007b) 

• Applicable 2015 KFP components 
pertaining to noxious weeds  

The DEQ requires that mine operations have a 
weed control plan approved by the local county 
weed control board. 
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148  2.3.1.16 2-87 2  

The KNF’s Technical Memorandum (2013a) explains that 
the estimated 66 tons of sediment considered to be 
attributable to the Rock Creek Mine Project was multiplied 
by factors of 3 and then 2 to calculate the total estimate of 
400 tons/year needed for mitigation of the entire mine 
project.  We therefore propose the following revision to the 
last clause of the second sentence in paragraph 2:  
“Alternative V is predicted to result in, using two factors of 
safety, an estimated maximum 400 tons per year of annual 
fine sediment loading to Rock Creek.” 

Section 2.3.1.16 was revised in the Final SEIS to 
state that Alternative V was predicted to result in, 
using a very large factor of safety (KNF 2013a), an 
estimated 400 tons per year of annual fine sediment 
loading to Rock Creek.   

149  2.3.1.16 2-87 3  

Sentence 2 of this paragraph states that Phase I disturbance 
would be 18.5 acres.  However, elsewhere in the Draft 
SEIS, it is reported that Phase I disturbance would be 20, 
19.5 or 19.6 acres.  Please check and correct the 
discrepancies. 

Section 2.3.1.16 of the Final SEIS was revised to 
include the replacement text in comment 15. 

150  2.3.1.16 2-88 3  

The 400 tons per year of sediment referenced in paragraph 
3 is for the entire mine project, as explained in the KNF’s 
Technical Memorandum (2013a).  To clarify this point, the 
phrase “for the entire mine project” should be added at the 
end of the third sentence in paragraph 3 (immediately after 
the word “sediment”).  

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

151  2.3.1.16 2-92 
3  

(Bullet 
listing) 

 

To clarify the first bullet, please list the applicable federal 
and state hunting, fishing, trapping and recreation 
regulations, along with the names of the “appropriate 
regulatory agencies.” 

The following underlined text was added to the 
Final SEIS: “ . . .regulatory agencies (i.e. FWP, 
KNF, etc.).” No other change was made.  It is 
RCR’s responsibility to meet with appropriate 
regulatory agencies and “to discuss regulations to 
be posted.” 

152  2.3.1.16 2-92 
4  

(Bullet 
listing) 

 

Mitigation measures for harlequin ducks are based on 
predicted impacts of traffic, noise and other human activity; 
however, it appears that predicted impacts from traffic, 
noise and other human activity are speculative and lack 
scientific support. Prior to developing mitigation measures, 
the impact section of the Draft SEIS needs to be revised to 
reflect current information on the ecology and behavior of 
harlequin ducks in relation to projected impacts from the 
project.  Mitigation should be commensurate with the 
impact risk posed by various project-related disturbances. 

The mitigation measures in Section 2.3.1.16 are 
appropriate for protection of harlequin ducks. 
During a conference call with KNF on September 
11, 2012, harlequin duck expert Francis Cassirer 
and representative from the Idaho Department of 
Fish and Game and Montana Natural Heritage 
program indicated that there was not enough 
information to warrant a change in mitigation. A 
record of this discussion is in the project file. No 
changes were made to the Final SEIS. 

153  2.3.1.16 2-94 Bullet 7  
Since bullet 7 is referring to one position (FWP law 
enforcement position), change “these positions” to “this 
position” in the fourth line of the seventh bullet. 

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

154  2.3.1.16 2-94 Bullet 8  Insert the word “with” immediately after the word 
“coordination” in the first line of bullet 8. 

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 
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155  2.3.1.16 2-97 Bullet 4  

To more closely track the Terrestrial Threatened and 
Endangered Species Mitigation Plan, page 4, § A.11,  revise 
the fourth bullet to read:  “Fund the acquisition of bear 
resistant garbage containers to be placed in all developed 
campgrounds within Bear Management Units 1, 2 ,3, 4 ,5, 
6, 7, 8, and 9 (pack in/pack out sites will not require 
garbage containers.)”  

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

156  2.3.1.16 2-97 Bullet 8  

To more closely track the Terrestrial Threatened and 
Endangered Species Mitigation Plan, page 4, § A.9,  revise 
the eighth bullet to read:  “Prohibit employees from 
carrying firearms within the permit area, except for security 
officers and other designated personnel.”  However, if 
employees are “off-duty”, the Forest Service and the US 
Fish & Wildlife Service do not have the authority to 
prohibit them from carrying fire arms on this road. 

The Final SEIS was revised to incorporate RCR’s 
suggested change.  
 

157  2.3.1.16 2-97 Bullet 9  

To more closely track the Terrestrial Threatened and 
Endangered Species Mitigation Plan, page 4, § A.10,  revise 
the ninth bullet to read:  “Prohibit employees from feeding 
wildlife within the permit area to avoid attracting bears or 
other wildlife into conflicts with people and encouraging 
habituation.” 

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

158  2.3.1.16 2-97 Bullet 11  

To more closely track the Terrestrial Threatened and 
Endangered Species Mitigation Plan, page 5, § B.1, change 
the language in the eleventh bullet from “10 acres prior to 
the air-intake ventilation adit” to “10 acres prior to the 
construction of the air-intake ventilation adit, if the adit 
becomes necessary”.   

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

159  2.3.1.16 2-97 Bullet 13  

Bullet 13 indicates that RCR would work with private and 
corporate landowners within and adjacent to the Rock 
Creek drainage to close their roads to benefit grizzly bears; 
however, the Terrestrial Threatened and Endangered 
Species Mitigation Plan does not require such a provision.  
Please remove this obligation in bullet 13 as it is not needed 
to ensure protection of grizzly bears and has no measurable 
performance standard.   

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

160  2.3.1.16 2-98 Bullet 2  
This bullet is unclear.  We propose revising it as follows:  
“Comply with the food storage order for BMUs 4, 5, and 6 
before it starts the evaluation adit.”  

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

161  2.3.1.16 2-98 1  

Paragraph 1, sentence 6, refers to RCR acquiring the 
“additional 2,450 acres of lands to mitigate for 
displacement due to disturbance”.  As noted on page 2-97, 
RCR is to acquire 2,350 acres for this purpose, and has 
already acquired a portion of that acreage.  We therefore 
propose that sentence 6 begin as follows:  “As RCR 
acquires the remainder of the 2,350 acres of lands to 
mitigate for displacement due to disturbance, . . .”  

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 
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162  2.3.1.16 2-98 5  

To more closely track the Terrestrial Threatened and 
Endangered Species Mitigation Plan, page 11, § E.1.a, we 
propose replacing the words “before initiating any 
activities” with the words “prior to the Evaluation adit”.  

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

163  2.3.1.16 2-98 6  
It appears that the reference to the “two FWP positions” in 
the last line on page 2-98 should be to “three FWP 
positions”.  Please clarify. 

“Two” was changed to “three” in the Final SEIS. 

164  2.3.1.16 2-99 1  
The second line on page 2-99 reports that the aquatics and 
fisheries mitigation plan was “implemented”.  We propose 
revising that statement to “would be implemented”. 

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

165  2.3.1.16 2-99 1  

The third line on page 2-99 refers to “seven” Terms and 
Conditions in the 2007 BO Supplement.  While the 2007 
BO Supplement contains seven numbered paragraphs in the 
Terms and Conditions section, it contains more than seven 
Terms and Conditions due to subparts within the numbered 
paragraphs.  We therefore propose deleting the word 
“seven”.  

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

166  2.3.1.16 2-99 2  

To more closely track the 2007 BO Supplement, we 
propose adding a reference to Term and Condition 1a in the 
first sentence of paragraph 2 and also inserting the word 
“genetics,” after the term “age class structures” in the 
second line of paragraph 2. 

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

167  2.3.1.16 2-99 2  

Since RCR has already conducted a portion of the 
watershed assessment, we propose adding the word 
“further” immediately after the word “To” in the 14th line of 
paragraph 2.  The sentence would therefore begin:  “To 
further evaluate pre- and post-project riparian conditions, . . 
.”  

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

168  2.4.2 2-112 3  

After sentence 2 that discusses the possible use of NWP 44 
for Mining Activities, we suggest adding the following 
sentence: “For areas where water pipelines and powerlines 
would be buried (such as in NFS roads 150 and 2471), 
NWP 12 for Utility Line Activities may also be appropriate. 

The suggested revision was made to section 2.4.2.  

169  2.5.1.3.4 2-123 3  

The first sentence of paragraph 3 is unclear, as it states:  
“The Rock Creek pit will reopen the existing Rock Creek 
pit in a two-phased approach.”  Please clarify.  

The sentence was revised as follows in the SEIS to 
address the comment: “The existing Rock Creek pit 
will would be reopened the existing Rock Creek pit 
in a two-phased approach phases.” 

170  2.5.2.3.2 2-129 1  The statement “An updated Final ROD is expected to be 
issued in 2015” needs to be updated. 

The year was updated to 2017 in the Final SEIS. 

171  2.6 2-130 1  In the fourth sentence of Section 2.6, the word “alternative” 
should be “alternatives”. 

The suggested edit was made in the Final SEIS. 

172  2.7 2-148 1  In line 12, the term “was needed” is unclear.  Please revise.   No change needed. 
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173  3.1 3-1 1  

The focus of chapter 3 appears to be less on “resources that 
have changed substantially since the 2001 FEIS” and more 
on resources covered by 40 CFR § 1502.9(c)(1)(ii).  To 
more closely track 40 CFR § 1502.9(c)(1)(ii), we propose 
revising the third and fourth sentences of paragraph 1 as 
follows:  “Resources for which there are significant new 
circumstances or information relevant to environmental 
concerns and bearing on the Rock Creek Project or its 
impacts are described in detail in this chapter.  For other 
resources, a brief summary of the resource, and changes 
since the 2001 FEIS, is provided in this chapter.” 

The suggested edit was made in the Final SEIS. 

174  3.1 3-2 1  In the seventh line of paragraph 1, change “in the Rock 
Creek” to “in Rock Creek”.  

The suggested edit was made in the Final SEIS. 

175  3.2.2 3-7 1  

For clarity, change “are” to “is” in the last line of paragraph 
1. 

The sentence was revised as follows in the Final 
SEIS: “A summary of the key management 
prescriptions for MA 6 and MA1a are described is 
provided below.” 

176  3.4.2 3-11 1  

The first sentence is technically correct, but we suggest 
replacing it with the fact that the Montana DEQ issued RCR 
air quality permit MAQP #2414-03 on November 1, 2014.  
Add references to Table 1-1, Permits, Licenses and 
Approvals Required for the Rock Creek Project (on page 1-
8 in the Draft SEIS) and to Appendix C, RCR’s Montana 
Air Quality Permit #24114-03.  

The sentence was revised as follows in the Final 
SEIS: “RCR submitted a new air quality permit 
application on March 25, 2014, and DEQ issued 
RCR air quality permit MAQP #2414-03 on 
November 1, 2014 (see Table 1-1 and Appendix 
C).” 

177  3.5.2 3-13 1  
Based on paragraph 2 of Section 3.5.2, should the term 
“Rock Creek-Montanore deposits” in line 1 of paragraph 1 
be revised to “Rock Creek-Montanore deposit”? 

The suggested edit was made in the Final SEIS. 

178  3.5.4.1.1 3-20 4  We recommend deleting sentence 5 as metal prices have no 
impact on metal grades. 

The sentence was deleted in the Final SEIS. 

179  3.6.1.1 3-29 1  

In describing the units commonly used to describe AP and 
NP, the document indicates ton/1000 tons; but, later in the 
discussion, kilogram/ton (kg/t) is used.  It might be useful 
to include kg/t as well.  

To remain consistent throughout the Final SEIS, all 
units were changed to tons/1000 tons 

180  3.7.2.2 3-65 1  
We believe that there is additional data that could be 
included as part of this discussion.  RCR collected 2015 
water quality data that is included in Attachment B.   

Additional data collected by RCR in 2015 was 
added to Section 3.7.2.2 of the Final SEIS. 

181  3.7.2.3 3-71 to  
3-88  Tables 3-16 

thru 32 

In Attachment B, we have included a Spring and Seep 
inventory report completed in late 2015 and believe there 
may be other data from 2009 and 2012 that does not appear 
to be on the project record that we could provide.   

Additional data collected by RCR was added to the 
water quality tables in Section 3.7 of the Final 
SEIS. 
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182  3.7.3.1 3-89 2  

The statement that “available data do not allow construction 
of a water table map” is not entirely accurate.  A water table 
appears to be shown in the groundwater model cross section 
(Figure 3-10).  Suggest deleting the sentence; the rest of 
paragraph stands on its own without this sentence. 

There is a difference between a water level contour 
map constructed from actual water level 
measurements and a water level map simulated by 
a model using available hydrologic data with little 
actual head data.  The water table presented in 
Figure 3-10 is conceptual and not based on actual 
site head data. No changes were made. 

183  3.7.3.1 3-89 2  

A “regional potentiometric surface” appears to be an 
incorrect concept in this setting, given previous discussion 
on fracture-flow hydrology.  We recommend a review of 
this general concept and perhaps a more robust discussion 
as to the bedrock groundwater system versus the perched 
groundwater system.  We understand the perched 
groundwater system as water in the “shallow weathered 
bedrock”, “glacial or alluvial deposits”, or “shallow 
fractures or bedding planes”.  Additionally, it would be 
helpful to explicitly state here that the mine would not 
impact the perched groundwater system and any associated 
baseflow produced by such.    

A regional potentiometric surface is a correct 
concept, regardless of the fracture hydrology. 
Certainly on a local scale, there are probably 
unfractured or poorly connected volumes of rock 
that may not exhibit a water level in a well, but 
over a large area, the head distribution in fractures 
can have the appearance of a regional 
potentiometric surface. Hydrometrics discussed this 
concept with AquaResources, who are experts in 
modeling fractured terrains, and concluded it was 
an appropriate concept to use in the model. 
Perched ground water is not just water that occurs 
in certain geologic materials, rather it is 
groundwater not connected hydraulically to a 
deeper system. This section was reviewed with 
respect to this comment. Chapter 3 does not include 
statements of potential impact or no impact. No 
changes were made to the Final SEIS. 

184  3.7.3.1 3-89 3  

The statement that at lower elevations the “shallow flow 
path” and “deeper flow paths” are connected is confusing 
and potentially incorrect.  Every spring is unique and has a 
defined source.  The generalized discussion in this sentence 
is confusing.  We believe it better to simplify this 
discussion and say that below the 5,000-5,500 foot 
elevation, it is possible certain springs may discharge water 
from both perched and bedrock groundwater systems 
seasonally. 

This section was reviewed and the discussion was 
modified in the Final SEIS to improve clarity. 

185  3.7.3.1 3-90 1  

We suggest that “regional water table” would be better 
characterized as the “bedrock water table”.  The generalized 
discussion on the “actual elevation” may be lower than 5,000 to 
5,500 feet does not make sense.  The 5,000 - 5,500 foot 
elevation is the upper limit of bedrock water levels in the area.  
It is understood that levels can be lower than the upper limit.  
Suggest check on key concepts, then re-word or delete. 

This section was revised to equate the regional water 
table as referring to groundwater in the bedrock. 
 
The estimated elevation of 5,000 to 5,500 feet is not 
the upper limit of the bedrock water table, rather it is 
the estimated elevation at which the bedrock water 
table may intersect the ground surface, and hence, it is 
the likely upper limit of springs that derive their water 
from the deeper bedrock. The elevation of the bedrock 
water table can be and probably is higher beneath 
areas of higher elevation. Also, this elevation is a 
generalization and may vary from drainage to 
drainage. 



Appendix S Responses to Comments on the Supplemental EIS 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Rock Creek Project S-73 

Comment 
No. 

Document 
Section 

Page 
No. 

Paragraph 
No. 

Figure/Table 
No. 

Comment Response 

186  3.7.3.1 3-90 2 3-33 
The second sentence of this paragraph should be revised to 
state that flow rates were both measured and estimated, not 
just estimated.   

The sentence was revised as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

187  3.7.3.1.1 3-90 1  

In sentence 1, the conceptual model does not extend 
knowledge beyond what is specifically known.  It 
synthesizes the data into a united set of concepts that define 
critical aspects of the site conditions.  Suggest reviewing 
idea of conceptual model and re-word sentence.  

The KNF disagrees with this comment. A 
conceptual model, if done properly, can be used to 
extend or predict conditions where no data exists. 
Yes, a conceptual model does “synthesize data into 
a united set of concepts,” but at that point, one can 
use the conceptual model to test or evaluate likely 
responses to stresses. However, the wording was 
revised for clarity. 

188  3.7.3.1.1 3-90 1  

Instead of “specifically, the conceptual model can be the 
basis for a numerical model . . . ,” we suggest “the 
conceptual model is the basis used for the development and 
predictions made with the numerical hydro-geologic 
model.” 
 
As written, the sentence is unclear; modify “can be” and 
“can integrate” as these words confuse the fact that the 
conceptual model was used as the basis to develop the 
numerical model. 

The text was revised in the Final SEIS for clarity. 

189  3.7.3.1.1 3-90 1  
(bullet list)  

Hydraulic conductivity and permeability are slightly 
different concepts.  One depends on the properties of the 
rock only, the other the rock and the fluid.  It would be 
better to stay with hydraulic conductivity throughout the 
discussion, as that is the parameter assigned in the 
groundwater model.   
 
There is essentially no flow in the primary permeability of 
these rocks.  Therefore, it is somewhat confusing to discuss 
the concept of primary and secondary permeability.  Would 
be best to say that intact un-fractured rock has effectively 
zero hydraulic conductivity and therefore does not support 
groundwater flow.  Instead, the flow in the bedrock 
groundwater system is diffuse, through a network of 
fractures, faults, and other structures, which can be 
conceptualized on the scale of the study as an equivalent 
porous media.  Then, define an equivalent porous media. 

The KNF agrees that hydraulic conductivity and 
permeability are slightly different concepts. 
However, for the lay public, the more technically 
appropriate words are not always used. In this 
section, both permeability and hydraulic 
conductivity are used to inform the reader that they 
are essentially equivalent terms (obviously not 
exactly the same, but close enough for the 
audience). 
 
The concept of primary and secondary permeability 
is the classic approach to fracture hydrology, even 
if the primary is near zero (but not zero). The text 
in the Final SEIS was revised for clarity. 

190  3.7.3.1.1 3-91 1  

Mixed discussion again on storage and porosity.  Better to 
stick with one concept and define it – drainable porosity or 
specific yield.  Specific yield is input in the model, so we 
suggest it is probably better to use that term.  

See response to comment 189. One does not always 
use the most technically correct term because of the 
audience. “Storage” is an easy concept for the 
reader, as opposed to specific yield. 
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191  3.7.3.1.1 3-91 1  

In sentence 5 (line 6), delete “appears” from sentence 
“geologic structure appears to play a role in groundwater 
flow in bedrock”.  Geologic structure does play a 
significant role in the bedrock groundwater system.   

It is likely that geologic structure does play a 
significant role in the bedrock groundwater system, 
but there are no direct observations from this site. 
The KNF does not have water contour maps and no 
correlation has been made between springs and 
fractures/faults, etc. The text in the Final SEIS was 
revised for clarity. 

192  3.7.3.1.1 3-91 1  

The statement in sentence 7 (line 7) that “the hydraulic 
characteristics of major structures, such as the Rock Lake 
Fault, have not been investigated” is not accurate.  Direct 
field measurements have not been taken (borehole data or 
geophysics), but the faults were included in the model, and 
their effect on the model predictions were evaluated in a 
series of sensitivity analyses.  Suggest this sentence be 
deleted; it is not needed. 

Modeling is not a hydrologic investigation.  
Modeling only uses the parameters the modeler 
assigns to the faults and simulates ground water 
movement. For the Montanore Project, drilling into 
or near the fault from underground to “investigate” 
the hydraulic characteristics of the fault is 
proposed. 

193  3.7.3.1.1 3-92 4 NA 

While the concept of base flow is presented in the draft 
SEIS, it could be presented more clearly to help the reader.  
Baseflow is defined in hydrology as the “sum of deep 
subsurface flow and delayed shallow subsurface flow”.  In 
this paragraph it would be preferable to state that baseflow 
is defined as the sum of deep subsurface flow and delayed 
shallow subsurface flow and that any impacts from the 
mine would be limited to potential impacts to the deep 
subsurface component of baseflow.  We believe that this is 
an important concept that is supported by the SEIS (see 
paragraph 4 on page 3-91 of the SEIS) and should be 
expanded upon in the document.   
 
We would also suggest that a conceptual site model with 
appropriate figures could be developed from existing data 
and modeled outputs that would describe and show the two 
components of baseflow in this system and the current 
understanding of individual contributions to baseflow at 
different elevations above and below the mine area.  We 
would be willing to work with the Forest Service to develop 
such a conceptual model.   

The concept of baseflow was presented in detail in 
Section 3.7.4 of the Draft SEIS, including 
identifying the various components of baseflow. 
No change was made to the Final SEIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
See Charts 3-18 and 3-19 in Section 3.7.4.1 of the 
Draft SEIS. 

194  3.7.3.1.2 3-92 NA  

We suggest the title of this section be re-named “Numerical 
Groundwater Flow Model of the Rock Creek Mine Area.  It 
is not standard industry practice to label FEFLOW as a 
hydrogeological model.  It is a numerical groundwater flow 
and transport model, used to simulated groundwater flow. 

Section 3.7.3.1.2 was revised as suggested in the 
Final SEIS. 
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195  3.7.3.1.2 3-92 1  

Following the discussion of baseflow and associated 
contributing subsurface flow components, it may be helpful 
to state that the groundwater model does not characterize 
the shallow subsurface flow systems (see Hydrometrics 
2014c) and include a brief discussion as to why.  Our 
understanding is that shallow subsurface water was not 
included in the model because, with a minimum mining 
depth of 450 feet below ground surface, mining will not 
have an impact on the shallow groundwater systems.   

The text in Section 3.7.3.1.2 of the Final SEIS was 
revised and the following sentence was added: 
“The 3D model did not include shallow 
groundwater or surface flow in creeks in the 
simulation, other than baseflow resulting from 
bedrock groundwater discharge to the creeks, 
because mine inflow would only be from the 
bedrock groundwater system.”. However the reason 
the model did not consider shallow flow was for 
reasons other than what is suggested in the 
comment.   

196  3.7.3.1.2 3-92 1  
Sentence 1 should be revised to state that the groundwater 
model simulates flow over a wider area than just the 
proposed mine area.   

Section 3.7.3.1.2 was revised as suggested in the 
Final SEIS for clarity. 

197  3.7.3.1.2 3-92 1 
(3rd Bullet)  Should “depletion effects” be “baseflow reductions?” The suggested change was made in the Final SEIS. 

198  3.7.3.1.2 3-94 1  

In sentence 2, we suggest the statement “due primarily to 
the lack of site-specific data” be replaced by “subject to 
confirmation with data from the evaluation adit.” 

New data would not be used to “confirm the model 
predictions,” rather to reduce the uncertainty and to 
provide quantitative predictions that could not be 
made with the data that is currently available. No 
change was made to the Final SEIS. 

199  3.7.3.3 3-98 2  In the last line on page 3-98, change “is” to “are”. The suggested change was made in the Final SEIS. 

200  3.7.4.1 3-101 1  

We suggest that sentence 3 (line 6) “Little streamflow data 
from the upper reaches of most study area streams draining 
the CMW are available” be replaced with “The information 
that is available includes the little streamflow data from the 
upper reaches of most study area streams draining the 
CMW, as the inaccessibility and seasonal nature of these 
streams makes it challenging to measure flows in these 
reaches.” 

This sentence was changed in Section 3.7.4.1 to 
state that few streamflow measurements have been 
collected from the upper reaches of the study area 
streams.   

201  3.7.4.6 3-107 2  
The extremely low flows (60 to 80 cfs, and the 220 cfs in 
1999) are not natural and resulted from upstream dam 
operation.   

This information regarding the reason for these low 
flows was added to Section 3.7.4.6 of the Final 
SEIS. 

202  3.7.4.8 3-108 2  

The falling lake levels indicate the lakes are not connected 
to and not being recharged by groundwater.  We think it 
would be good to mention this situation, because it provides 
a more complete and clearer understanding of the 
hydrology. 

No change was made to Section 3.7.4.8 of the Final 
SEIS.  Adequate information was included 
regarding sources of water to the CMW lakes and 
the expected effects to the lakes due to mining.   

203  3.7.4.8 3-108 5  

Last sentence of paragraph 5: “Cliff Lake was nearly dry 
during some years.”  Please double check this statement; we 
understand that Cliff Lake does not go “dry”, but Copper 
Lake often does. 

The sentence should say that Copper Lake was 
nearly dry during some years. This correction was 
made to Section 3.7.4.8 of the Final SEIS.   
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204  3.7.4.8 3-108 6  

The source of water to Cliff Lake should be perched.  A 
distinction needs to be made versus groundwater from the 
bedrock system.  See Comment #183.  The definition of 
perched versus bedrock groundwater system is valuable to 
differentiating the discharge from the different systems; 
these concepts are important in the assessment of potential 
impacts since we believe that the perched system will not 
be affected by mining. 

There are no specific data, water quality or 
otherwise, from Cliff Lake that can confirm that the 
groundwater input into the lake is only from 
perched sources. The KNF agrees that the 
groundwater is likely from perched sources, but it 
is this uncertainty which resulted in the 
requirement of a buffer. No changes were made to 
the Final SEIS. 

205  3.7.4.9 3-109 1  

In 1st complete sentence of paragraph 1, replace “little 
information is available” with “the information that is 
available includes . . .” 

This sentence was changed in Section 3.7.4.9 of the 
Final SEIS to say that the information that exists 
for the streams in the CMW regarding flow, water 
sources, and channel characteristics is provided in 
this section.   

206  3.7.4.9 3-109 3  

Last sentence:  We think that Montanore may have 
collected data on East Fork Bull River within the CMW.  
Also, in the last clause of the paragraph, change “basin in 
fairly” to “basin is fairly”. 

It is correct that MMC collected flow data in the 
upper East Fork Bull River in the CMW; that 
change was made to this paragraph in Section 
3.7.4.9 of the Final SEIS. 

207  3.8.1 3-111 3  

This paragraph correctly states that dewatering a mine is 
not a beneficial use of water requiring a DNRC permit.  The 
paragraph then goes on to suggest that the dewatering of the 
mine adit may be determined to be a waste of water.  MCA 
85-2-505(1)(d) specifically provides the disposal of 
groundwater associated with mining may not be construed 
as a waste of water.  This paragraph also suggests MCA 85-
2-114 grants DNRC the right to require RCR to provide it 
with a plan to prevent unlawful use of water or to ensure 
others are not deprived of water.  In reality, MCA 85-2-114 
allows DNRC to file a lawsuit with the district court 
seeking injunctive relief.  Please correct the wording in the 
paragraph accordingly.   

Information was added to Section 3.8.1 of the Final 
SEIS that the withdrawal or use of groundwater 
without further beneficial use may not be construed 
as waste if it is water that must be removed from a 
mine to permit mining operations (MCA 85-2-
505[d]). The sentence about MCA-85-2-114 was 
removed.   
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208  3.8.1 3-111 4  

This paragraph states that under the Forest Service 
Compact, a water permit application is required to show 
proof of federal authorization before an application for a 
new appropriation will be considered correct and complete.  
The paragraph fails to recognize Art. IV.B.1.d of the 
Compact (found at MCA 85-20-1401) which states “the 
parties agree that the language of 85-2-302, 85-2-310, 85-2-
311, 85-2-312, and 85-2-402, MCA of the effective date of 
this compact satisfies this condition precedent.”  These 
statutes require proof of a “written special use authorization 
required by federal law.”  According to federal rule, the use 
of Forest Service lands in connection with operations 
authorized by U.S. mining laws does not require a special 
use authorization.  36 CFR 251.50.    

No change was made to this paragraph in Section 
3.8.1 of the Final SEIS. MCA 85-20-1401 states 
that the permitting process for water appropriations 
under state law and the permitting for the access 
and use of National Forest System Lands in 
relation to water appropriations requires the 
applicant to show proof of federal authorization 
before the application for a new appropriation of 
water is complete, and that federal authorization is 
required to occupy, use, or traverse National Forest 
System Lands for the purpose of diversion, 
impoundment, storage, transportation, withdrawal, 
use, or distribution of water for the appropriation or 
change of appropriation, and that the state permit 
for a new appropriation shall be subject to any 
terms, conditions and limitations related to the use 
of water contained in the required federal 
authorization. 36 CFR 251.50 does not exclude the 
appropriation of water from uses of National Forest 
lands designated as special uses requiring special 
use authorization.  

209  3.8.2 3-112 1  
In addition to the water rights listed, RCR also owns a Rock 
Creek water right (76N 23521 00) and another groundwater 
well (76N 28970-00). 

Section 3.8.2 of the Final SEIS was updated 
regarding RCR’s ownership of these water rights.   

210  3.11.1.2 3-121 1  

To more accurately track the language in 16 U.S.C. § 
1536(a)(2), revise the third sentence in this paragraph to 
read “The ESA requires the KNF to ensure that any action 
it approves is not likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of a T & E species or result in the destruction or 
adverse modification of critical habitat.”   

The suggested change was made in the final SEIS. 

211  3.11.1.5 3-122 2   

In sentence 1 of this paragraph, “landslide-prone area 
protection zones” are used to describe riparian habitat 
conservation areas (RHCAs).  This sentence makes it sound 
like RHCAs are all landslide-prone areas.  We suggest 
clarifying the sentence. 

The referenced sentenced was revised in the Final 
SEIS to read as follows: “INFS also established 
protection zones for streams, wetlands, and 
landslide-prone areas called RHCAs”. 

212  3.11.2.1.2 3-126 2  

Description of Rock Creek as “. . . fairly unstable . . .” 
contradicts the last sentence on page 3-103. 

The referenced sentence in Section 3.7.4.2 (p. 3-
103) of the Draft SEIS was revised in the Final 
SEIS to clarify that except for the active floodplain 
of mainstem Rock Creek, Rock Creek and its 
tributary channels are fairly stable, but some areas 
of bank erosion are sources of sediment to the 
stream. 

213  3.11.2.1.2 3-127 1  

The statement in the second sentence that “. . . substrates 
within the bankfull channel are largely within the optimal 
size range . . .” is contradicted elsewhere in the discussion 
including paragraphs 2 and 3 of this page. 

The discussion of stream substrates in Section 
3.11.2.1.2 the Final SEIS was reviewed for 
consistency and revised where appropriate. 
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214  3.11.4.1.3 3-137 1  

The second sentence of this section begins “Historically, 
both watersheds have experienced . . . .”  One watershed 
appears to be the East Fork Bull River.  The identity of the 
second watershed is unclear.  Please clarify. 

“both watersheds have” was replaced with “the 
East Fork Bull River has” in Section 3.11.4.1.3 of 
the Final SEIS. 

215  3.11.6 3-139 1  
Change “west” to “east” in the first line of the first sentence 
in Section 3.11.6, as the Cabinet Gorge Reservoir is east of 
the Montana/Idaho border. 

The suggested change was made to the Final SEIS. 

216  3.11.8 
3-144 
to 3-
145 

-  

This section should make clearer that the possible effects of 
climate change discussed on pages 3-144 to 3-145 are 
uncertain, unconfirmed, and cannot be quantified for Rock 
Creek, East Fork Bull River, and other study area streams, 
and that any related possible effects on fish and other 
aquatic organisms in those streams are uncertain, 
unconfirmed, and cannot be quantified.  For additional 
support on this point, we suggest that the Forest Service cite 
to Daniel J. Isaak, et al., Slow climate velocities of mountain 
streams portend their role as refugia for cold-water 
biodiversity, Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences (2016), 
www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas.1522429113. 

The discussion of the potential effects of climate 
change to northwest Montana and study area 
streams adequately captured the uncertainties and 
limitations associated with the available data and 
model predictions. Information from Isaak et al. 
(2016b) about the relationship between air 
temperature and stream temperature in upper 
watersheds and about the role of upper watersheds 
as habitat refugia for cold water species was added 
to the discussion in the Final SEIS, as well as more 
recently available modeling conducted by Isaak et 
al. (2016a) that provides an indication of potential 
effects of climate change on study area streams. A 
qualifying statement was added that “Due to the 
numerous factors affecting stream temperatures and 
the constantly changing stream temperature regime, 
as well as model uncertainty, it is difficult to 
predict precisely how climate change may alter 
stream temperature, or to what magnitude and 
extent stream temperatures may change.” The 
overall conclusions about the influence of climate 
change on Alternative V effects on aquatic 
resources and bull trout in Section 4.11.2.7 and 
Section 4.13.3.1.4 of the Draft SEIS did not change 
in the Final SEIS, based on the best available 
information. 

217  3.12.1.2 3-147 1  

The last sentence in Section 3.12.1.2 appears to be 
paraphrasing 36 CFR § 228.8(f), which applies to the 
construction and maintenance of roads.  If the Draft SEIS is 
not here referring specifically to the construction and 
maintenance of roads, then the last sentence in Section 
3.12.1.2 is inaccurate and should be revised or deleted.   

The sentence, which was in reference to the Forest 
Service’s locatable minerals regulations, was 
deleted from Section 3.12.1.2 of the Final SEIS. 
The intent of that section was to outline the 
requirements of the 2015 KFP. 
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218  3.12.3.1 
(Harlequin Duck) 3-152 4  

The Draft SEIS does not present current, relevant 
information concerning studies that have been done on 
harlequin duck ecology and behavior that would allow a 
scientifically based assessment of impacts to harlequin 
ducks and subsequent development of appropriate 
mitigation.  The analysis of the ecology, behavior of 
harlequin ducks in the DSEIS is based on a review of 
scientific literature compiled in the FEIS (2001), which 
relied on data compiled by Jim Reichel of the Montana 
Natural Heritage Program in 1996. Although habitat 
conditions for the harlequin duck may not have changed 
since the Final EIS (2001), as stated in the DSEIS, current 
scientific knowledge has substantially expanded concerning 
the response of harlequin ducks to human activity.  Studies 
of harlequin ducks by Hansen (2014) in Glacier National 
Park (GNP) address impacts of human activity on harlequin 
ducks.  This study is highly relevant as GNP has the highest 
density of breeding harlequin ducks in the lower 48 states, 
and an important breeding stream, McDonald Creek, has 
nearly continuous presence of tourists and vehicular traffic 
in close proximity to the stream.  Hansen (2014) found 
greater probability occupancy of habitats by harlequin 
ducks of pools closer to roads. Hansen (2014) concluded 
that there were no strong negative effects of human 
disturbance on selection and use of habitat by harlequin 
ducks.  Hansen (2014) is included in Attachment B.   

See response to comment #152. No changes were 
made to the Final SEIS. 

219  3.13.1.1 3-155 1  

To more accurately track the language in 16 U.S.C. § 
1536(a)(2), revise the second sentence of paragraph 2 to 
read “The ESA requires the KNF to ensure that any action 
it approves is not likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of a T & E species or result in the destruction or 
adverse modification of critical habitat.”  

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

220  3.13.1.1 3-155 1  
For consistency with the ESA, in the first paragraph of 
Section 3.13.1.1, line 15, change “critical bull trout habitat” 
to “bull trout critical habitat”. 

The suggested change was made in the Final SEIS 

221  3.13.2.6 3-161 1  To correct a typographical error, change “13.5 miles (8.4 
km)” to “8.4 miles (13.5 km).” 

The suggested change was made in the Final SEIS 

222  3.13.2.9 
3-162 
to 3-
163 

  

This section should make clearer that the possible effects of 
climate change discussed on pages 3-162 to 3-163 are 
uncertain, unconfirmed, and cannot be quantified for Rock 
Creek, East Fork Bull River, and other study area streams, 
and that any related possible effects on fish and other 
aquatic organisms in those streams are uncertain, 
unconfirmed, and cannot be quantified.  

See response to comment 216 
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223  3.13.3 3-163 1  

We suggest adding information about other grizzly (brown) 
bear populations exposed to industry and roads.  The 
Alaska North Slope oil fields and city of Anchorage have 
assessments documenting how grizzly bears and 
development can coexist.  See Cronin et al. (1999, 2005), 
and Coltrane and Sinnott (2015).  These articles are 
included in Attachment B.   

The Agencies believe the information in Section 
3.13.3 of the Draft SEIS and Section 3.13.3 of the 
Final SEIS is adequate to describe the affected 
environment for grizzly bears in the Rock Creek 
study area. The KNF has reviewed the reference 
information and does not believe it is applicable to 
grizzly bears in the Cabinet Mountains.  

224  3.13.3 3-163 3  

Page 3-163 cites the USFWS 2006 BO, but not the 2007 
supplement to the BO.  The 2007 supplement to the BO 
endorses the 2006 BO and states repeatedly that the Rock 
Creek Mine Project will improve conditions for the grizzly 
bear in the CYE and is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of grizzly bears.  The 2007 BO 
Supplement is cited elsewhere in the Draft SEIS, but it 
would be helpful to include in this section as well.   

The discussion in Section 3.13.3 of the Final SEIS 
was revised to include reference to the 2007 
supplement to the BO. 

225  3.13.3 3-164  Table 3-45 

We believe it would be helpful for Table 3-45 to include the 
1960-1997 data for grizzly bear sightings and the 1983-
1995 radio locations in BAAs. These data are found in 
Table 3-13 of the 2001 FEIS. 

Table 3-45 was revised in the Final SEIS (now 
Table 3-49) to include the 1960-1997 data for 
grizzly bear sightings and the 1983-1995 radio 
locations in BAAs. 

226  3.13.3 3-164 3  In sentence 4 (line six) of this paragraph, “TMRD” is 
misspelled. 

The spelling of TMRD was corrected in the Final 
SEIS. 
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227  3.13.3 3-163 4  

The discussion of grizzly bear population and mortality in 
the CYE should reference the recent study by Katherine C. 
Kendall, et al., Density, Distribution, and Genetic Structure 
of Grizzly Bears in the Cabinet-Yaak Ecosystem, published 
in The Journal Of Wildlife Management (2015).  That 
article reports that estimated grizzly bear abundance (all sex 
and age classes) in the CYE in 2012 was 48-50 bears.  It 
also reports that “A decrease in human-caused mortality 
during the past decade reversed a severe population decline 
(3.7% decline 1983-2002; Wakkinen and Kasworm 2004).  
The public education, reduction of bear attractants, and 
nonlethal management of potential problem grizzly bears 
accomplished by state and provincial bear managers have 
been effective in reducing human-bear conflicts and 
mortality.  The Cabinet population was essentially rescued 
from extirpation through the successful augmentation 
program that began in the early 1990s.  Population recovery 
will require continuation of these programs.”  These 
conclusions are supported by the Final Biological Opinion 
on the Effects to Grizzly Bears from the Implementation of 
Proposed Actions Associated with Plan of Operations for 
the Montanore Minerals Corporation Copper/Silver Mine 
(March 31, 2014) at 41.  That Biological Opinion reports 
that the current CYE grizzly population is improved from 
prior estimates and that the rate of survivorship among sub-
adult females and adult female grizzly bears in the CYE has 
in fact improved since 2009, resulting in an overall 
improving population estimate.  Id. at 39.  Currently, the 
estimated finite rate of increase over the period from 1983 
to 2012 for grizzly bears in the CYE is approaching 
stability, at 0.992 (where a rate of change of 1.0 indicates 
stability).  Id. at 40.     

Information on grizzly bear abundance and 
movements was updated in Section 3.13.3 of the 
Final SEIS based on data from Kendal et al. (2015) 
and Kasworm et al. (2015). Information on grizzly 
bear mortality rates was clarified in Section 3.13.3 
of the Final SEIS with additional mortality and 
population information from Kasworm et al. 
(2015), including discussion of variations in 
survival rates during the periods 1983-1998, 1999-
2006, and 2007-2014. 

228  3.13.3 3-167 2 Table 3-46 
In accordance with footnote 1 to the table, please bold the 
values that meet the 2015 KFP standards. 

Values meeting the KFP standards are shown in 
bold in Table 3-50 (previously 3-46) in the Final 
SEIS. 

229  3.13.3 3-167   

Table 3-46 
(page 3-167) 

 
Table 4-21 

(page 4-153) 
 

Table 4-22 
(page 4-166) 

Grizzly Bear BMU 6 numbers differ slightly from KFP 
Access Amendment Table 25 (page 147 of KFP). 

(1) For BMU 6 in the KFP, TMRD 2009 status is 34; 
but, in the DSEIS TMRD, the 2009 status is 33. 

(2) For BMU 6 in the KFP Core area, the 2009 status 
is 53; but, in the DSEIS Core area, the 2009 status 
is 54.   

This discrepancy may be due to updated values for BMUs 5 
and 6 that are noted in footnotes in Tables 3-46, 4-21, and 
4-22 of the Draft SEIS.  However minor are the differences, 
it would be helpful to achieve consistency in the SEIS.  

As described in the footnote to Table 3-50 
(previously 3-46), values were based on KNF 
moving windows model results for the 2009 bear 
year monitoring report, as modified with data for 
BMUs 5 and 6 available as of August 2012. Data 
for BMUs 5 and 6 were updated in the Draft SEIS 
for this analysis so that roads temporarily opened 
for harvest activity, road repair, or other temporary 
activities were assigned their long-term access 
status to more accurately reflect baseline 
conditions. No change made to the Final SEIS. 
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230  3.16.2 3-180 4  

The first sentence of paragraph 4 reports “the average visit 
to the KNF lasts about 15 hours.”  This statement appears 
implausible if, as stated in the SEIS, “[m]ost of the visits to 
the KNF are day visits,” and “more than half of the visits to 
the KNF last less than 3 hours.”  Please confirm. 

The referenced information in the Draft SEIS was 
based on the 2014 National Visitor Use Monitoring 
report for the KNF (USFS 2014). No change was 
made to the Final SEIS. 

231  3.18.1 3-188 1  
Language appears to be missing from the sentence 
beginning on the seventh line of this paragraph:  “(FW-DC-
CR-01), as well as the . . . .”   

The section was revised in the Final SEIS.  The 
intent was to discuss two forest wide desired 
conditions, FW-DC-CR-01 and FW-DC-CR-02. 

232  

4.1.2 
(Threatened and 

Endangered 
Species) 

4-3 6  

For consistency with the ESA, in the last sentence of 
paragraph 6 of Section 4.1.2, change “critical bull trout 
habitat” to “bull trout critical habitat”. 

The suggested change was made in the Final SEIS. 

233  4.2.1 4-4 1  

See Comment #18. Comment is unclear. Comment 18 refers to the 
MPDES Permit.  Section 4.2.1 summarizes the 
2015 KFP and has nothing to do with the MPDES 
permit. 

234  4.2.2.2 4-4 1  

In the first sentence, define SIO.  (SIO is scenic integrity 
objective).  Also include “SIO” in Chapter 7, Acronyms. 

SIO was defined in Tables S-2, 2-9, and 3-53 and 
Section 3.21.1 of the Draft SEIS. The Final SEIS 
was revised to define SIO in Section 4.2.2.2 of the 
Draft SEIS. SIO was added to the list of acronyms 
in the Final SEIS. 

235  4.2.2.2 4-5 1  In the first line on page 4-5, insert a “.” after “2015 KFP.” A comma was replaced by a period in the Final 
SEIS as suggested. 

236  4.2.5 4-7 1  

At the end of this paragraph, we suggest adding the 
following sentence: “16 USC 478 bars the Forest Service 
from prohibiting locatable mineral operations on lands 
subject to United States mining laws, either directly or by 
regulation, amounting to a prohibition.” 

Section 1.6.4.2 in the Draft SEIS discussed 16 USC 
478 and its implication. Section 4.2.3.1 in the Draft 
SEIS discussed 16 USC 478 relative to three 
project-specific amendments to the 2015 KFP for 
Alternative V to be consistent with the plan. No 
changes were made to the Final SEIS. 

237  4.3.1 and 4.3.3 4-8 
1  

(under each 
section) 

 

The reference to greenhouse gases in the third sentence of 
paragraph 1 under Section 4.3.1 (about 9,200 metric tons 
per year CO2e) and in the first sentence of the first 
paragraph under Section 4.3.3 (9,124 metric tons per year) 
should be made consistent. 

In the Final SEIS “about 9,200” was updated to 
9,124 and the reference (Bridges Unlimited 2012) 
was added after each entry of 9,124 since that 
reference details the calculation used to determine 
the value. 

238  4.3.3 4-9 1  See Comment #134. See comment response to #134 

239  4.4.3 4-11 1  

A description of “emulsion blasting material”, used in the 
last sentence of this paragraph should be included here or in 
Chapter 8, Glossary. 

Based on the Bison 2014 report, the emulsion 
blasting material used to calculate the expected 
emissions is Dyno Nobel RU Emulsion. The Bison 
application also indicates “or a similar material”. 
“Dyno Nobel RU Emulsion” was added to the 
Final SEIS.   
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240  4.4.3 4-12 
5 

(under #4 in 
the list) 

 

Here a “300-kW generator” is presented; however, on page 
4-9 (1st paragraph, second sentence), it is reported that the 
generator would be sized between “130 and 560kW”.    
Perhaps the modeling used the 300-kW generator, but it’s a 
consistency question that should be clarified. 

The Bison 2014 application used a 300kW 
generator for its emission calculations.  Page 38 
says “RCR plans to install an emergency generator 
with a nominal output power rating of up to 300 
kW to run essential systems during power 
outages.” The air quality permit lists the emergency 
generator as “less than or equal to 560 kW”. The 
generator was listed as 300 kW in the Final SEIS 
so that its description is consistent with the value 
used to calculate emissions. 

241  4.4.3.1 4-13 2   

Please reference the “industry studies” used to estimate 
blasting emissions.   

In reviewing Bison’s calculations, they were based 
in part on “maximum emissions factors reported by 
Dyno Nobel North America in a memo that is 
included in Appendix C”.  The Appendix C memo 
is a two page letter from Dyno dated 8/26/05 
addressed to Mines Management for the Montanore 
project. The Bison (2014) reference was used as the 
reference for this in the Final SEIS since it both 
takes into account the Dyno info as well as presents 
the calculations that include the additional values 
used. 

242  4.4.3.1 4-13 3  
(3rd bullet)  The potential VOC emissions should be expressed as tons 

to be consistent with other sections (i.e. 0.0035 tpy). 
The revision was made as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

243  4.4.3.2.1 4-14 2 
(point #2)  

In the 8th line, remove the reference to “Genesis Inc.,” as 
this company is no longer the owner and operator of the 
Troy Mine.  The present owner is the Revett Silver 
Company.   

“Genesis Inc.” was removed from the Final SEIS.  
Since the owner of the mine is irrelevant to the 
discussion, the current owner’s name was not 
provided. 

244  4.4.3.2.1 4-15 1  

Last sentence of this first paragraph: it might be helpful to 
explain why “air emissions from the facility would likely be 
less than the potential emissions”.   

An explanation about why air emissions from the 
facility would likely be less than the potential 
emissions was provided in the Final SEIS as 
follows:“…since potential peak emissions were 
used and Troy Mine is no longer operating and is 
closed and undergoing reclamation”. 

245  4.4.3.2.3 4-16 1  In the fifth line of Section 4.4.3.2.3, insert the word “in” 
immediately before the word “compliance”. 

The revision was made as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

246  4.4.3.2.3 4-16 1  
In the last full sentence, add “. . . as required by the 
reclamation plan.” 

Because RCR must submit a final reclamation plan 
prior to mine construction, the addition was not 
made to the Final SEIS. 
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247  4.4.8 4-18 1  

RCR respectfully disagrees that sentences 2 and 3 of this 
paragraph accurately summarize ARM 17.8.752.  In 
particular, BACT is not correctly characterized as 
“technically practical and economically feasible”.  Section 
17.8.752 also does not use the term “altered”.  RCR 
therefore requests that the KNF revise sentences 2 and 3 to 
more accurately track the Montana regulations.  With 
respect to the last sentence of the first paragraph, the phrase 
“based upon EPA guidelines” needs to be replaced with “as 
implemented by Montana DEQ”, as EPA guidelines are not 
mandates on Montana DEQ. 

Page 25 of the final permit says: “A BACT 
determination is required for each new or modified 
source. RCR shall install on the new or modified 
source the maximum air pollution control 
capability which is technically practicable and 
economically feasible, except that BACT shall be 
utilized.”.  Bison’s permit application prepared on 
behalf of RCR also used the term “altered”. In the 
Final SEIS, the term “altered” was replaced by 
“modified” to more closely track the language used 
in the permit. “technically practical and 
economically feasible” is accurate since Section 
17.8.752 does use that phrase to describe BACT.   
Regarding the second suggestion, the most accurate 
statement is “based upon EPA guidelines as 
implemented by DEQ” since Montana implements 
EPA NAAQS as part of the CAA. This change was 
made to the Final SEIS. 

248  4.4.9 4-18 2  The Troy Mine status should be changed to “closed and 
undergoing reclamation.”   

The change was made as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

249  4.4.9 4-19 1  

RCR respectfully disagrees with the conclusion in sentence 
1 of this paragraph that the proposed Montanore Project 
would contribute to the cumulative effects on air quality at 
the Rock Creek Project site.  The Montanore Project is 
located in a distinctively different air shed than the Rock 
Creek Project, as stated in paragraph one on page 4-19.  
The finding that the two mines would contribute to 
cumulative effects on air quality is also inconsistent with 
the conclusion in the Montanore Joint Final EIS at page 316 
that the “proposed Rock Creek Project on the west side of 
the Cabinet Mountains in the Rock Creek drainage would 
not contribute to the cumulative effect on air quality.”  To 
support this conclusion, the Montanore Joint Final EIS cites 
two documents that are more current than the documents 
cited in the Rock Creek Draft SEIS.  The first supporting 
document is a Montana DEQ document, dated 2015 and 
titled Supplemental Preliminary Determination – Air 
Quality Permit.  The second supporting document, authored 
by Cyra Cain, is again dated 2015, and is titled Montanore 
Minerals Corporation MAQP #3788-00. 

The revision was made as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 
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250  4.5.2.1 4-21 1  

The KNF should clarify that, even though “[t]he potential 
location, magnitude, and severity of subsidence impacts on 
the ground surface, the groundwater system, or to any 
surface lakes or streams in the area are unknown,” such 
information is unnecessary to predict subsidence risks from 
the Rock Creek Project.  The Draft SEIS reports that the 
“risks of subsidence were categorized as low to 
insignificant in the FEMA process, assuming that the 
mitigations included in the agency modified alternative 
were applied.”  Draft SEIS at 4-24 (emphasis added).  The 
Draft SEIS also reports that the Alternative V mitigation 
requirements “would be highly effective at reducing the risk 
of subsidence.”  Id. (emphasis added).  Further, the Draft 
SEIS reports that the “potential for subsidence at 
Montanore is minimal provided adequate underground 
monitoring and rock characterization are carried out to 
refine the mine design once development is underway”.  Id. 
at 4-22.  The minimal potential for subsidence at Montanore 
supports a low risk of subsidence for the Rock Creek 
Project given the similarities in rock strength and mining 
methods for the two projects. Id. at 4-23.  For the above 
reasons, and as explained in Section 4.7.2.1, the KNF has 
sufficient information to make a reasoned choice among 
alternatives and to evaluate the reasonably foreseeable 
effects of the Rock Creek Project on the ground surface, the 
groundwater system, or to any surface lakes or streams.   

It is agreed that the sentence “The potential 
location, magnitude, and severity of subsidence 
impacts on the ground surface, the groundwater 
system, or to any surface lakes or streams in the 
area are unknown.” could leave the false 
impression that subsidence has not been carefully 
considered and evaluated.  The subject sentence 
was deleted in the Final SEIS. 

251  4.5.2.1 4-21 3  

RCR does not believe that there is any value in submitting 
an updated mine plan “prior to Phase I.”  We suggest the 
mine plan would be best developed when rock mechanics 
data are developed from Phase I activities.  See Comment 
#111. 

See response to comment 111. 

252  4.6.1 4-26 1  

We suggest that the third sentence of this paragraph would 
be more appropriate as:  “The paste tailings facility in 
Alternative V would be less susceptible to static and 
earthquake-induced failure if the structural paste area and 
the deposited paste tailings are maintained in a drained 
condition as compared to the designs in Alternatives II, III, 
and IV.” 

The KNF agrees with your comment and modified 
the language in the Final SEIS as follows: “The 
paste tailings facility in Alternative V would be 
less susceptible to static and earthquake-induced 
failure provided the paste tailings are maintained in 
a drained condition compared to the designs in 
Alternatives II, III, and IV.” 

253  4.6.2.1 4-27 2  
In sentence five, we could not find the “43 gpm to 67 gpm 
during the operation years” seepage values in Hydrometrics 
2014b and Schafer 2014. Please check these references.   

See response to comment 278.  
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254  4.6.2.2 4-27 1  
In the third sentence, remove “generally” from the flow 
description of paste tailings.  By definition, a paste does not 
exhibit the same flow properties as slurry.   

Thank you for your comment. Yes, technically the 
rheological behavior of a paste is different than a 
slurry, however the intent of the sentence is to 
provide the reader with a non-technical descriptive 
comparison of the behavior of paste versus a slurry.  
The sentence was not changed in the Final SEIS. 

255  4.6.2.2.2 4-28 1  

For the second sentence, please provide a reference to 
support the statement that “unamended, undrained paste 
tailings could be capable of liquefying during a seismic 
event.”   

The Knight-Piesold (1997) seismic stability 
evaluation of the paste facility assumed the paste 
located below a phreatic surface in the paste 
facility would liquefy.  The reference was added to 
the Final SEIS to support the statement. 

256  4.6.2.2.3 4-28 1  

The first sentence of this paragraph is confusing.  We 
suggest it would be clearer to eliminate the first portion of 
the sentence (“Although the paste tailings facility would not 
be susceptible to overtopping from surface water run-off”), 
leaving the rest of the sentence: “The embankment face of 
the tailings facility may be prone to surface erosion.” 

The KNF agrees with your comment and replaced 
the sentence in the Final SEIS with: “Because the 
paste facility would not be impounding free water 
which could overtop and erode the embankment, 
the embankment may be susceptible to erosion 
from rain and snowmelt falling directly on the 
embankment face.” 

257  4.6.2.3.2 4-32 1  

The final design process discussed in this paragraph would 
also include compliance with applicable regulations, such 
as the 2015 Montana Senate Bill No. 409 that sets forth 
mandatory standards for tailings storage facilities in the 
state of Montana. 

The KNF agrees with your comment and added the 
following sentence to the Final SEIS: “The design, 
construction, operations, and closure would 
conform to the requirements of the MMRA for 
tailings storage facilities (82-4-301 et seq. MCA; 
specifically 82-4-375 through 82-4-381, MCA)” 

258  4.7.2.1 4-35 2  
(in #1)  

In sentence 1 (line 3), replace “because of incomplete or 
unavailable information” with “with data to be collected 
from the evaluation adit”. 

Thank you for your comment. The referenced text 
in Section 4.7.2.1 of the Draft SEIS was adequate 
as written. 

259  4.7.2.1 4-35 2  

In sentence 5 (line 10), replace “the analysis provided by 
the 3D groundwater model” with “The analysis provided by 
the available data as incorporated in the 3D model, along 
with…” 

Thank you for your comment. The referenced text 
in Section 4.7.2.1 of the Draft SEIS was adequate 
as written. 

260  4.7.2.2.1 4-36 2  

In sentence 1 (line 4), replace “exact nature of hydraulic 
conductivity and storativity of faults” with “improved 
estimates of . . .”   Hydraulic conductivity and storativity 
are field-scale estimates that vary by scale of measurement. 
In practical terms, it is not correct to state them as being 
known exactly.   

Thank you for your comment. The referenced text 
in Section 4.7.2.2.1 of the Draft SEIS was adequate 
as written. 

261  4.7.2.2.1 4-36 2-3  

Adjectives like “exact”, “precise” and “specific” may 
overstate the quality of data to be obtained.  We suggest a 
global check in text for these adjectives and recommend 
adjusting the wording as needed to be consistent with the 
level of detail and understanding common for EIS 
groundwater investigations. 

The suggested change was made in the Final SEIS. 
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262  4.7.2.3 4-38 1  

Because the 3D model assumes that stream baseflow is 
100% supported by bedrock groundwater, the model may 
have over-predicted impacts, since the baseflow is probably 
also supported by shallow or perched subsurface 
groundwater which, as noted earlier, was not included in 
the model. 

The modeling did not “assume” that stream 
baseflow is from bedrock ground water, but rather 
simulated only the bedrock groundwater flow path. 
Surface water and shallow ground water were not 
included in the simulation. Therefore, the impacts 
predicted by the model are only to the bedrock 
portion of stream baseflow. The estimated impacts 
are not over-predicted because, as described in 
Sections 4.7.3.1 and 4.7.3.2, the impacts only refer 
to the bedrock portion of baseflow. However, in the 
upper watersheds, when the streams are “at 
baseflow” late in the year, (assuming there is 
baseflow at these locations) bedrock groundwater 
may be the only component.  This is likely to vary 
from year to year. No change was made to the Final 
SEIS. 

263  4.7.2.3 4-38 1 4-7 
The data suggests that streams above 5,500 feet are 
supported by shallow interflow or perched groundwater 
which will remain unaffected by mining. 

The data do not suggest, but rather the model 
results and direct observation suggest. No change 
was made to the Final SEIS. 

264  4.7.2.3.1 4-38 1  

Would it not be more accurate to say that baseflow in 
reaches above 5,500 feet is not relevant because these are 
supported by shallow runoff processes not included in the 
model?  

This section does not discuss “baseflow” above 
elevations of about 5,550 feet. Based on the 
conceptual model and the results of the 3D model, 
there would not be bedrock baseflow above that 
approximate elevation. No change was made to the 
Final SEIS. 

265  4.7.2.3.1 4-38 1  

Please check the statement that there is no flow data for 
South Basin Creek, North Basin Creek, Chicago Creek and 
Copper Creek.  We believe there is some historical flow 
data in the record for these drainages.   

No actual flow measurements are known to have 
been collected in the streams discussed in this 
sentence except Copper Gulch above the 
confluence with the Bull River. The Copper Gulch 
data were added to Section 3.7.4.6 of the Final 
SEIS. 

266  4.7.2.3.1 4-39 2  

Why need to mention reporting in gpm?  Stream flows are 
not customarily reported in gpm.  If more precision is 
needed they could be reported to nearest .01 cfs.  Consider 
deleting this explanation. 

The appropriate sections were revised to report 
flow in both gpm and cfs. 

267  4.7.2.3.2 4-40 3  

In the last sentence of this paragraph, we suggest the 
statement that “mine water (and resultant groundwater 
drawdown) may result in perennial flow beginning at a 
lower elevation. . .” be clarified by adding “. . .; however, 
natural seasonal and year-to-year climatic variability may 
be more of a factor to changes in elevations of perennial 
flow than mine dewatering.”  

No change was made to this paragraph in Section 
4.7.2.3.2 of the Final SEIS. Regardless of natural 
variability, mine dewatering may result in perennial 
flow beginning at a lower elevation in drainages 
affected by mine inflows. Section 4.7.3.2.2 states 
that mine-induced changes in streamflow would be 
observed as a trend over time that would be 
separable from natural variability. 
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268  4.7.2.6 4-43 1  

In the second full sentence (line 5), the Draft SEIS states 
that “precipitation . . . would not consistently exceed 
evaporation.” This statement is inconsistent with what was 
reported in the 2001 FEIS (see page 3-6) and what is shown 
on Figure 2-12 in this Draft SEIS.  It is important to 
establish the correct precipitation versus evaporation 
balance.   

This discussion in Section 4.7.2.6 was updated in 
the Final SEIS accordingly. 
 

269  4.7.2.6 4-44 1  

It should be noted that the WATSED-modeled sediment 
load was tripled, and then doubled, resulting in an increase 
of the predicted sediment load by a factor of six.  See 2001 
FEIS at Appendix N (page N-9).   

The suggested change was made in the Final SEIS.  

270  4.7.3.1.2 4-45 1  In the third line of Section 4.7.3.1.2, insert “gpm” after 97. The suggested change was made in the Final SEIS. 

271  4.7.3.1.2 4-47 2  

The discussion in this paragraph implies that there would be 
one underground reservoir.  In fact, there are likely to be 
multiple reservoirs whose location, size and use would vary 
over time as mine operations progress.   

The suggested change was made in the Final SEIS. 

272  4.7.3.1.2 4-47 4  The term “very far” in line 10 is unclear.  Please clarify 
what “very far” means. 

The suggested change was made in the Final SEIS. 

273  4.7.3.1.2 4-49 2  

The available data indicate upper watersheds are supported 
by perched groundwater discharge or interflow, not 
groundwater baseflow.  This will be confirmed as more data 
comes to light.  

It is unclear what data are being referenced in the 
comment. This statement is not universally true, 
such as for the uppermost Rock Creek and on the 
north side of Saint Paul Pass. It is also a matter of 
definition of “upper watersheds.” Above an 
approximate elevation of 5,500 feet, there is 
unlikely to be any bedrock supported baseflow, but 
below this very approximate elevation, there is the 
potential for bedrock supported baseflow. 
Additional careful field observations would resolve 
this issue. No change was made to the Final SEIS. 

274  4.7.3.1.2 4-51  Table 4-9 

The footnote “#” for the predicted change in baseflow for 
the East Fork Bull River (above the confluence with Bull 
River) indicates that “. . . the higher of the two values is 
used. . .” Therefore, it is not clear why the value of “-0.4” is 
used in the table, while a value of “-0.5” is referenced in the 
footnote.    

This table was revised in the Final SEIS. 

275  4.7.3.1.2 4-54 2  

Although the model predicts a reduction in baseflow in 
South Basin Creek, it should be noted that this drainage is 
intermittent during much of the year with substantial 
reaches of no flow common.  

Although a brief description of South Basin Creek 
was provided in Section 3.7.4.9 of the Draft SEIS, 
there are no specific, detailed observations that 
would assist in understanding whether or not there 
is bedrock supported baseflow in that drainage. For 
example, is there thick talus (rocks) in South Basin 
Creek, and if so, could there be baseflow that is not 
visible at the surface? The model results indicate 
there is the potential for bedrock baseflow in the 
upper watersheds, but because ground water flow 
in the bedrock is controlled by fractures/faults, we 
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do not know if bedrock supported baseflow 
actually occurs in each of the drainages. No 
changes were made to the Final SEIS. 

276  4.7.3.1.2 4-55 1  

The 3D model report indicates that St. Paul Lake may be 
affected by mine dewatering, but this conclusion is not 
supported by data.  As explained in paragraph 2 on page 3-108 
in Section 3.7.4.8, Lakes in the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness, 
St. Paul Lake can become completely dry in periods of little or 
no precipitation and exhibits large fluctuations in lake 
elevation.  Both of these observations lead to the conclusion 
that St. Paul lake is likely supported by shallow, perched 
groundwater and precipitation runoff.   

This is an incorrect statement.  Direct observations by 
agency personnel indicate that St. Paul Lake is fed by 
surface runoff and bedrock ground water springs 
located upstream from the lake. The lake is located on 
a permeable moraine without an outlet and therefore 
continually drains. During dry or typical precipitation 
years, the lake does drain, once the surface water input 
stops.  This indicates that the rate of leakage is greater 
than the input of bedrock ground water. Should mine 
dewatering reduce flow from bedrock groundwater 
springs above the lake, there may be some affect to the 
lake, such as draining somewhat earlier in the season. 
However, given natural variability it may be difficult 
to identify specific changes. No changes were made to 
the Final SEIS. 

277  4.7.3.1.2 4-55 3  

The statement in sentence 5 (line 6) of this paragraph that “. 
. . most of the seepage from the tailings would be in 
response to infiltration of precipitation rather than water 
from consolidation of the tailings” will be assessed and 
qualified as part of the planned detailed design of the 
tailings facilities that will be completed and approved by 
the Forest Service and Montana DEQ prior to Phase II 
construction work. 

It is not clear what the comment is. No changes 
were made to the Final SEIS. 

278  4.7.3.1.2 4-55 3  

Sentence 6 of this paragraph (line 7) states that “all but 20 
to 30 gpm of seepage would be collected by the seepage 
collection system.”  This statement does not appear to be 
consistent with the predicted seepage rates of 43 gpm to 67 
gpm indicated in Section 4.6.2.1.  Please check these 
numbers.   

The text at this location states that Klohn-Crippen 
(1998) report that seepage losses (not collected) 
would be on the order of 20 to 30 gpm. However, 
others report that the hydrogeologic conditions 
within the paste tailings facility footprint are 
uncertain and that the actual seepage losses could 
be much different. As a result, Bill Schafer used a 
wide range of possible seepage values in his 
analysis. The range of 43 gpm to 67 gpm was from 
Hydrometrics (2014b). There is no contradiction, 
but rather just different reported values, an 
indication of the uncertainty in this number. No 
change was made to the text. 

279  4.7.3.1.2 4-55 4  

The statement that dewatering wells would reduce flows to 
Rock Creek and Miller Gulch is not supported.  Available 
data from wells MW-86-27 and MW 85-21 near Rock 
Creek indicate that existing bedrock water levels are below 
the channel elevation.  Similarly, wells in the Miller Gulch 
drainage (located in the lower gravel zone) are also below 
stream level.  There are springs above Miller Gulch, but 

There has not been any design of a pump back well 
system provided within the context of a detailed 
hydrogeologic analysis. It is assumed that a pump 
back system would have to be screened in the 
various sedimentary materials, including the basal 
gravel and lacustrine deposits (and various other 
sand layers that may be present) in order to capture 
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these springs tend to emanate from up-gradient bedrock or 
shallow perched clay lenses. 

seepage losses.  Pumping from the sedimentary 
units (not the bedrock) would, at the least, intercept 
ground water that would otherwise report to the 
various drainages. At this time, the relationship 
between the paste tailings facility area and adjacent 
streams and the amount of water that would need to 
be pumped to maintain capture are not well 
understood. No changes were made to the Final 
SEIS. 

280  4.7.3.1.2 4-56 1  

Sentence 2 (line 2) appears to indicate that a water right 
from the State of Montana would be required for pumpback 
well operation.  This would only be the case if water from 
pumpback wells is put to beneficial use (i.e. utilized in the 
mill circuit).   

A water right would be required from the MT 
DNRC for pumpback well operation if any of the 
water was used to meet water demands. The 
beneficial use would be for mining. No change was 
made to this section of the Final SEIS. 

281  4.7.3.2.2 4-62 4 and 6  

We seek clarification of two statements on page 4-62 of the 
Draft SEIS.  Paragraph 4 reports the “model predicted no 
effects due to mine dewatering on CMW lakes. . . .”  
Paragraph 6 reports the “3D model predicted no effect on 
lakes within the CMW due to mine inflows, except St. Paul 
Lake.”  Please explain whether these statements are 
consistent and whether any revisions are needed. 

The last sentence in the fourth paragraph on page 
4-62 in Section 4.7.3.2.2 was deleted.   

282  4.7.3.3.1 4-65  Table 4-10 If available, it might be helpful to include pH and sulfate 
predictions in this table as well.   

The suggested change was made to the Final SEIS. 

283  4.7.3.3.1 4-67 2  

It might be helpful to briefly discuss the basis for no 
expected effects on water quality during closure and 
reclamation of the evaluation adit.  We believe there will be 
no effects because no groundwater will discharge from the 
closed adit, all mineralized material would be placed back 
underground or otherwise properly disposed of prior to adit 
closure, and all surface disturbances would be reclaimed to 
meet Forest Service land use goals.   

Additional information describing reasons why 
effects to groundwater quality would not be 
expected was added to this paragraph in Section 
4.7.3.3.1 of the Final SEIS.   

284  4.7.3.3.2 4-67 4  

Please clarify that the blanket drain would be installed only 
beneath the toe buttress, while the rest of the tailing storage 
facility would have finger drains.  Also see paragraph 1 on 
page 4-68. 

The section was revised as follows in the Final 
SEIS: “A blanket drain would be installed beneath 
the toe buttress near the downstream toe that would 
collect all seepage from the toe buttress” 

285  4.7.3.3.3 4-68  Table 4-11 

If available, it might be helpful to include pH and sulfate 
predictions in this table.   

Schafer’s sulfate predictions were added to Table 
4-11, but Schafer did not model changes in pH in 
groundwater downgradient of the paste tailings 
facility.   

286  4.7.3.3.4 4-69 1  
In the first line of Section 4.7.3.3.4, check correctness of 
reference to “Table 4-9.”  We believe it should be “Table 4-
10.” 

The reference was updated as suggested in the 
Final SEIS. 

287  4.7.3.4.1 4-70 2  

Check 18.5 acres for correctness.  The details of the description of Phase I sediment 
mitigation were deleted in the Final SEIS and the 
text was revised to reference Appendix N as 
follows: Methods used to estimate the amount of 
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sediment reduction needed to mitigate the effects of 
Phase I are described in Appendix N. Applying the 
proportion of disturbed area for Phase I Evaluation 
to the disturbed area for all mining periods of 
Alternative V to the 400 tons per year of needed 
mitigation for the entire mine operation results in a 
required sediment reduction of 17 tons per year for 
the Phase I activities. See also response to 
comment 15.  

288  4.7.3.4.1 4-71 3  

MPDES permit MT0031763 has been amended since April 
2013 and changes have been made.  The approval of this 
permit is pending.  We suggest that this section be worded 
to indicate the status of MT0031763 at the present time and 
indicate that, until finalized, specific permitted outfalls and 
other conditions may change as the Montana DEQ responds 
to public comment.   

This paragraph in Section 4.7.3.4.1 was updated in 
the Final SEIS. 

289  4.7.3.4.1 4-72 4  

During evaluation adit construction (prior to the initiation 
of blasting the adit), it is expected that pending Montana 
DEQ Stormwater Permit MT 0031763 will allow 
stormwater to be discharged according to the requirements 
of that permit.  During evaluation adit operations, MPDES 
permit MT 0030287 allows for stormwater discharge at 
outfalls 006 and 007.  There appear to be inconsistencies 
and discrepancies in stormwater discussions throughout the 
Draft SEIS.   Please double check all stormwater 
discussions throughout the DSEIS with the requirements of 
MT0030287 and draft MT0031763.  

The Final SEIS was reviewed for consistency with 
existing stormwater permits and revised where 
appropriate. Section 4.7 of the FEIS no longer 
discusses the requirements of MPDES permits 
MT0030287 and MT0031763. 

290  4.7.3.4.3 4-77 2  

Sentence 1 of this paragraph states that “An estimated 305 
to 364 gpm (0.7 to 0.8 cfs) of wastewater would be treated 
and discharged to the Clark Fork River during operations.”  
This range represents an average range.  But, we submit 
that the actual amount of wastewater to be treated and 
discharged will vary from this average range, depending on 
the time of year and the associated seasonal and annual 
rates of precipitation and evaporation.  We suggest the SEIS 
address the potential higher (and lower) ranges of 
wastewater treatment that will occur seasonally and 
annually at the Rock Creek Project site. 

The 305 to 364 gpm range is from Table 2-5 in 
Section 2.3.1.9. The water balance numbers are 
from Hydrometrics and represent expected average 
annual conditions.  Discussion was added to 
Section 4.7.3.4.3 to clarify that this is an average 
annual estimate of the wastewater plant treatment 
rate, and to explain why the treatment rate may 
vary.   

291  4.7.3.4.3 4-78 1   

The discussion in this paragraph would benefit by including 
a table showing the Idaho water quality standards (for 
cadmium, copper and zinc) at the Montana-Idaho border, 
the cadmium, copper and zinc values measured at the 
Montana-Idaho border, and the Montana surface water 
standards for cadmium, copper and zinc that would be 
required for any water release from the Rock Creek Project 

This information was not added to Section 4.7.3.4.3 
of the Final SEIS because it would not aid the 
reader in understanding the situation.  Instead, the 
information provided in Dean Yashan’s 9/8/16 
email to Barbara Galloway was added to this 
section.  Dean Yashan is the Environmental 
Program Manager at DEQ.  His conclusion, which 
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into the Clark Fork River.   We believe this would helpful 
so that the SEIS reviewer will recognize that there would be 
no impairment of the Clark Fork River at the Montana-
Idaho border as a result of the Rock Creek Project. 

was added to this section, was that Montana is 
meeting all metals allocations and/or the load 
capacities at the MT-ID border. 

292  4.7.6.2 4-82 1  In the first line of Section 4.7.6.2, change “quantity” to 
“quality”. 

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

293  4.7.8.1 4-86 1  

There seems to be conflict between statements earlier in 
Section 4 that post-mining effects on baseflows cannot be 
compared, versus the approach discussed and used here in 
Section 4.7.8.  We suggest additional discussion in this 
section to clarify why adding the effects predicted by the 
Montanore and Rock Creek models at these locations is a 
valid approach.  Our understanding is that assessing 
cumulative effects by adding individual model predicted 
effects at those locations where predicted pre-mining base 
flows are similar is valid.  Adding model effects at 
locations were predicted pre-mining base flows are not 
consistent with one another is not valid.  

 The two statements indicated in the comment deal 
with two very different topics.  The statement in 
Section 4.7.2.3 is about not comparing the impacts 
of one mine versus the other – the respective 
impacts are unrelated as they are based on the 
predicted impacts from each respective mine, 
determined independently from the other mine.   In 
section 4.7.8, the discussion is about cumulative 
effects.  The independently determined impacts are 
added, assuming the mines were to operate at the 
same time.   For cumulative effects, the impacts are 
not “compared”, just added. No changes were made 
to the FEIS. 

294  4.7.9.1.1 4-89 1  
To more closely track 36 CFR § 228.8(g), in the ninth line 
of Section 4.7.9.1.1, insert the term “, where practicable,” 
immediately prior to the word “reclaim”.  

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

295  4.7.9.1.1 4-90 2  In the third line of paragraph 2, should the term “east side 
streams” be changed to “west side streams”? 

The words “east side” were removed from this 
sentence in Section 4.7.9.1.1 of the Final SEIS. 

296  4.7.9.3.1 4-93 1  

To more closely track 36 CFR § 228.8(g), in the fourth line 
of Section 4.7.9.3.1, insert the term “, where practicable,” 
immediately prior to the word “reclaim”. 

The referenced sentence already includes the 
phrase “take all practicable measures…” No 
change was made to this paragraph in Section 
4.7.9.3.1 of the Final SEIS.   

297  4.8.1 4-95 2  

This paragraph states RCR would have to apply for certain 
water rights.  It would be more accurate to say that RCR 
“may” have to apply for a water right.  For example, RCR 
would not have to apply for a groundwater water right from 
a pumpback well if the water was diverted simply for water 
treatment purposes and put in a sprinkler to evaporate or 
discharged to surface water.  Likewise, RCR would not 
need a beneficial use permit for a potable water supply well 
if less than 35 gpm up to 10 acre-feet per year of water was 
used.  If these requirements were met, RCR could simply 
file a notice of completion for a groundwater certificate.  At 
the pre-application meeting with DNRC, DNRC states RCR 
would need a water permit for surface water runoff at the 
mill site if the water was beneficially used for ore 
processing.  It is not entirely clear whether this is what the 
first bullet is referring to when it states surface water by 
intercepting precipitation.   

Discussion was added to Section 4.8.1 of the Final 
SEIS to explain that appropriations from any of the 
possible water sources listed would require a water 
rights permit if the water was put to beneficial use, 
and possible beneficial uses by the mining 
company were listed.   

298  4.8.3.1 4-96 1  In the last sentence of this paragraph (lines 4-5), the change Section 4.8.3.1 of the Final SEIS was updated with 
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of ownership of the Rock Creek water right has now been 
completed, and the water right is in RCR’s name. 

this information.   

299  4.8.3.1 4-96 2  

The statement that “. . . flow in Miller Gulch . . . ranges 
between 2 and 763 gpm . . .” does not seem correct as there 
is no flow in Miller Gulch much of the year.       

It is correct that some of the flows observed in 
Miller Gulch at MG-1 from 1985 to 1996 were 
listed in the database as being zero cfs.  This was 
corrected in Section 3.7.4.5 of the Final SEIS. In 
Section 4.8.3.1 of the Final SEIS, the flow range 
was changed to 0 to 763 gpm.   

300  4.8.3.1 4-96 2  

The discussion of Miller Gulch water rights that references 
the flood irrigation and power generation rights appears 
misleading.  We believe that the point of diversion for these 
rights is up-gradient of any potential impact of the Rock 
Creek Project facilities.  

No change was made to Section 4.8.3.1 of the Final 
SEIS regarding this matter. The locations of these 
water rights are uncertain, and possible effects are 
discussed in this paragraph based on where the 
rights may be located. 

301  4.8.3.1 4-96 3  

This paragraph states the flow of Copper Gulch has not 
been measured; however, RCR measured flow on Copper 
Gulch for the previously described water rights application.  
We believe that this information was provided to the Forest 
Service.   

Section 3.7.4 was updated in the Final SEIS with 
flow data for Copper Gulch near the confluence 
with the Bull River. 

302  4.8.8 4-97 1  

This paragraph says mine and adit inflows would not be 
used beneficially during any mine phase.  Mine and adit 
inflows are used beneficially as stated in the groundwater 
application.  This sentence may be trying to say that if mine 
inflows are not used beneficially and are just treated and 
discharged, then a benefit use permit is not needed.  While 
that would be correct, the meaning of the sentence is 
unclear.   

This sentence was corrected in Section 4.8.8 of the 
Final SEIS to say that mine and adit inflows not 
used beneficially as a water source during any mine 
phase would not require a beneficial use permit.   

303  4.10.9 4-108 1  In the eleventh line of this paragraph, “wound” should be 
“would”. 

The suggested correction was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

304  4.11.2.3 4-111 1  

The first paragraph of this section discusses the final Phase 
II mitigation plan for offsetting sediment loading to Rock 
Creek, but does not discuss the mitigation that RCR will 
implement to offset fine sediment loading for Phase I of the 
project.  The Phase I sediment offset measures should be 
added to the discussion. 

Reference to the required mitigation for Phase I is 
discussed in Section 2.3.1.12 of the Draft SEIS, 
Appendix N of the Draft SEIS, and RCR’s 2013 
SWPPP. Reference to Phase I mitigation was added 
to this paragraph in Section 4.11.2.3 of the Final 
SEIS. 

305  4.11.2.7 4-116 1  

As additional support for the Forest Service’s conclusion 
that “quantifying the influence of climate change on the 
Rock Creek Project was not feasible,” please consider 
referencing Daniel J. Isaak, et al., Slow climate velocities of 
mountain streams portend their role as refugia for cold-
water biodiversity, Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences (2016), www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas. This 
document is included in Attachment B. 

See response to comment 216. 

306  4.11.2.7 4-116 2  In sentence 2 of this paragraph, add “Basin” after 
“Columbia River”. 

Suggested change made to Final SEIS. 

http://www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas
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307  4.11.8.1 4-118 2  

This section should make clear that the predicted baseflow 
changes identified at the bottom of page 4-118 are without 
mitigation and that any such changes would be reduced or 
eliminated with implementation of the proposed mitigation.   

Section 4.11.8.1 of the Final SEIS was clarified 
with respect to the unmitigated predicted baseflow 
changes. However, until possible mitigations are 
modeled, it is not possible to state that changes to 
baseflow can be reduced or eliminated. 

308  4.11.9.3.2 4-124 1  

This section should more specifically explain how the Rock 
Creek Project would “avoid effects that would retard or 
prevent attainment of the RMOs,” including specifically the 
RMOs listed in Table 3-39 on page 3-123.  

Measures that would be implemented to avoid 
effects that would retard or prevent attainment of 
the RMOs were described in detail in Section 
4.11.2.4. Section 4.11.9.3.2 describes the 
evaluation of conformance with specific 2015 KFP 
standards and guidelines that were developed to 
help achieve RMOs. No change was made to the 
Final SEIS. 

309  4.11.9.3.1 4-126 5  

Phase I sediment offset measures will assist in meeting 
Road Management Guideline RF-3 and the Riparian 
Management Objectives.  Those measures should therefore 
be added to the list of Phase I sediment mitigation measures 
at the bottom of page 4-126. 

Phase I mitigation measures are already listed in 
the analysis of consistency with Road Management 
Guideline RF-3.  No change was made to the Final 
SEIS. 

310  4.11.9.3.2 4-129 5  

Because the issue was specifically addressed by the United 
States District Court for the District of Montana in its 
opinion in Rock Creek Alliance, et al. v. United States 
Forest Service, 703 F. Supp. 2d 1151, 1187-1188 (D. Mont. 
2010), we propose adding language clarifying that, as 
currently planned, mine waste facilities would not be 
located in RHCAs at the Alternative V mill site, the paste 
tailings facility, or other mine facilities.   

The suggested change was made to the Final SEIS. 

311  4.12.1 4-135 2  The page reference to the 2001 FEIS should be 4-138 
through 4-142. 

The suggested correction was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

312  4.12.1.1.1 4-135 1  In sentence 2 (4th line), “money” should be “monkey.”   The suggested correction was made in the Final 
SEIS. 
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313  4.12.2.2.2 
(Harlequin Duck) 4-137  6  

The Draft SEIS indicates that the analysis of potential impacts of 
the project to harlequin ducks would be the same as addressed in 
2001 FEIS. The analysis in the 2001 FEIS is based on data 
compiled in 1996 and does not reflect currently available 
information. The Draft SEIS states that proposed mitigation has 
been modified to reduce the potential impacts from traffic noise 
and the presence of humans and dogs near harlequin duck habitat. 
The assertion that increased noise and human presence would 
adversely affect harlequin ducks does not appear to be supported 
by current scientific information. Because of concerns over 
potential impacts of the proposed Rock Creek Project, a panel of 
harlequin duck biologists was convened in December 1996 to 
review the possible effects of the Rock Creek Project on harlequins 
and to consider project design features or mitigations to minimize 
project effects on harlequins.  Although there is reference to this 
panel, the 2001 FEIS does not cite design features or mitigations 
that were identified by the panel to avoid or compensate for lost or 
degraded habitat values or effects to harlequin ducks.  
 
One of the participants on the panel of experts (Francis Cassirer) 
was the primary author of the Harlequin Duck (Histrionics 
histrionicus) Conservation Assessment Strategy for the U.S. Rocky 
Mountains (Cassirer et al 1996).  
 
There is no reference to noise in the conservation assessment’s 
standards and guidelines for managing roads. It is significant that 
Cassirer is cited in the 2001 FEIS  as believing “noise is not an 
issue” because harlequin ducks are accustomed to high noise levels 
in turbulent streams and on coasts with pounding surf.  
 
The 2001 FEIS indicated, “Increased mine-related noise levels and 
activity, such as traffic along FDR No. 150, and an increase of 
human use on Rock Creek likely would create intolerable levels of 
disturbance for the harlequin duck.”  In apparent contradiction, the 
2001 FEIS later states that noise would not likely be a concern 
because the habitats where harlequin ducks breed often have a high 
level of stream noise and harlequin duck habitats on the coast often 
have roaring surfs.  Vibrations associated with noise also were not 
identified as being likely to affect harlequin ducks because these 
birds use culverts under bridges while traffic is on the bridges.   
The presence of people along Rock Creek was proposed as the 
greater disturbance to the harlequin ducks; however, it is unclear 
why there would be increased numbers of people along Rock 
Creek, as a result of the mine, or how people’s presence would 
affect harlequin duck populations. The assertion that harlequin 
ducks react negatively to human presence appears to be 
contradicted by the GNP studies (Hansen 2014).   

The KNF reviewed the information provided and 
determined that there is not sufficient information to 
warrant a change in mitigation.  See response to 
comments 152 and 218.  

314  4.12.2.2.2 4-138 1  In the first line of page 4-138, change “includes” to 
“include”. 

The suggested correction was made in the Final 
SEIS. 
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315  4.12.7 4-141 1  

The first paragraph of Section 4.12.7 provides a non-
exclusive list of resources for which mitigation plans would 
be developed.  Since “reclamation” is not a resource, we 
propose deleting that word and replacing it with the 
resource or resources that were intended.    

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

316  4.13.3.1.3 4-151 2  

The statement in sentence 4 that “Elevated metal 
concentrations may cause bull trout to avoid use of Rock 
Creek as a spawning or rearing area” is misleading.   
Safeguards would be in place to avoid discharge to Rock 
Creek, and any discharge to the Clark Fork River would 
meet Montana DEQ permitted water quality standards and 
be a negligible discharge quantity in relation to existing 
flows of the Clark Fork River.  There is no evidence and no 
documentation that any effects to bull trout access to Rock 
Creek would occur as a result of metals concentrations.  
This point is supported by the 2007 BO Supplement for the 
Rock Creek Project.  There, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service found “adverse effects to bull trout are not 
anticipated from dissolved metal concentrations” (page B-
77).  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service also found it 
unlikely that the discharge of treated mine water at the 
effluent outfall would deter upstream migration of bull 
trout.  Such an effect was deemed unlikely because the 
diffuser pipe would be located about 750 feet upstream 
from the mouth of Rock Creek (page B-77).   

Section 4.13.3.1.3 of the Final SEIS was revised to 
distinguish potential effects to the Clark Fork River 
from the discharge of treated wastewater from 
potential effects of tailings seepage or pipeline 
failure to Rock Creek as suggested. The statement 
that “Elevated metal concentrations may cause bull 
trout to avoid use of Rock Creek as a spawning or 
rearing area” was deleted and a reference to the 
Contingency Action Plan that would be required to 
be implemented to prevent adverse effects to 
surface water quality was added.  

317  4.13.3.2 4-152 2  

In sentence 1 of this paragraph, the “482 acre” loss differs 
from the “483 acres” loss stated on page 4-188 in the 2001 
FEIS.   

The text was revised in the Final SEIS as follows 
“Overall, the minor modifications to Alternative V 
since the 2001 FEIS would reduce the direct 
physical loss of grizzly bear habitat from the 483 
acres of grizzly bear habitat originally stated in the 
2001 FEIS to 445 acres lost plus 36 acres cleared 
for the power line.” 

318  4.13.3.2 4-152 2  
 

Sentence 1 says “slightly reduce the direct physical loss of 
habitat” from 482 to 445 acres.  This is an 8.2% change and 
“slightly” seems understated.  We suggest deleting 
“slightly”.  

“Slightly” was deleted from this sentence in the 
Final SEIS. 

319  4.13.3.2 4-153  Table 4-21 

In Table 4-21, for BMU 6 Existing conditions, TMRD is 
33; but, in the KFP Access Amendment, Table 25 (page 
146 of KFP) 2009 TMRD status is 34. This may be due to 
modification with 2012 data in Table 4-21.  

See response to comment #229 
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320  4.13.10.1.1 4-169 2  

To more closely track the conclusions in the 2007 BO 
Supplement, we propose revising the second paragraph of 
Section 4.13.10.1.1 as follows (new language is bolded):  
“In its 2007 BO Supplement, the USFWS indicated that it 
was the USFWS’s BO that the Rock Creek Project as 
proposed in the KNF’s Preferred Mine Alternative is 
anticipated to negatively impact designated critical habitat 
in Rock Creek, but is not likely to destroy or adversely 
modify bull trout critical habitat.  The USFWS also 
concluded that the Rock Creek Project is “not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of bull trout at the scale 
of the Lower Clark Fork Core Area, and by extension not 
likely to jeopardize at the Clark Fork River Management 
Unit and the larger scale of the Columbia River Interim 
Recovery Unit” (USFWS 2007a).   

The proposed change was made to the Final SEIS. 
In addition “it was the USFWS’s BO” was deleted. 

321  4.13.10.1.1 4-170 1  

To more closely track 50 CFR § 402.16, we propose 
revising the last sentence of Section 4.13.10.1.1 as follows 
(new language bolded):  “The KNF will reinitiate formal 
consultation with the USFWS if, at any time, new 
information collected during Phase I Evaluation or Phase II 
reveals effects of the Rock Creek Project that may affect 
bull trout or its critical habitat in a manner or to an extent 
not previously considered or if the project is subsequently 
modified in a manner that causes an effect to bull trout 
or bull trout critical habitat not previously considered in the 
2007 BO Supplement.” 

The suggested change was made to the Final SEIS. 

322  4.14 4-171   

This section should include an assessment on how much of 
the employment would be “local hire”, as well as a 
discussion and estimates of the various federal, state and 
local tax revenues that would be generated as a result of the 
Rock Creek Project. 

The KNF produced a Forest Service Effects 
Analysis Report (report) to update employment and 
income effects in the Draft SEIS. The analysis area 
in the report consisted of Sanders and Lincoln 
Counties, Montana and Bonner County, Idaho. 
These three counties were considered to be the 
“local area” in the 2001 FEIS. Information 
presented in the report assumes that all 
employment demand would be met from the three-
county area. Additional information on the 
methodological approach and assumptions can be 
found in the report, which is part of the project 
record. 
 
The KNF completed an updated analysis of 
potential employment and labor income effects 
from the proposed Rock Creek Project. The 
updated analysis was incorporated into Section 
4.14.1.1 in the Draft SEIS. The KNF determined 
that the new tax revenue data would not 
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measurably affect the outcome of the 
socioeconomic analysis presented in the Draft 
SEIS. No changes were made to the Final SEIS. 

323  4.17.2.1.2 7-178 1  “MRDG” needs to be added to the Chapter 7, Acronyms. MRDG was added as suggested to the Chapter 7, 
Acronyms, in the Final SEIS. 

324  4.21.1 4-190 1-2  

To increase readability, the term “Scenery Management 
System” should be defined in line 5 of the first paragraph of 
Section 4.12.1 rather than in the second paragraph of that 
section.  

The Final SEIS was revised to define SMS in the 
first paragraph of Section 4.21.1. The Final SEIS 
was revised to use the acronym SMS in the second 
paragraph of Section 4.21.1 of the Draft SEIS. 
SMS was added to the list of acronyms in the Final 
SEIS. 

325  4.21.4 4-191 1  

The first sentence in Section 4.21.4 appears to be 
paraphrasing 36 CFR § 228.8(f), which applies to the 
construction and maintenance of roads.  If the Draft SEIS is 
not here referring specifically to the construction and 
maintenance of roads, then the first sentence in Section 
4.21.4 is inaccurate and should be revised or deleted.   

The first sentence in Section 4.21.4 in the Draft 
SEIS was deleted and replaced in the Final SEIS 
with the following: “The Forest Service is 
responsible for ensuring that mine operations on 
NFS lands comply with Forest Service locatable 
mineral regulations (36 CFR 228 Subpart A) for 
environmental protection. One of these regulations 
(36 CFR 228.8) requires that mining activity be 
conducted, where feasible, to minimize adverse 
environmental impacts on National Forest surface 
resources. 36 CFR 228.8(d) also requires that 
mining operators, to the extent practicable, 
harmonize operations with scenic values through 
such measures as the design and location of 
operating facilities, including roads and other 
means of access, vegetative screening of 
operations, and construction of structures and 
improvements which blend with the landscape.” 

326  4.22 4-193 1  

The focus of Section 4.22 appears to be less on “[r]esources 
that have changed substantially since the 2001 FEIS” and 
more on resources covered by 40 CFR § 1502.9(c)(1)(ii).  
To more closely track 40 CFR § 1502.9(c)(1)(ii), we 
propose revising the third and fourth sentences of paragraph 
1 as follows:  “Updated resource analyses are included in 
this section where there are significant new circumstances 
or information relevant to environmental concerns and 
bearing on the Rock Creek Project or its impacts.  For other 
resources, the reader is referred to the discussion in the 
2001 FEIS.” 

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

327  4.22.1 4-193 1  

We suggest adding the following sentence at the end of this 
paragraph: “16 USC 478 bars the Forest Service from 
prohibiting locatable mineral operations on lands subject to 
United States mining laws, either directly or by regulation, 
amounting to a prohibition.” 

Section 1.6.4.2 in the Draft SEIS discussed 16 USC 
478 and its implication. Section 4.2.3.1 in the Draft 
SEIS discussed 16 USC 478 relative to three 
project-specific amendments to the 2015 KFP for 
Alternative V to be consistent with the plan. No 
changes were made to the Final SEIS. 
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328  4.22.3 4-193 1  
At the end of the first sentence, the clause “and the study 
area” is redundant of prior language in that sentence.  We 
therefore propose deleting the clause “and the study area”.  

The deletion was made as suggested in the Final 
SEIS. 

329  4.22.8 4-194 1  

Due to the uncertainty expressed in Sections 4.7, 4.11, 4.13 
and 4.22.8, and in KNF 2014c, it is currently unknown how 
any baseflow changes in study-area streams will affect 
aquatic habitat and fisheries.  We therefore propose that the 
KNF insert the words “and are uncertain.” at the end of the 
last sentence in Section 4.22.8.  

No change was made to this section because the 
uncertainty of the effects due to mining was 
already mentioned in this sentence.   

330  4.22.9 4-195 1  In sentence 5 (8th line), “money” should be “monkey.” The suggested correction was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

331  4.22.10.1 4-195 1  

Due to the uncertainty expressed in Sections 4.7, 4.11, 4.13 
and 4.22.10.1, and in KNF 2014c, it is currently unknown 
how any specific baseflow changes in study-area streams 
will affect bull trout and its habitat.  We therefore propose 
that the KNF insert the words “and are uncertain” at the end 
of the last sentence in Section 4.22.10.1. 

No change was made to this section because the 
uncertainty of the effects due to mining was 
already mentioned in this sentence.   

332  4.22.10.2 4-195 2  
In the first sentence of paragraph 2 of this section, the 
clause “would not be fully mitigated” appears to be missing 
language. 

Sentence was revised in the Final SEIS. 

333  4.22.18 4-196 1  Insert a “.” at the end of the first sentence of paragraph 8. The suggested period was added in the Final SEIS. 

334  4.23 4-197 1  

The focus of Section 4.23 appears to be less on “[r]esources 
that have changed substantially since the 2001 FEIS” and 
more on resources covered by 40 CFR § 1502.9(c)(1)(ii).  
To more closely track 40 CFR § 1502.9(c)(1)(ii), we 
propose revising the first and second sentences of paragraph 
1 as follows:  “The analysis of short-term uses and long-
term productivity has been updated for resources where 
there are significant new circumstances or information 
relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the Rock 
Creek Project or its impacts.  For other resources, the reader 
is referred to the discussion in the 2001 FEIS.” 

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

335  4.23.8 4-198 1  

Due to the uncertainty expressed in Sections 4.7, 4.11, 4.13 
and 4.22.8, and in KNF 2014c, it is currently unknown how 
any specific baseflow changes in study-area streams will 
affect aquatic habitat and fisheries.  We therefore propose 
that the KNF revise the second sentence of Section 4.23.8 
as follows (new language bolded):  Depending on the 
results of additional data collection, modeling and 
monitoring, effects, if any, on aquatic life from potentially 
reduced base flows could occur for the life of the mine and 
could continue for some time after closure, with an 
estimated peak at Year 70, eventually returning to pre-
project levels.” 

This section was revised in the Final SEIS to state 
that effects on aquatic life from potentially reduced 
baseflows may occur for the life of the mine and 
continue after mine closure, with the greatest 
baseflow reduction occurring after mine closure.  
Baseflows may eventually return to pre-project 
conditions depending on the closure option 
selected.   
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336  4.23.10.1 4-198 1  

Due to the uncertainty expressed in Sections 4.7, 4.11, 4.13 
and 4.22.10.1, and in KNF 2014c, it is currently unknown 
how any specific baseflow changes in study-area streams 
will affect bull trout and its habitat.  We therefore propose 
that the KNF revise the second sentence of Section 
4.23.10.1 as follows (new language bolded):  Depending 
on the results of additional data collection, modeling 
and monitoring, effects, if any, on bull trout from 
potentially reduced base flows could occur for the life of 
the mine and could continue for some time after closure, 
with an estimated peak at Year 70, eventually returning to 
pre-project levels.” 

See response to comment #335. 

337  4.24 4-200 1  

The focus of Section 4.24 appears to be less on “[r]esources 
that have changed substantially since the 2001 FEIS” and 
more on resources covered by 40 CFR § 1502.9(c)(1)(ii).  
To more closely track 40 CFR § 1502.9(c)(1)(ii), we 
propose revising the fourth and fifth sentences of paragraph 
1 as follows:  “Updated resource analyses have been 
included in this section where there are significant new 
circumstances or information relevant to environmental 
concerns and bearing on the Rock Creek Project or its 
impacts.  For other resources, the reader is referred to the 
discussion in the 2001 FEIS.” 

The suggested revision was made in the Final 
SEIS. 

338  4.24.3.1 4-200 2  

The statement that water that fills the mine voids is an 
“irretrievable commitment” is not accurate.  During filling, 
there would be a reduction in flow to the three basins, but 
once the mine void is filled there would be an equilibrium 
situation that returns flows to approximately original 
conditions.  The water in storage is not lost and 
continuously recharges area groundwater systems and is 
continuously recharged.   

This is an incorrect interpretation.  The storage of 
an open mine void is significantly greater than the 
storage within fractures of unmined rock.  This 
section refers to the volume of water that would be 
“irretrievably committed” to storage in the mine 
void versus that which would have been stored in 
the fractures.  Certainly, this ground water would 
be part of the overall flow system and would 
continue to move through the system, but the water 
in storage would be much greater than premining 
conditions. No changes were made to the Final 
SEIS. 

339  4.24.6 4-201 1  

Due to the uncertainty expressed in Sections 4.7, 4.11, 4.13 
and 4.24.6, and in KNF 2014c, it is currently unknown how 
any specific baseflow changes in study-area streams will 
affect aquatic habitat and fisheries.  We therefore propose 
that the KNF insert the words “and are uncertain.” at the 
end of the second sentence in Section 4.24.6. 

No change was made to this section because the 
uncertainty of the effects due to mining was 
already mentioned in this sentence.   
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340  4.24.8.1 4-201 1  

Due to the uncertainty expressed in Sections 4.7, 4.11, 4.13 
and 4.22.10.1, and in KNF 2014c, it is currently unknown 
how any specific baseflow changes in study-area streams 
will affect bull trout and its habitat.  We therefore propose 
that the KNF insert the words “and is uncertain.” at the end 
of the last sentence in Section 4.24.8.1. 

This section was revised to clarify that the potential 
effects to bull trout due to decreases in baseflow 
cannot be quantified due to the uncertainty 
associated with mine-related surface water and 
groundwater effects.   

341  1.1 K-2 1  

Sentence 2 states that RCR “would submit a final 
monitoring plan . . . for approval by the Agencies prior to 
the Rock Creek Mine Project (Project) startup.”  It would 
be helpful to clarify or define what “Agencies” means for 
this section and throughout this appendix.    

It was clarified in sentence 2 that “the Agencies” is 
the KNF and DEQ. 

342  1.2 
K-2 

and K-
3 

All  

In an effort to provide a broad overview, portions of this 
section dip into discussion that may be best addressed under 
the individual monitoring plans, such as what plans require 
an annual report and to what agencies such individual 
reporting should be submitted.    

Thank you for your comment.  No changes were 
deemed necessary. 

343  1.2.1.1 K-2 Section 
Number  

We believe that this section is numbered incorrectly and 
should be Section 1.2.1.  Please check the numbering 
system for all the subsections of Section 1.2. 

The section numbers were corrected in the Final 
SEIS. 

344  1.2.1.1 K-2 1  

This section deals with “compliance inspections”, not the 
requirements for RCR monitoring as specified in Section 
1.1, Introduction.  Although inspections would be 
conducted by various agencies to ensure compliance with 
their regulatory framework, this discussion seems out-of-
place here and would be better addressed in Section 1.6, 
Agency Roles and Responsibilities. 

To avoid confusion, the section was renamed 
“Agency Compliance Inspections.” The discussion 
was left in Appendix K and not moved to Section 
1.6 of the Final SEIS. 

345  1.2.1.2.1 K-2 6  

This section addresses a status report required under 
Montana law and regulations. As such, we believe this 
discussion would be better addressed in Section 1.6, 
Agency Roles and Responsibilities. Sentence 2 of this 
paragraph talks about the status of all stipulations, and it is 
unclear how this relates to the first sentence.   

The discussion was left in Appendix K and not 
moved to Section 1.6 of the Final SEIS. 

346  1.2.1.2.1 K-3 Section 
Number  

The section number for “Hard Rock Impact Board 
Quarterly Survey Reports” is not correct.  Please check the 
numbering system for all the subsections of Section 1.2. 

See response to comment 343. 

347  1.3 K-3 2 (first bullet)  
This bullet states “amount of ore and waste handled”, but 
Permit #2014-03, under Section II, D.1.a, only requires 
reporting “amount of ore produced.”  Please clarify. 

The bullet text was changed to state, “Amount of 
ore produced” to be consistent with Permit #2414-
03. 

348  1.3 K-3 2 (second 
bullet)  

This bullet calls for reporting the amount of diesel fuel used 
for “underground equipment”, but Permit #2014-03, under 
Section II, D.1.b, does not restrict diesel fuel to only 
underground equipment.  Please clarify. 

“Underground equipment” was removed. From the 
bullet.  
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349  1.3 K-3 2 (sixth 
bullet)  

This bullet calls for reporting the “estimate of vehicle miles 
traveled on on-site access roads”, but Permit #2014-03, 
under Section II, D.1.f, requires “an estimate of company 
vehicle miles traveled from Highway 200 to the mine and 
mill access points.”  Please clarify. 

The bullet text was changed to state, “an estimate 
of company vehicle miles traveled from Highway 
200 to the mine and mill access points.”  

350  1.3 K-3 2 (eighth 
bullet)  Check reference to ARM17.8.710.  It appears that this 

section has been repealed.   
ARM 17.8.710 was repealed in 2002. Citation was 
updated to the new ARM, 17.8.749. 

351  1.4 K-4 2  

Please clarify what approvals would be needed by RCR if 
the data collected under Sections 1.5, 1.6 and 1.7 of 
Appendix K confirm the conclusions in the Draft SEIS such 
that no changes need to be made to facility designs and 
mine operation plans.   

RCR would be required to submit for KNF and 
DEQ approval a modified and/or updated Plan of 
Operations/hard rock permit application for the 
mine consistent with Alternative V, as described in 
the Final SEIS and associated ROD before the 
KNF and DEQ would issue a notice to proceed. 
Requirements for proceeding to Phase II were 
described in Section 2.3.1.3.3 of the Draft and 
Final SEIS. No changes were made to the Final 
SEIS. 

352  1.5.4.1.1 K-10 1  

What is the source of the rock density of 165 pounds per 
cubic foot?  This density appears to represent an in-place or 
“bank” density.  Would it be more appropriate to use a 
“broken” or blasted rock density, as this seems more 
representative of the actual the material to be removed from 
the evaluation adit?   

The sampling intensity was based on in-place rock 
within the alignment of the portal advance.  So yes, 
this represents the estimated density of rock prior 
to blasting. No changes were made to the Final 
SEIS. 
 

353  1.5.4.2.1 K-11 2  

Sentence 2 says that there could be a “24-hour turnaround 
time” for geochemical test results.  This seems very rapid 
given the remoteness of the area, the shipment time for 
samples and the expected analytical time at the selected 
laboratory.  We suspect that the turnaround times for most 
of the testing methods are greater than 24 hours.  

While 24-hour turnaround time may not be 
achieved, the purpose of a "Quick Test" is to use 
test results to determine how rock should be routed.  
The language was changed in the Final SEIS to 
improve clarity without requiring 24-hour 
turnaround. 

354  1.6 K-18 1  

The last sentence states that the U.S. Fish & Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) would have approval authority for the 
Water Resources Management Plan.”  We do not believe 
that the USFWS has either the legal or regulatory authority 
to approve the required plan and request the removal of this 
requirement.   

Section 1.6 of Appendix K was modified to specify 
that the USFWS would advise the KNF in 
developing the Water Resources Monitoring Plan 
as it relates to ESA objectives.  

355  1.6 K-18 4  

Please clarify that “1 year prior to the initiation of 
evaluation adit construction” does not include initiation of 
the upgrade work on NFS Roads 150 and 2741.  We believe 
the monitoring to be operational versus baseline 
monitoring, and the information gained will be useful in the 
refinement of the groundwater modeling.  

This change was made to Section 1.6 of Appendix 
K in the Final SEIS.  Also, “baseline” monitoring 
was changed to “pre-operational” monitoring.   

356  1.6.1 K-20 1  

The reference to DEQ 2012a is not always appropriate as it 
is intended for a specific Montana DEQ program and in 
some cases references specific equipment that may or may 
not be available.  We suggest that this procedure reference 
should be qualified with “. . . or equivalent . . .”   

This change was made to Section 1.6.1 of 
Appendix K in the Final SEIS.  The reference was 
updated to DEQ 2014c.   
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357  1.6.2 K-20 1  

Sentence 2 seems vague.  We suggest the following 
revision: “Subsequent to an annual review of the water 
resources program and data generated under this program, 
the Forest Service and Montana DEQ could revise the 
frequency, location and actual water quality parameters 
tested.” 

The Water Resources Monitoring Plan in Appendix 
K of the Draft and Final SEIS is conceptual, as 
stated throughout the SEIS. Section 2.3.1.3 
specifies that RCR would be required to submit 
detailed monitoring plans for KNF and DEQ 
approval prior to proceeding with Phase II. No 
change was made to this sentence in Section 1.6.2 
of Appendix K in the Final SEIS.   

358  1.6.3 K-22  Table K-8 

We cannot find or confirm the required reporting value for 
alkalinity in either of the references provided. 

It is correct that a reporting value for total 
alkalinity is not provided in either of the references 
for Table K-8. EPA provides required detection 
limits for alkalinity at 
https://www.epa.gov/quality/carbonate-
bicarbonate-and-total-alkalinity-carbonate-
standard-methods-2320-titration-method.  Table K-
8 in Appendix K of the Final SEIS was changed; 
the reporting value for total alkalinity is 2 mg/L.   

359  1.6.3 K-22 General  

The title “Baseline Monitoring” seems inappropriate.  We 
suggest using “Background and Operational Monitoring”, 
as this seems to better identify the water monitoring work 
that will be conducted as part of Phase I, Phase II and 
closure activities.  The data generated by this monitoring is 
not “baseline” in the context of NEPA, but directed at 
operational compliance and use in refinement and 
validation of models used to predict impacts.  

“Baseline” monitoring was changed to “Phase I” 
monitoring in Section 1.6 of Appendix K in the 
Final SEIS. 

360  1.6.3 K-22 1  In sentence 1, change “baseline” to “background.”  This 
change better reflects the purpose of the data. 

See response to comment #359. 

361  1.6.3 K-22 1  See Comment #359 and #360. See response to comment #359. 
362  1.6.3.2 K-23 3  See Comment #355, #359 and #360. See response to comment #359. 

363  1.6.4 K-28 4  

Allowing the evaluation adit to flood could pose a safety 
issue for future Phase II operations.  The water quality 
information sought here could be obtained through regular 
testing and the rate of potential flooding could be 
determined mathematically using information such as 
inflow volume pumped to the wastewater treatment 
facilities and the volume of the openings associated with 
the evaluation adit. 

The text was changed to “After completion of 
sampling and testing within the evaluation adit, 
dewatering would continue to provide access to the 
adit during the analysis and review period, should 
additional testing be required. Evaluation adit 
dewatering would continue until it was no longer 
necessary due to dewatering of other adits and the 
mine during Phase II, or if mining did not proceed 
to Phase II. If mining did not proceed to Phase II, 
then the evaluation adit would be allowed to flood 
and any required monitoring implemented.” 

364  1.6.4 K-29 4  

Quarterly sampling of domestic wells for all parameters 
seems excessive.  Selecting a few wells for quarterly 
sampling makes more sense, with perhaps all sampled 
annually.   

Private wells should be sampled quarterly for one 
year to establish seasonal variation (if any) and 
premining conditions.  After one year, they could 
be sampled less frequently, such as annually.  Text 
was revised in the Final SEIS for clarity. 

https://www.epa.gov/quality/carbonate-bicarbonate-and-total-alkalinity-carbonate-standard-methods-2320-titration-method
https://www.epa.gov/quality/carbonate-bicarbonate-and-total-alkalinity-carbonate-standard-methods-2320-titration-method
https://www.epa.gov/quality/carbonate-bicarbonate-and-total-alkalinity-carbonate-standard-methods-2320-titration-method
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365  1.6.5 K-30 1  
USFS 2012a or DEQ 2012a.  See Comment #356.   The correct reference is USFS 2012. The only 

change made to this section in the Final SEIS was 
to say (USFS 2012). 

366  1.6.6 K-31 4  

Please cite the regulatory basis for the 20 years of 
monitoring “after the water was determined to meet 
groundwater standards.” as we are not aware of such.   

Note: This statement was included in stipulation 73 
attached to the 2003 ROD. As indicated on page 27 
of the ROD, it was based on EPA 
recommendations. No changes were made to the 
Final SEIS. 

367  1.6.7 K-31 1  

Real-time or continuous monitoring technique for 
suspended solids can only be accomplished through in-
stream turbidity sampling and flow measurements coupled 
with automatic sediment sampling to develop a suspended 
sediment concentration correlation to turbidity.  Given the 
logistical challenges at some of the upper reach locations 
and flashy-flow characteristics, it may not be possible to 
establish these types of continuous samplers (which 
presumably will require full-time power) one year prior to 
commencement of Phase I or in some remote areas at all.  
We would like the opportunity to work with the Forest 
Service to investigate other options besides continuous 
sediment sampling in the event that it is not possible to 
establish this type of monitoring at the required locations.  
We understand that sediment reduction is critical as is 
proper monitoring of actual sediment reductions.     

Additional discussion was added to Section 1.6.7 of 
Appendix K in the Final SEIS regarding working 
with Forest Service staff to ensure adequate and 
appropriate sediment monitoring at all needed 
locations prior to mining and during all mine 
phases.   

368  1.6.7 K-31 1  See Comment #362.  See response to comment #359. 

369  1.6.7 K-32 1  

How does the “70% cover of the pre-disturbance levels” 
apply to reclaimed areas to be left as talus or scree slopes? 

The “70% cover of the pre-disturbance levels” does 
not apply to reclaimed areas to be left as talus or 
scree slopes; however, the sentence also says “or 
equivalent permanent physical erosion control 
reduction methods have been employed.” No 
change was made to this paragraph in Section 1.6.7 
of Appendix K of the Final SEIS. 

370  1.6.10 K-34  Table K-10 

What is the rationale for action levels for Total Ammonia, 
Sulfate and Potassium when there are no groundwater 
standards for those parameters? 

Section 1.6.10.1.1. of the Draft SEIS stated that the 
parameters selected for development of action 
levels are based on their presence at low 
concentrations in the downgradient aquifers, but at 
elevated concentrations in process water. However, 
because there are not groundwater standards for 
ammonia, sulfate and potassium, these parameters 
were removed from Table K-10 in Appendix K of 
the Final SEIS.  
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371  1.6.11 K-36 1  

Given the voluminous nature of the information and data 
being requested in this appendix, it seems excessive to 
require detailed quarterly reports, with the type of analysis 
contemplate.  We suggest that data could be submitted on 
the quarterly basis or as required under individual permits.  
We would report any exceedances of compliance action 
levels or permit standards according to the mandated 
timeframes under various approvals or permits, but we 
suggest a yearly report and a yearly meeting would be more 
appropriate to present and discuss environmental data.  This 
type of reporting is used at many mines, including at our 
parent company’s Greens Creek Mine in Alaska that 
operates in the pristine environment of Admiralty Island.  

Appendix K attached to the Draft and Final SEIS 
contains the KNF’s and DEQ’s conceptual 
monitoring plans for Alternative V. As described in 
Section 2.3.1.3, RCR would be required to submit 
detailed monitoring plans for KNF and DEQ 
approval prior to Phase II. Reporting requirements 
would be reviewed and finalized at that time. No 
changes were made to the Final SEIS. 

372  RI-WATSED 
MODEL N-1 3  

The July 8, 2013 KNF memo that discusses the rational for 
using WATSED and Washington models indicates that “. . . 
the existing R-1 WATSED model runs are still valid, but 
just need to be adjusted to match the updated timeline.” The 
discussion presented in Appendix N does not match the 
updated timeline, but uses the original 1997 to 2031 
timeline.  This should be clarified in the SEIS.   

Additional information was added to Appendix N 
on this matter from the 2013 KNF memo, which is 
that because there have been no substantial changes 
in Rock Creek stream morphology since the 2001 
FEIS was completed, the existing R-1 WATSED 
model runs are still valid. This approach can be 
considered extremely conservative and protective 
of aquatic systems because the model results have 
not been adjusted to reflect the sediment reductions 
likely to have occurred since the model runs were 
completed for the 2001 FEIS, and information from 
recent sample surveys of Rock Creek and its 
tributaries confirm that excess fine sediment is not 
an issue in the creek. Sediment reductions likely to 
have occurred in the past 12 years would be due to 
observed vegetation regrowth, and soil stabilization 
of areas previously disturbed by non-mining 
activities, such as road building and logging. 

373  

RI-WATSED 
MODEL 
(Model 

Validation) 

N-2 1  

Sentences 1 and 2 of this paragraph seem to disagree.  We 
suggest clarification. 

This paragraph was clarified in Appendix N of the 
Final SEIS regarding model validation.   
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374  Alternative V 
Phase I Mitigation N-8 3  

The evaluation adit disturbance is referenced here as 18.5 
acres while elsewhere in the Draft SEIS this disturbance is 
listed as 20, 19.5 and 19.6 acres. 

The description of Phase I mitigation in Appendix 
N of the Final SEIS was revised as follows: Based 
on the WATSED model results, a sediment 
mitigation plan was developed for all phases of 
Alternative V. The KNF used a total disturbed area 
of 482 acres (based on the disturbance area in 2001 
FEIS) to calculate the 400-ton mitigation 
requirement for Alternative V. The KNF outlined 
the methods used to determine the amount of 
sediment reduction needed to mitigate the effects of 
Phase I in a 2013 memorandum (KNF 2013a). The 
KNF used the ratio of total disturbed area for Phase 
I to total disturbed area for Phases I and II to 
estimate the amount of sediment reduction 
associated with Phase I mitigation. Minor 
modifications to Phase I and Phase II resulting 
from more detailed design since RCR’s Evaluation 
Adit License Application (RCR 2010) are 
described in Section 2.3.1.1 of the SEIS; these 
minor modifications resulted in changes in the 
Phase I and total disturbed area. Based on the ratio 
of total disturbed area for Phase I to total disturbed 
area for Phases I and II, a reduction in 17 tons of 
sediment per year would be needed to mitigate for 
the effects of Phase I, which is 1 ton per year more 
than described in the KNF’s 2013 memo (KNF 
2013a). Phase I disturbance was consistently 
described as 19.6 acres in the Final SEIS.  
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Com-
ment Document #335-Kootenai Tribe of Idaho Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
335–1 
 
 
335-2 
 
 
335-3 
 
 

 

Comment Response 335-1 
The KNF has initiated government to government consultation. On April 29, 2010, the Court 
vacated the Forest Service’s 2003 Record of Decision (ROD) to approve the Rock Creek 
Mine Project, and remanded the 2001 Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for 
further action consistent with the Court’s forthcoming Opinion (issued May 4, 2010). 
Following the Court’s decision, in a letter dated January 12, 2011, the KNF informed the 
Kootenai Tribe of Idaho (KTOI) that the Forest Service determined that a Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for the Rock Creek Project was necessary. In the 
letter, the Forest Service also requested initiation of formal consultation to provide a briefing 
of the status of the project and to discuss how it could involve the tribe as a participating 
agency. The Draft SEIS was sent to the KTOI on February 19, 2016. On May 6, 2016, the 
KNF met with representatives of the KTOI to discuss tribal concerns with the Rock Creek 
Project. The KNF will continue to work with KTOI during the Rock Creek Project SEIS 
process to address any concerns it may have regarding the project. 

Comment Response 335-2 
Ongoing consultation between the KNF and the KTOI has not, to date, identified significant 
sacred sites and religious use areas that would be affected by the project. The CSKT has 
identified an area as a sacred site that that they believe may be eligible for listing on the 
NRHP as a TCP. Evaluation of significance is ongoing and treatment measures may be 
implemented to resolve potential adverse effects to the property. Historic property 
identification efforts have not located cultural or archaeological resources of significance to 
the KTOI. In regard to potential treaty resources, the KTOI does not have treaty rights within 
the project area. However, the KNF has considered the effects of the project on CSKT treaty 
resources and has determined that access to those resources would not be affected by the 
project. 

Comment Response 335-3 
As stated above, the KNF will continue to work with the KTOI during the Rock Creek 
Project SEIS process to address any concerns it may have regarding the project. 
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Comment Responses By Issue Code 
1200 Purpose, Need and Permitting > Existing Permits, Licenses and Approvals > General comment about Federal P, 
L&A 

157-2 Further, additional key information/data required for proper analysis in the Draft SEIS is missing because other 
required permits for the mine have either not been applied for or have not been issued (or in a few cases have expired or are 
on hold). . . . the Draft SEIS must fully analyze all the impacts, alternatives, and mitigations for these permits, as well as 
conduct the full public interest review required by FLPMA, the NFMA and their implementing regulations and the KNF 
should not grant any special use permits, road use permits, or mineral material permits for the Rock Creek Project since all of 
the public interest requirements of FLPMA, NFMA, and their implementing regulations have not been satisfied. 

Response: Sections 1.5 and 1.6 of the Draft SEIS appropriately disclosed the roles and responsibilities of the agencies with 
permitting and regulatory responsibilities and the applicable laws and regulations to which the Rock Creek Project and other 
similar proposals would be subject. Updates were made to the discussion of water quality permits in Section 1.5.3 in the Final 
SEIS to reflect the current status of the MPDES Permit. Section 1.6 of the Draft SEIS disclosed the KNF and other permitting 
agencies’ decision-making processes and the discretion each decision-maker has regarding approval or disapproval. The 
Draft SEIS fully analyzed all impacts of the proposed Rock Creek Project in Chapter 4; however, some sections were updated 
in the Final SEIS where clarification was needed or to address public comments. The issuance of a Draft SEIS satisfies all of 
the public interest requirements of FLPMA, NFMA, and their implementing regulations. As Table 1-1 indicates, a special use 
and road use permit would only be needed for activities not covered by an approved Plan of Operations.   

1201 Purpose, Need and Permitting > Existing Permits, Licenses and Approvals > Comment about Hard Rock Permit 
and Exploration License 

152-12 These changes are a substantial variation from the existing exploration license and Montana ROD, and require 
analysis by the State under the Montana Environmental Policy Act (MEPA). The State of Montana was not involved in 
developing this DSEIS or analyzing these changes. When will this analysis take place, and how will this process integrate 
with the Forest Service DSEIS, FEIS and ROD, as it must? State law also requires more detailed designs and analysis of the 
tailings dam during the permit application phase. The new statutory language (MCA 82-4-376) related to tailings storage 
facilities must be implemented. How will this process interact with the current Forest Service review? 

157-3 The evaluation adit plan in the exploration license approved by MDEQ includes several changes to Alternative V 
from that presented in the 2001 FEIS. . . These changes are a substantial variation from the existing exploration license and 
Montana ROD, and require analysis by the State under the Montana Environmental Policy Act (MEPA). 

Response: Any change to RCR’s exploration license would require DEQ’s verbal or written approval, in accordance with 
ARM 17.24.103(4). If the changes in the alternative selected by the KNF caused RCR to submit final designs that are 
materially different from the conceptual designs of Alternative V, DEQ would require RCR to submit an application to 
modify its operating permit. The DEQ would conduct the appropriate level of MEPA review on the application. 

1203 Purpose, Need and Permitting > Existing Permits, Licenses and Approvals > Comment about Water Quality 
Permits 

152-12 Regarding Montana water quality permitting, as noted herein, the USFS cannot simply defer to the state process, but 
must fully analyze all impacts/alternatives/mitigation/etc. For all project discharges. 

152-15 According to the DSEIS (Table 1-2), the mine doesn’t have a permit for these discharges. The Forest Service should 
not defer this analysis to the State agencies. The impacts should be analyzed in the EIS document. 

152-17 It hasn’t secured permission to place the diffuser for discharges of waste water treatment plant discharges to the 
Clark Fork River. There doesn’t appear to be a back-up plan if it doesn’t secure that approval. It hasn’t received a discharge 
permit from the State for its discharges, so information is missing on the potential effects of this discharge, whether it’s 
lawful, and what mitigation measures will be required. 

152-31 The SDEIS states that RCR has not applied for a new MPDES permit for discharges to the Clark Fork River. Given 
that the mining company has not applied for a new permit, there is no evidence that the discharges can in fact comply with 
Montana’s water quality laws. 

152-53 The EIS must demonstrate how these Outstanding Resource Waters will be protected from the nondegradation 
protections within Montana State Law. 
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152-57 The DSEIS makes clear that degradation of rivers and streams within the Wilderness boundary is predicted as a 
result of mine dewatering, and thus is unlawful. Further, significant degradation of waters directly downstream from the 
Wilderness boundary will likely occur, which is also unlawful without the required DEQ review and approval which has yet 
to occur. 

157-4 MDEQ MPDES permits (outfalls 001, 002 & 005 remanded to MDEQ) are missing for the major mine discharges 
from the mill, wastewater treatment plant, and paste tailings impoundment. 

162-1 The permit for perpetual discharge to the Clark Fork River was revoked, and upheld by the Montana Supreme Court. 
Hecla Mining has not applied for the new MNPDES. 

Form Letter C-2 Key wastewater discharge permits for this mine are lacking including the permit to perpetually discharge 
waste water to the Clark Fork River, and to discharge contaminated water containing arsenic and other metals from the 
tailings impoundment to ground water. The permit, which authorized these two discharges was revoked because it violated 
Montana's water quality laws. The Forest Service should not consider issuing an approval for the mine until it can be 
demonstrated that the discharges can comply with laws designed to protect water quality. 

Response: Section 1.5.3 of the Final SEIS discussed the current status of MPDES permits for the project. The KNF does not 
have the authority to issue wastewater discharge permits for surface waters or groundwaters in the state of Montana. This 
authority rests solely with the state of Montana. As part of the MPDES permitting process, DEQ sets appropriate effluent 
limits so that they comply with applicable state water quality laws. The KNF relies on DEQ’s expertise and authority to set 
appropriate MPDES permitted effluent limits. RCR would be required to comply with the requirements of any MPDES 
permit and any discharges would not be allowed to exceed water quality standards and applicable nondegradation criteria 
outside of an approved mixing zone. Because adverse effects on water quality would be avoided, quantitative analyses of 
effects on water quality in the Final SEIS were not necessary. 

157-3 The Draft SEIS mention (S-24) of 36 acres of clearing for the mine’s powerline, however MDEQ’s draft MPDES 
stormwater permit #31763 for laying of the powerline (not yet issued) fails to mention, account for, or analyze this clearing 
and its potential effects on Rock Creek. 

Response: During Phase I, the powerline would be buried in the access road. The powerline associated with Phase II would 
require 36 acres of clearing. Because the MPDES stormwater permit MT0031763 relates to only Phase I activities, Phase II 
activities were not analyzed as part of the permit. 

1304 Purpose, Need and Permitting > Agency Roles and Responsibilities > Comment about FS Laws and Regulations 

152-12 Regarding the other permits and proposed activities listed in Table 1-1, the revised DSEIS must fully analyze all the 
impacts/alternatives/mitigation/etc. for these projects, as well as conduct the full public interest review required by FLPMA, 
the NFMA and their implementing regulations. For example, the USFS should not grant any special use permits, road use 
permits, or mineral material permits for the Rock Creek Project, as the Project does not satisfy all of the public interest 
requirements of FLPMA, NFMA, and their implementing regulations. 

Response: Table 1-1 listed permits, licenses, and approvals required for the Rock Creek Project, and the Draft and Final 
SEIS disclosed the anticipated effects of the project. The issuance of a Draft SEIS satisfied all of the public interest 
requirements of FLPMA, NFMA, and their implementing regulations. As Table 1-1 indicated, a special use and road use 
permit would only be needed for activities not covered by an approved Plan of Operations. 

1306 Purpose, Need and Permitting > Agency Roles and Responsibilities > Comment about financial assurance 

89-2 Additionally, the Montana DEQ has acknowledged that the alpine lakes in the area will suffer water loss yet there is 
no bond to cover damage to any lakes, streams, or even Lake Pend Oreille. 

100-1 reclamation: is there any provision for at least basic estimate of what reclamation bond for the project might be? 

101-1 The reclamation bond should reflect more realistic estimates for the proposed project. 

149-15 There is no documentation of figures for a performance bond on reclaiming the proposed mine. The document does 
detail what things would be considered in a Reclamation bond. But if the purpose of an EIS is disclosure, then the regulatory 
agencies should be able to project what a bond for this proposal might be. 

151-11 RCR should bond to mitigate the potential for high inflows. 

151-25 The DSEIS should address bonding for RO units that could be necessary upon unplanned closure, bankruptcy, or 
RCR simply not being able to replace necessary treatment units. 
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152-13 The USFS must include the financial assurance/bond analysis in the NEPA process, and cannot defer such critical 
mitigation and related analysis until after the public NEPA process is over. 

154-17 Absence of an estimate of the reclamation costs is a major deficiency of the DSEIS. 

154-17 The NPV is sensitive to the discount rate used in the calculation, and going out beyond 100 years often makes little 
difference in the NPV bond calculation because farther into the future, the annual cost for operating the site in each 
subsequent year is so heavily discounted, the present value today becomes incrementally smaller. This statement is not 
correct. This statement is only true for high discount rates. Typically, the government must use low discount rates 

154-18 The net present value calculations should be run until each subsequent year adds only an insignificant amount to the 
calculated net present value 

157-22 The USFS must include the financial assurance/bond analysis in the NEPA process, and cannot defer such critical 
mitigation and related analysis until after the public NEPA process is over. 

176-2 a bond should be required to cover treatment. 

268-2 Bonding deficiencies are a sad Montana historical fact. Sums sufficient for reclamation and oversight of mine water 
treatment for perpetuity are next to impossible to establish and have fallen short historically, resulting in major cost to 
taxpayers. This needs proper study. 

275-1 Before mining begins there must be an adequate bond for reclamation determined and posted. The bond must cover 
the years and quantity of reclamation to meet all state and federal regulations. 

281-1 Also they must ensure the company eliminates the perpetual discharge or require a bond to cover the perpetual 
treatment of wastewater. 

310-2 Sums sufficient for reclamation and oversight of mine water treatment for perpetuity are next to impossible to 
establish and have fallen short historically, resulting in major cost to taxpayers. This needs proper study. 

312-1 Where are the estimates for the dollar amount necessary for reclamation at the end of mine production? Dollar 
amount estimates for catastrophic failure? If self-bonding is permitted how is taxpayer protected from operator simply filing 
bankruptcy? 

325-1 We feel that in addition to an adequate reclamation bond, which has not been settled at this time, additional bonding 
must be posted to be able to rapidly repair the area adjacent to the tailings area in case the ground subsides and Highway 200 
and the railroad tracks slide into the river. 

342-2 There is a lack of information concerning the bonding of the proposed RC project which is required in Montana. A 
performance bond for the reclamation of the mine is necessary and there is no monetary documentation stating what it might 
be. This is the job of the regulatory agencies and it should be presented in the DSEIS. 

Response: Section 1.6.6 of the Draft SEIS contained a discussion of the approach the KNF and DEQ would use to develop a 
reclamation bond and provided the types of activities that the bond would cover, such as water treatment. Pursuant to 
Administrative Rules of Montana 17.24.140, the total amount of the bond calculated by DEQ must be in place prior to the 
issuance of an operating permit, unless the applicable permit application identifies phases or increments of disturbance for 
which individual, incremental bonds may be calculated. 36 CFR 228.13 requires submittal of a bond for reclaiming 
disturbances on NFS lands before approval of a Plan of Operations. Tables 1-4 through 1-7 of the Draft SEIS provided the 
types of activities covered by the bond. Section 1.6.6.2 indicated the KNF and DEQ would  not have the information required 
to complete a bond calculation until after the KNF’s ROD is issued and the final details for the Plan of Operations (POO) 
have been developed, submitted and agreed to and the POO is ready for approval. Once the POO contains that level of detail, 
the KNF can then calculate a bond with a higher degree of accuracy. The KNF will approve the POO only contingent upon 
RCR submitting the calculated bond amount.  If a bond is calculated lacking the details yet to be submitted for the POO, the 
bond will not be accurate.  Until these decisions were made, bond amounts based on alternatives presented in the Draft SEIS 
would be based on incomplete information and may be misleading. 

The reclamation bond may be in the form of a surety bond, an irrevocable letter of credit, a certificate of deposit, or cash. The 
bond for larger mining operations is usually in the form of a surety or irrevocable letter of credit because of the significant 
financial obligation that reclamation typically represents. 
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2100 Description of Alternatives > Alternative V Description > General comment about Alternative V 

4-1 Sanders County has 87% greater seismic activity than the overall U.S. average and, according to the Sanders County 
Emergency Operations Plan, is considered vulnerable to a major earthquake. Does the Rock Creek Project address this in the 
building plans and code of any structures that support the mine for earthquake preparedness and safety? 

Response: Section 4.6.2.3 of the draft and final SEIS described three different stability analyses of the Alternative V paste 
tailings facility. All three analyses predicted a stable embankment condition under static and seismic conditions, provided 
there was sufficient buttressing to the downstream slope and a means (e.g., underdrains) to control water build-up within the 
paste. The stability estimate would be revised during final design, as additional information regarding paste properties were 
confirmed. 

RCR would comply with applicable building codes when constructing the mill, the Phase I support facility, the wastewater 
treatment plant, the rail loadout, and any other supporting facilities. 

2103 Suggested Change to Phase I Evaluation Adit 

269-2 Phase I should not be allowed before a discharge permit is granted. Regulatory agencies and Avista would feel 
pressure to approve Phase II once Phase I exploration was almost complete. 

Response: The KNF does not have the authority to issue wastewater discharge permits for surface or groundwaters in the 
state of Montana; DEQ has responsibility for enforcement under the Montana Water Quality Act. As stated in Section 1.5.3 
of the Draft and Final SEIS, DEQ administers Montana Pollution Discharge Elimination System (MPDES) permitting, 
including stormwater discharge permits. Mining operations must comply with Montana surface water and groundwater 
standards.  As part of the MPDES permitting process, DEQ sets appropriate effluent limits to ensure discharges comply with 
applicable state water quality standards. The KNF relies on the DEQ’s expertise and authority to set MPDES permitted 
effluent limits. 

2104 Description of Alternatives > Alternative V Description > Suggested change to requirements to proceed with 
Phase II 

Role of Technical Advisory Groups 

312-1 Technical Advisory Committee. To be truly effective the TAC must have the authority to stop mine operations until 
workable solutions are in place. As written this document does not grant that authority. 

157-2 There is no assurance that these TAGs will be formed, no information on how TAG participants will be selected nor 
how TAG participants’ independence will be assured, no assurance that invited experts will agree to be on the TAG, no 
assurance that their recommendations would be adopted, and no information on the costs associated with these TAGs, how 
KNF will pay for the TAGs, or how much KNF staff support is available for all of these TAGs considering the many projects 
and resources that the KNF is and will be responsible for now and over the 30+ year life of the mine. 

268-2 The TAGs outlined in the SDEIS are of vital importance. TAG members must be independent parties and must have 
the power to pull the mine permit if and when violations occur. Mitigation is not enough. 

279-1 The TAGs should have the clout to shut the project down if unforeseen problems occur. The TAGs would have the 
power to make certain each agency as well as the mining company follows the agreed-upon plan and fulfill their 
responsibilities. The TAGs should be entirely independent of the agencies and the mining company. There are several 
environmental contractors who could act as impartial judges 

342-2 The Technical Advisory Groups (TAGS) need public participation. They need the objectivity and the power to make 
adjustments to the project in a timely manner when needed. 

Response: Section 2.3.1.3.1 of the Final SEIS indicated that at least two TAGs would be formed: a Paste Tailings TAG 
(PTTAG) and a groundwater TAG (GWTAG). The section also described the TAG participants. For example, the PTTAG 
would be comprised of agency experts in geotechnical, geochemical, and water quality issues related to the construction and 
operation of modern tailings facilities, especially paste tailings. The KNF may also require RCR to fund the services of a 
third-party consultant tailings expert if the KNF determines additional technical expertise is required. The Federal Advisory 
Committee Act restricts the ability of the Forest Service to allow non-governmental entities to serve on committees. The 
Forest Service regulations do not allow it to delegate the authority to stop mine operations to a TAG. Any reports from TAG 
meetings will be available to the public on request. USFS, EPA, and BLM have all found TAGs to be a useful way to obtain 
valuable technical advice. For example, the GWTAG formed in 2012 was particularly helpful in providing technical review 
of the analysis of potential effects to groundwater during preparation of the Draft SEIS. 
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Approval of Phase II 

83-2 The analysis of the projected effects of the project to ground and surface water resources and bull trout rely heavily 
on models with a significant amount of uncertainty. Consequently, we believe that it is imprudent to approve Phase II of the 
project at this time. Additional data gathered during the evaluation phase should be used to either refine or corroborate the 
models used in the analysis before approving Phase II. 

83-4 At this time, we believe that it is premature to approve Phase II (development and production) of the Rock Creek 
Mine. There is a significant amount of uncertainty associated with the models used to predict ground and surface water 
drawdowns that will result from the full-scale development of the mine (see comments in the next section). 

83-4 A more prudent approach would be to limit the scope of the current decision-making process to the evaluation phase 
(Phase I). After the evaluation adit is constructed, additional data collected, and the models refined, that would be an 
appropriate juncture at which to determine if the analysis sufficiently complies with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(“NEPA”). A future decision on Phase II should not be made until that time. 

83-6 Given this uncertainty, it seems imprudent to authorize full-scale development of the mine until reductions in 
baseflows can be estimated with greater certainty. 

340-1 The DSEIS should be withdrawn until sufficient data to predict impacts on the wilderness 

84-1 The DSEIS should be withdrawn until sufficient data to predict impacts on the wilderness streams and lakes has 
been collected. 

94-1 The DSEIS should be withdrawn until sufficient data to predict impacts on the wilderness streams and lakes has 
been collected. 

215-1 The DSEIS should be withdrawn until sufficient data to predict impacts on the wilderness streams and lakes has 
been collected. 

316-1 The DSEIS should be withdrawn until sufficient data to predict impacts on the wilderness. 

Response: Section 2.3.1.3 and Appendix K of the Draft SEIS described requirements to proceed with Phase II. The KNF 
would assess whether the new data collected during Phase I would require substantial revisions to the analyses conducted in 
support of the selected alternative that are relevant to environmental concerns. The KNF would conduct additional NEPA 
analysis if the evaluation adit data indicated the need for substantial changes in the selected alternative that are relevant to 
environmental concerns or identify significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and 
bearing on the proposed action, as required by 40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1). As described in Section 1.7 of the Draft and Final SEIS, 
the public would have the right to review permit files and monitoring reports at any time. Monitoring reports and other 
technical reports would be available to the public upon request. 

Waste rock management and use 

150-8 As described above, the use of production adit waste rock to create mill site and paste tailings facility toe buttresses 
(see table on p. S-4 in DSEIS) should be eliminated. 

152-14 If metal prices drop and mine operations are suspended, as they have in the past, how will any surface disposal of 
waste rock be managed over a multi-year period? How will seepage be managed? The mine needs to provide detailed 
engineering plans, and contingency plans, for how these issues will be addressed. 

157-17 This plan for waste rock storage is vague and doesn’t provide sufficient information to determine what the potential 
effects could be from storing it in the paste tailings facility footprint, underground, or some other, still undetermined, storage 
area. 

152-14 The plan for waste rock storage is vague and doesn’t provide sufficient information to determine what the potential 
effects could be from storing it in the paste tailings facility footprint, underground, or some other, still undetermined, storage 
area. The EIS must provide detailed information on how this waste rock will be stored and managed. Where will this waste 
rock be stored in the tailings footprint if it will then be removed and disposed of in the underground tunnels at a later date? 
How will seepage from the waste rock be managed? What type of cover system would be used at the TSF? Where would this 
“other KNF and DEQ approved storage area” be located? What type of cover system would it use? 

Response: The plan for waste rock storage and use described in Section 2.3.1.2 of the Draft and Final SEIS was sufficiently 
detailed for a NEPA analysis. Additional data collection, sampling, and monitoring would be required before or during 
construction of the evaluation adit. Rock geochemical characterization, monitoring, and mitigations were discussed in the 
Geochemical Characterization and Monitoring Plan in Appendix K. This plan includes provisions for waste rock handling 
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during adit construction as well as contingency needs should project closure occur before mine construction and development 
began. 

Section 2.3.1.4 of the Draft and Final SEIS described the measures that RCR would be required to take before using waste 
rock as construction material in Phase II. Only waste rock suitable for use as construction material, as determined through 
testing and definitions provided in Appendix K, would be used to construct the mill site pad, the foundation of the paste 
tailings facility, and the paste tailings facility toe buttresses. If geochemical testing indicated that waste rock was unsuitable 
for construction, as defined in Appendix K, the mill pad and paste tailings facility would be constructed from borrow material 
from within the paste tailings facility area. As described in Section 4.7.3.3.3 and 4.7.3.3.4, infiltration through waste rock 
used for the mill pad, waste rock stockpile, and tailings facility toe buttresses would not affect groundwater quality due to 
collection systems and other measures included in Alternative V. To the extent feasible, all unsuitable waste rock would be 
temporarily stored underground above the water table, or permanently disposed of in the underground mine below the 
groundwater table to prevent oxidation. If unsuitable waste rock was encountered before appropriate underground storage 
was available, including in the event of premature or temporary mine shutdown, it would be temporarily stored in an 
approved waste storage area within the paste tailings facility footprint or other KNF and DEQ approved storage area with 
stormwater controls and covered until adequate underground storage became available. RCR would develop a plan for 
storage or disposal of the unsuitable rock that specifies the location, size, and reclamation of the storage area and the system 
that would be used to detect and minimize any seepage, and submit it to the KNF and DEQ for review and approval. 

Section 1.5 of Appendix K of the Draft and Final SEIS described the conceptual Geochemical Characterization and 
Monitoring Plan. Prior to Phase II, RCR would submit a Phase II Geochemistry Characterization and Monitoring Plan to the 
KNF and DEQ for review by an agency Technical Advisory Group (TAG) or a third-party reviewer. RCR would not be 
permitted to implement Phase II of the project (facility construction, mine development, and mine operation) until the KNF 
and DEQ approve the Phase II Geochemistry Characterization and Monitoring Plan. 

150-8 The routing of excess mine water to the Underground Storage Reservoir during operation when mine water flow 
rates are high (see p. 2-55 of the DSEIS) should not be allowed. 

Response: As described in Section 2.3.1.9.1, underground monitoring wells would be installed to monitor seepage to 
groundwater in any area where water would be stored. RCR would be required to maintain a low hydrostatic head for the 
impounded water to minimize seepage losses or line, seal, or grout the underground storage reservoir to prevent seepage 
losses. If technically feasible, the underground reservoir would be located below the pre-mining water table to avoid seepage 
to groundwater. In accordance with Appendix K, the final monitoring plan would require groundwater monitoring of 
underground water storage areas.  

152-14 The DSEIS proposes a 3-acre contingency tailings slurry feed containment site. (p. 2-34). Comment: This is a new 
facility. Where are the details about the construction and management of this site, and the associated engineering diagrams? 

Response: The Alternative V tailings contingency pond was described on page 2-109 of the 2001 FEIS and shown in Figure 
2-26 of that document. The size of the tailings contingency pond was revised from 7 acres in the 2001 FEIS to 3 acres in the 
Draft SEIS. The description of the tailings contingency pond in Section 2.3.1.7.3 of the Draft and Final SEIS included a liner 
reinforced with low-permeability clay-type soils to control seepage and was sufficient for the SEIS analysis. Details about the 
construction and management of the tailings contingency pond would be determined during final design. 

Air intake ventilation adit 

149-18 We cannot allow the mine to intake air designated Class 1 and discharge it from a 13,000 foot (adit) chimney outside 
the wilderness boundary. If the mine needs more air, it has the Phase 1 exploration adit located outside of the wilderness to 
use. 

149-18 ”The air intake ventilation adit would also provide a secondary escapeway from the mine.” (pg. 2-28) The second 
sentence needs some explanation. If the opening is high on a cliff face how is it supposed to be used as an escape pathway? 
Will miners need rope ladders? Will the opening be grated? If fans for drawing in air are 200 ft. back in the mine, how do 
miners get around them? 

165-1 Also the ventilation port should not be allowed within the wilderness. 

Response: As described in Section 2.4.6 of the Draft and Final SEIS, in Alternative V, if determined reasonable by the KNF 
and DEQ, RCR would implement other ventilation techniques before obtaining approval to construct the wilderness 
adit/portal. If it were necessary to construct the air-intake ventilation adit in the CMW, RCR would conduct a detailed study 
verified by a site visit with the KNF and DEQ to evaluate variations in topography and rock formations. 
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The air intake ventilation adit in the CMW, if needed to support future production, would not be used as a secondary 
escapeway, and the Final SEIS was revised to reflect this change. RCR would be required to comply with applicable MSHA 
regulations, including requirements for ventilation and escape and evacuation plans. 

2105 Description of Alternatives > Alternative V Description > Suggested change to Mine Plan 

Change in pillar width-to-height ratio 

83-7 Subsidence occurred at the Troy Mine, just across the Bull River Valley. Hecla proposes to leave larger pillars at 
Rock Creek than they did at Troy, but it’s unclear how large the pillars need to be in order to prevent subsidence. Further 
evaluation of the ore body would help mining engineers determine if the proposed pillar sizes are sufficient to prevent 
subsidence with a reasonable degree of confidence. 

123-2 The mine should also use a more conservative pillar width-to-height ratio to decrease mine subsidence. 

181-1 To prevent mine subsidence in the underground tunnels, and thereby prevent injury or death of miners and harm to 
the overlying wilderness, the mine plan should start with a more conservative pillar width to-height ratio, and backfilling of 
the underground tunnels should be analyzed. 

182-1 To decrease the risk of mine subsidence, which could harm wilderness lands and lakes, the mine plan should use a 
more conservative pillar width-to-height ratio (leave more support rock in the underground mine), and backfill the tailings. 

249-1 To decrease the risk of mine subsidence, which could harm wilderness lands and lakes, the mine plan should use a 
more conservative pillar width to height ratio (leave more support rock in the underground mine), and backfill the tailings. 

291-2 To decrease the risk of mine subsidence, which could harm wilderness lands and lakes, the mine plan should use a 
more conservative pillar width to height ratio (leave more support rock in the underground mine), and backfill the tailings. 

154-13 Based on this figure a 0.9 ratio would have been conservative. . . In choosing a pillar width-to-height ratio that will 
not lead to subsidence failures, it makes more sense to start higher and work down than to keep inching the pillar width-to-
height ratio up as additional failures occur - more sense from a subsidence-prevention strategy. 

Response: Section 2.3.1.3.2 of the Final SEIS discussed the agency mitigations that RCR would be required to implement to 
reduce the risk of subsidence. One of the key requirements is use of a minimum 0.8 pillar width to height ratio as a 
preliminary numeric criterion. In addition, RCR must demonstrate to the agencies through other means, such as empirical 
pillar strength analysis and numerical modeling, that the final pillar designs would provide adequate stability to safeguard 
against pillar failure that could lead to subsidence of the wilderness. See the response to issue 2108 for comments about 
tailings backfill.  

The figure referenced in comment 154-13 (Figure 4 from the Evaluation of Troy Mine Subsidence to Rock Creek, 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (AAI 2014)), compares subsidence factor to panel width-to-depth ratio. It 
appears that the commenter has misinterpreted the figure, which does not address pillar width-to-height ratio. 

Change in Underground Survey Requirement 

63-1 Despite my support for the project, I take issue with the stipulation in Alternative V that RCR, “Fund biannual 
surveys of underground workings by an independent underground surveyor.”...As an alternative to this stipulation, I 
recommend that Alternative V remove the requirement for independent bi-annual surveys, and instead require RCR to 
provide updated as-built maps of all workings on a bi-annual basis. 

Response: The mitigation to fund biannual surveys of underground workings by an independent underground surveyor was 
identified as the mitigation appropriate to minimize the risk of inadequate pillar design in the Failure Modes and Effects 
Analysis (Appendix Q). The mitigation also was developed in response to the observed subsidence at the Troy Mine. To 
assist this independent survey, RCR would be required to provide updated as-built maps of all workings as requested. 

2108 Description of Alternatives > Alternative V Description > Suggested change to Tailings Deposition 

Backfill of tailings 

84-1 Require the company backfill the mine tailings into the mine cavity. 

94-1 Require the company backfill the mine tailings into the mine cavity. 

99-1 I think that at the minimum, the mine tailings should be required Mto be backfilled. 

101-1 I believe the current tailings impoundment design to be inadequate. The better practice of backfilling tailings into 
underground tunnels seems to have less contaminated water seepage into the ground water. 
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110-1 Nearly all underground mines backfill the tailings back into the mine. This greatly reduces the risk of mine 
subsidence and limits the amount of tailings left above ground which in turn means less seepage into ground 
water...However, siting costs to the company, this important technology will not be used at the Rock Creek mine. It should 
be. 

119-1 Rather than the now standard (and much safer) practice of backfilling tailings into the underground mine, this 
company is proposing the far more hazardous practice of simply heaping the tailings outside. 

122-1 Backfilling of the tailings into the underground is being done at nearly all modern underground mines. Backfilling 
was dismissed due to the cost to the company. 

123-2 Regardless of the cost, maximum utilization of backfilling tailings into the underground caverns should be done. 

128-2 The plan to ignore modern technology by not backfilling the mine tailings is a further insult. It is absolutely 
ridiculous that 19th century mining practices are still being considered in light of countless declared mining company 
bankruptcies and the eventual cleanup being picked up by taxpayer money. 

136-1 Backfilling of the tailings into the underground mine would reduce the volume of tailings left on the surface and 
decrease contaminated seepage to ground water. 

146-1 This may require...an updated mine waste disposal plan that considers backfilling and safer tailings dam 
construction style. 

152-7 This new analysis demonstrates that the existing TSF is unacceptable, and alternative tailings storage, including 
backfilling the paste tailings into underground tunnels, must be considered. This analysis cannot be deferred until after the 
ROD because it has substantial implications for mine design and operation. The recent tailings dam failures at two modern 
mines, the Mount Polley mine in British Columbia and Sanmarco, Brazil, highlight the continued risk of tailings failures at 
modern mines. 

152-8 The expert panel also made recommendations of Best Available Technology and Best Practice to reduce the 
potential for catastrophic failure, and concluded that, “This can be achieved most directly by storing the majority of the 
tailings below ground-in mined-out pits for surface mining operations or as backfill for underground mines.” It emphasized 
the need to consider these issues at the earliest stage in the mine review process. These failures, and the associated expert 
analysis, constitute new information and developments that should be taken into account in this DSEIS. 

152-18 We agree that backfilling should be analyzed in the EIS, especially given the risks related to contamination from 
metals-laden seepage water, catastrophic failure of the TSF, and underground subsidence. The addition of cement should also 
be analyzed. To help reduce the risk of subsidence, which could have grave consequences to wilderness water bodies, tailings 
backfill should be aggressively analyzed and include consideration of backfilling both the underground rooms and access 
ways. This would allow the tailings that remain after backfill to be placed in a smaller impoundment further from the river. 
The benefits derived from the use of backfill at Rock Creek would likely include: 

1. A much smaller volume of tails on the surface and a reduced footprint; 

2. Fewer water quality impacts due to reduced seepage; 

3. Less risk of catastrophic failure of the TSF; 

4. The potential to locate a smaller volume of tails to a location further away from the Clark Fork River and Rock Creek; 

5. A reduced risk of subsidence. 

154-14 Since this mine plan is so dated, and since most new mines now routinely employ backfill, backfill should be 
reconsidered for the Rock Creek Mine. 

157-5 Backfill is the next logical step after the creation of paste tails, but the backfilling alternative was dismissed due to 
the cost to the company, yet the tailings must still be transported 4.1 miles from the mill to the paste plant (DSEIS 2-33). 
What is the comparative cost and risk analysis for backfilling vs. 4 miles of transport? 

164-7 We recommend that an alternative be evaluated and selected that pumps as much of the cement-paste tailings back 
underground as possible. 

167-1 The mine plan is relying on outdated technology. Nearly all modern underground mines backfill tailings into the 
mine cavity, but this is not being proposed due to the cost. 

173-1 Nearly all modern underground mines backfill tailings into the mine cavity, but this is not being proposed due to the 
cost to the company. This plan is proposing outdated technology. 
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176-2 Tailings should be placed back into the mine cavity. This is common in modern copper mines and an exception 
should not be made with this one. 

181-1 the EIS should reconsider backfilling the mine waste into the underground tunnels, which is now the norm at 
underground copper mines. 

182-1 The mine plan is relying on outdated technology. Nearly all modern underground mines backfill tailings into the 
underground mine, but this is not being done due to the cost to the mining company. 

189-1 Hecla talked about they’re Greens Ck. Mine on an island in Alaska and how there were no problems what so ever on 
that island. It turns out they use 50% of the tailings to backfill the mine, they never mentioned that, and why don’t they do 
that at the Rock Ck. Mine? 

190-1 What most concerns me is the fact that the mining company does not accept the proposal that tailings be backfilled 
into the mine cavity because of the cost. The Cabinet Mountains Wilderness is a treasure for the local population, tourists and 
future generations. It is worth every protection that can be provided and should not be defined in terms of money! 

191-1 The tailings are not going to be backfilled into the mine cavity, which is the most recent technology, and the design 
of the tailings impoundment has recently been proven not to be safe since it is upstream. 

202-1 I plea with you to insist that the Rock Creek mine tailings be backfilled into the mine cavity. 

206-1 Backfilling would reduce the amount of tailings stored on the surface, lowering the risk of impoundment failures. 

215-1 We demand that Hecla Mining be required to backfill the mine tailings into the mine cavity: We insist that a 
downstream-type dam construction be used. Move the impoundment away from the Clark Fork River and Rock Creek. 

233-1 The mine plan is relying on outdated technology and not considering modern underground mines backfill tailings 
into the mine cavity due to cost to the mining company. 

249-1 The mine plan is relying on outdated technology. Nearly all modern underground mines backfill tailings into the 
underground mine, but this is not being done due to the cost to the mining company. 

264-1 I insist that the tailings be backfilled into the mine cavity. 

268-1 Backfilling the mine as much as possible and removing remaining tailings from the area should be required as a 
much safer alternative to this massive impoundment located close to our waterways and the residents of Noxon, MT. 

269-2 Back fill up to 40% of paste into the mine and truck the balance away from the river. 

276-1 The mine plan is relying on outdated technology. Nearly all modern underground mines backfill tailings into the 
underground mine. 

279-1 Considering the precarious proposed placement of 100,000,000 tons of mining waste perched above the river on 
proven unstable Glacier Lake Missoula clay deposits, in the state’s wettest climate, the agencies must insist that the mining 
company choose an alternative method to dispose of this hazardous material. As much of the failings paste as possible should 
be backfilled into the mine. 

281-2 Placing the tails underground would greatly reduce the amount stored on the surface, thereby reducing seepage of 
metals to ground water and the risk of an impoundment failure. The Forest Service must require the company backfill the 
mine tailings into the mine cavity. 

291-1 The mine plan is relying on outdated technology. Nearly all modern underground mines backfill tailings into the 
underground mine, but this is not being done due to the cost to the mining company. 

296-1 No mining should be allowed unless the tailing are stored underground in areas excavated underground. This 
method has proven feasible in many mines in the United States. 

310-1 Backfilling the mine as much as possible and removing remaining tailings from the area should be required as a 
much safer alternative to this massive impoundment located close to our waterways and the residents of Noxon, MT. 

311-1 No mining should be allowed unless the tailing are stored underground in areas excavated underground. This 
method has proven feasible in many mines in the United States. 

313-1 The plans do not call for backfilling the underground voids, reducing the volume of tailings stored outside. 
Backfilling also would reduce the amount of toxic lead, arsenic, zinc, and nitrates leaching from these tailings. We 
understand that backfilling is expensive but it is a common practice. 
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316-1 Require the company backfill the mine tailings into the mine cavity. 

317-1 The stability of the tailings impoundment and its proximity to the Clark Fork River. The EPA has recommended that 
the tailings be removed by backfilling the mine. While more expensive, it is surely cheaper to protect the river than to clean it 
up. 

319-1 The HECLA mine plan is relying on outdated technology. They should be designing a mine that backfills tailings 
into the mine cavity, despite the cost. 

323-1 An updated mine waste disposal plan that considers backfilling and safer tailings dam construction style. 

324-1 An updated mine waste disposal plan that considers back filling and safer tailings dam construction style. 

325-1 If Hecla can backfill at their “model” mine in Alaska, they can do it here, which will at least reduce the tailings pile. 

329-1 Mine tailings should be required to be backfilled underground into the mine cavity. It is absolutely essential to 
require that the impoundment area be kept as far away as possible from Rock Creek and the Clark Fork River. 

337-1 They should be put back into the mine. This is certainly a better option than having to clean up the mess when there 
are slides or floods and it is certainly safer for all lifeforms in the area. 

340-1 Require the company backfill the mine tailings into the mine cavity. 

342-1 The safest plan (as is done at the show-case Greens Creek Mine) would be to back fill the mine voids for subsidence 
control, to reduce rock burst damage, aid hanging wall stability, act as a support to prevent heading collapse and to decrease 
the amount of tailings in the impoundment. Estimates of between 30-50% of the tailings could be backfilled. 

344-1 Also, the mine plan is relying on outdated technology. Nearly all modern underground mines backfill tailings into 
the underground mine, but this is not being done due to the cost to the mining company. The mining company already has the 
technology in use at their Alaskan Greens Creek mine. 

Form letter B-1 Reconsider backfilling mine waste into the underground tunnels. Backfilling is now the norm at 
underground copper mines. 

Form letter C-1 Backfilling of the tailings into the underground mine is being done at nearly all modern underground 
mines, including Montana's Black Butte Copper Project. Backfilling would vastly reduce the volume of tailings left on the 
surface, thereby decreasing contaminated seepage to ground water, and resulting in an impoundment that is less prone to 
failure. A smaller footprint also would allow the impoundment to be located further from the river. In addition, placing 
tailings back in the mine cavity would help reduce the very real risk of mine subsidence that could impact overlying 
wilderness lakes and lands. 

Form letter D-1 The EIS should reconsider backfilling the mine waste into the underground tunnels, which is now the norm 
at underground copper mines.  

Response: Section 2.4.4 of the Final SEIS was updated to explain that the backfilling of tailings was evaluated in the 2001 
FEIS (page 2-171 through 2-175) as an alternative considered but dismissed from further study. For the Rock Creek Project, 
the KNF concluded that currently available information on paste backfill does not represent any significant new 
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts, as 
described by 40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii). The use of cemented paste backfill at Hecla’s other operations such as Green’s Creek 
and Lucky Friday is required because it is a key part of the mining methods employed at those operations (long-hole stoping 
with cut and fill methods, and cut and fill method, respectively), which differ substantially from the method that would be 
used to mine the Rock Creek deposit (Hecla 2016c). The KNF, along with its co-lead agency DEQ, analyzed paste backfill as 
an alternative in the Montanore Joint FEIS in 2011 (ERO Resources 2011) and eliminated it from detailed analysis. Many of 
the issues considered in the Montanore analysis were applicable to the Rock Creek Project.  

Alternative construction method 

84-1 Insist that a downstream-type dam construction be used. 

94-1 Insist that a downstream-type dam construction be used. 

110-1 The design of the current proposed tailings impoundment is inadequate and unsafe. There have been two recent 
catastrophic failures of similarly designed tailings impoundments in Brazil and British Columbia. An “upstream construction 
design” would be a far safer and logical choice. 
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136-1 The Forest Service needs to require that the dam’s construction be built with the most state of the art technologies 
and with safety in mind. The current design of upstream construction does not do this. My understanding is that the seismic 
calculations for the dam are inadequate and violate Montana law. 

152-8 Given that the mine proposes to use paste tailings and a room and pillar method of mining, the next logical step 
involves the backfilling of the paste tailings into the underground mine void. 

154-15 Given the sensitivity of the location of this tailings facility it makes most sense to use a safer type of dam 
construction. The upstream portion of the modified centerline dam would be most susceptible to failure. . . For the Rock 
Creek location, the more sensible dam construction type would be downstream-type, as pictured below from the 2001 FEIS. 

181-1 Risky and outdated mine waste storage that puts the Clark Fork River at risk. The mine plan relies on old technology 
and an unsafe tailings dam for storing mine waste next to the Clark Fork River. The tailings dam design should be revised, 

182-1 A “downstream construction design” would be far safer than the proposed “upstream construction design.” 

249-1 The design of the tailings impoundment is no longer considered safe due to recent catastrophic failures in Brazil and 
British Columbia. A “downstream construction design” would be far safer than the proposed “upstream construction design.” 

281-2 Also insist that downstream-type dam construction be used, move the impoundment away from the Clark Fork River 
and Rock Creek, and use the appropriate seismic safety analysis. 

291-1 The design of the tailings impoundment is no longer considered safe due to recent catastrophic failures in Brazil and 
British Columbia. A “downstream construction design” would be far safer than the proposed “upstream construction design.” 

316-1 Insist that a downstream-type dam construction be used. 

340-1 Insist that a downstream-type dam construction be used. 

Form Letter B-1 Waste storage putting the Clark Fork River at risk: The mine plan relies on an unsafe dam design for 
storing mine waste next to the Clark Fork River. It's the same outdated technology used at Mount Polley mine in B.C. and 
Samarco mine in Brazil-both of which suffered major tailings dam failures in recent years. Please require an up-to-date 
tailings dam design. 

Form Letter C-1 The design of the tailings impoundment is hazardous, placing the Clark Fork-Pend Oreille Watershed at 
further risk in light of the recent tailing dams failures including the Mt. Polley Dam in B.C. that polluted Quesnel Lake, and 
the Samarco Dam failure in Brazil, the Forest Service should require that the dam's construction be both modern and safe. 
The current design of upstream construction is susceptible to failure.  

Form Letter D-1 Risky and outdated mine waste storage that puts the Clark Fork River at risk. The mine plan relies on old 
technology and an unsafe tailings dam for storing mine waste next to the Clark Fork River. In light of the recent major 
tailings dam failures at the Mount Polley mine in British Columbia in 2014 and the Samarco mine in Brazil in 2015, there is 
talk of banning the type of dam construction proposed for the Rock Creek mine. The tailings dam design should be revised. 

Response: The KNF interpreted comments about downstream versus upstream construction design to be referencing Figure 
2-3 of the 2001 FEIS. Neither downstream nor upstream construction design would be used in Alternative V, the KNF’s 
preferred alternative. The upstream and downstream construction techniques depicted in Figure 2-3 of the 2001 FEIS apply to 
impoundments where the tailings would be deposited as a slurry, and where the embankment, whether constructed in an 
upstream fashion or a downstream fashion, would be impounding water. In Alternative V, the Rock Creek Project, tailings 
would be deposited as a paste. Paste tailings have a lower water content than slurry tailings and do not dewater like slurries. 
As a result, the Alternative V paste facility would not be impounding free water, although a small amount of water may 
collect on the surface due to uneven settlement of the tailings material. The paste facility would be built from the bottom up 
using compacted paste tailings to form a buttress for the non-compacted paste tailings, as shown in Figure 2-34 of the 2001 
FEIS or Figure 2-8 of the Final SEIS.  

Alternate tailings disposal facility location 

83-7 If the tailings impoundment were to ever fail, the tailings and the heavy metals could end up in the river. The heavy 
metals recovered during the milling process should be disposed of in a more secure and environmentally sound location. 

84-1 Move the impoundment away from the Clark Fork River and Rock Creek. 

94-1 Move the impoundment away from the Clark Fork River and Rock Creek. 
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129-1 I also want the impoundment and operations moved so ground water is not in line with private property wells. And, I 
want to see legal avenues set in place for the homeowner which will kick in at no expense to the homeowner in the event 
even relocation does not suffice over the long run. 

129-1 My solution is to keep the improved management methods but locate the impoundment on another property where it 
cannot be in the public view at any time even when at its highest elevation. 

176-2 the tailings dam should be moved and redesigned with updated technology. 

176-2 The tailings impoundment is located too close to the Clark Fork River and Rock Creek. This proximity increases the 
risk should a failure occur. The tailings dam for storing mine waste relies on old technology, increasing the risk of failure. 

316-1 Move the impoundment away from the Clark Fork River and Rock Creek. 

340-1 Move the impoundment away from the Clark Fork River and Rock Creek. 

279-1 Excess tailings that won’t fit in the mine should be loaded on train cars and taken to a drier, more stable site. 

337-1 I am also concerned about the location of the proposed site for the tailings from the mine. The proposed site seems 
totally inappropriate due to the instability of the soils in the area and the likelihood of flooding. 

342-1 The rest of the materials should be removed from the Rock Creek site by truck or rail. The likelihood of a disaster 
involving the mountain sized tailings impoundment are too great to ignore. The planned location is a seasonally saturated 
clay bench near the Clark Fork River, the BNSF Rail Road tracks, BPA power lines and MT Highway 200. There is no 
detailed DSEIS plan for a potential tailings impoundment disaster. That is not acceptable. 

C-2 Further, an alternative should be considered that requires a location for the impoundment that is further from the 
Clark Fork River. 

Response: The analysis and selection of tailings and mill facility locations in the 2001 FEIS was documented by a prior 
project owner as part of their operating plan (ASARCO 1989), the KNF’s Mineral Activity Coordination Report (USFS 
1986), the KNF’s Draft Evaluation of Alternative Disposal Sites and Disposal Methods for the ASARCO Rock Creek Project 
(Thompson 1989), and the 2001 FEIS. An updated facility alternatives analysis was summarized in Section 2.4.2 of the Draft 
SEIS and described in detail in the Facility Location Alternatives Analysis Report for the Rock Creek Project (ERO 2013). 
The proposed site is the best available location for the paste tailings facility. In accordance with Metal Mine Reclamation Act 
(82-4-379, MCA), RCR would submit a tailings operations, maintenance and surveillance manual, a component of which is 
an emergency preparedness and response plan based on the failure modes and effects analysis or other appropriate risk 
assessment. 

Effects on scenic resources were disclosed in 2001 FEIS (pages 4-286 through 4-312). 

Lining tailings disposal facility 

342-1 The impoundment should be lined and drain pipes placed beneath the liner, so the inevitable seepage of the waste 
water through the paste is minimized more completely 

Response: A lined tailings facility was evaluated and dismissed from further study in the 2001 FEIS (page 2-176). An 
updated paste tailings facility seepage analysis and estimate of impacts to groundwater from an unlined paste tailings facility 
with an underdrain system was modeled by Schafer (2014). Section 4.7.3.3.3 of the Final SEIS discussed the effects on 
groundwater quality from the paste tailings facility based on Schafer (2014). The paste tailings seepage model predicted no 
exceedances of groundwater standards after mixing chemical loads from the tailings and groundwater in the lacustrine and 
the basal gravel materials underlying the facility. As described in Section 2.3.1.7.1 of the Draft SEIS, the PTTAG (see 
Section 2.3.1.3.1) would review the final paste plant and facility design. The PTTAG would advise the KNF and offer 
comments and suggestions on the technical aspects of the design, including factors that relate to the short- and long-term 
stability of the facility or that might affect water quality. 

2110 Description of Alternatives > Alternative V Description > Suggested change to Water Use and Management 

Question 

151-22 ”water retained in ore (2.5%) to mill”, which is 42 gpm for all six years. It is not clear how the stored water became 
“retained” in the ore. 

Response: "water retained in ore (2.5%) to mill” is described in Hydrometrics 2014b. They indicate that the majority of the 
ore body would lack significant in-situ moisture. Water contained in the ore as it enters the mill would come primarily from 
underground dust suppression which would use mine groundwater. This change would result in a 42 gpm flow reduction in 
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groundwater exiting the mine, which is reflected in the reduced “Mill Reservoir” overflow to the “Water Treatment Plant” 
and “Discharge to the Clark Fork”. 

Suggested Changes 

151-23 The DSEIS should contain a detailed figure showing stormwater flow paths and storage facilities at the mill site. 

151-23 The DSEIS should provide the water balance for the start-up period to show how much water will be pumped in 
excess of the makeup water. The DSEIS should disclose the size of the mill reservoir. 

151-25 The DSEIS should prepare a series of water balance analyses accounting for the probable extreme temporal 
variability in mine dewatering flows and the possibility that mine dewatering rates could be several times higher, as would 
result from mine site permeability being reasonably higher than assumed by Hydrometrics. 

151-26 The monitoring plan for the mine water balance (DSEIS, p k-32) provides an adequate list of items to be monitored 
and reported but does not indicate changes that would represent a problem or require RCR to report to the agencies. Annual 
reporting is be insufficient. RCR should evaluate the water balance continuously and if an anomaly is observed, perhaps a 
change of 10% in the flow stream, RCR will be required to increase measurement frequency and report to the agencies the 
problem and results of increased monitoring. 

152-15 Much more detail is needed to understand and evaluate this water storage process. Where will these water storage 
reservoirs be located in relation to the underground tunnels that will be actively mined? How large will they be? In what part 
of the deposit will the reservoirs be located? 

Response: As a condition to proceed with Phase II, RCR would submit for agency approval final engineering designs for the 
facilities. The final designs would specify the final design sizes for all infrastructure needed for each facility. Data collected 
during Phase I would help inform the sizing of the final designs. Stormwater flow paths for the mill site were provided in the 
final MPDES permit (MT0030287) fact sheet.  

Underground water storage would occur, as necessary, in order to regulate flows to the water treatment plant. Section 2.3.1.9 
of the Draft and Final SEIS discussed the general approach to using the underground workings for water storage, and 
Appendix K discussed the monitoring that would need to be implemented to assure the areas used were not impacting 
groundwater.  

2111 Description of Alternatives > Alternative V Description > Suggested change to Transportation 

Road management changes on private land 

225-1 SEIS Page 2-94 show closing nearly 2 miles of road to reduce traffic and increase bear habitat area. However over 
half of that section of road is private property. The only entity who has the authority to close that section of road is the private 
land owner. If the forest service or Hecla were to gain ownership of that property then the plan could be correct. But as for 
now what is being presented to the public is misleading and false. While they could show closing small sections on both sides 
of the private property they could not show closing the app 1 mile in the middle that is private property. 

225-2 While the map makes it appear as the roads up to the gated section of road 150 will be open and asseccable that is 
also misleading to the public and the private land owners. SEIS page 2-63 - 2-65 clearly show temporary and permanent 
closers at times. Its states, “before mine construction” a traffic plan would be implemented that would address” reasonable 
access “ to there private property. In regard to the section 5 on Government mountain, what does that mean to the private land 
owner. It definitely restricts possible and potential use! 

305-1 Given the history of the road, I can see nothing that would allow the Forest Service to restrict my client’s access to 
his property in the absence of a written agreement restricting said access executed by the prior owners of the parcel. The 
DSEIS indicates that the land required for the Grizzly Mitigation plan will be purchased as the phases of the mine are 
completed. Hecla should not be allowed to commence construction of any aspect of the Rock Creek Mine project unless 
Hecla 1) has acquired all the land-- including my client’s valuable access rights-- it needs for the grizzly mitigation plan or 2) 
can demonstrate that it has the ability to acquire all the land required for the Grizzly mitigation plan even without the 
cooperation of the land owners. 

189-1 I’m also concerned about the closing of the of the Rock Ck. Government MT road loop, the locals will be very upset 
when that happens. That will add fuel to the fire for the fools that want to give federal land to the states. The Hecla person I 
talked to about that said it was for law enforcement. I can’t see how that is true because there is only one way out of that area. 
I’m willing to bet that they will also close the road up to Cliff Lake although they say they won’t, like I said, I feel we were 
being lied to. 
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306-1 What is reasonable access? What does the FS plan to do if the RMP negatively affects the double access to the 
owner of Section 5-Government mountain? Has the Forest Service considered encouraging Hecla to offer to purchase Section 
5 for fair market value so as to avoid putting themselves in a position to be sued for approving a plan that is greatly having a 
negative affect on that parcel? 

308-1 SEIS S-24, states closing part of Road 150 (Government Mountain) would reduce traffic and increase grizzly 
habitat.  However, Majority of that section of road is Private Property. The FS has no legal easment or rights to close the 
private (app 1 mile) of road. 

309-1 SEIS Pg 2-95 how can the FS present a plan and map to the public that is inaccurate and fake? The majority of the 
blue road to be closed is not FS property. How can that be explained? The legend on the same page says “currently open road 
to restricted year long.” How is that statement true when the private land owner and anyone gives permission to can go thru 
the gates at any time? 

307-1 Question: What is the private land owner of Section 5 supposed to tell a potential buyer about access when the 
Forest Service is considering approving a Mine Plan that has not yet even established a final road/access plan? 

308-2 PG S-15 states, “Prior to Construction” they need to develop a road management plan. How can the FS approve this 
project without knowing what that plan will be? How will that plan affect the private land owner of Section 5 - Government 
Mountain? Has the FS Reached out the private land owner to discuss how this project will affect his property and its potential 
to be subdivided or other use? 

Response: The KNF is required by the ESA to ensure that any actions it approves would not jeopardize the continued 
existence of a threatened or endangered species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat (See 
Section 1.5.6 of the Draft and Final SEIS). The 2006 BO and 2007 BO Supplement issued by the FWS contain Reasonable 
and Prudent Measures and Terms and Conditions that the KNF must either implement or require RCR to implement in order 
to minimize the likelihood of incidental take resulting from the Rock Creek Project. These Terms and Conditions were 
included in Alternative V. 

To better display road access changes with respect to private and public land, Figure 2-20 was revised in the Final SEIS to 
display land ownership. Access from the south to private land in Section 5 would be provided to the land owner through a 
dual lock on the gate located on NFS Road #150. Public access to this section would be subject to approval of the landowner, 
but would have to be on foot or horseback. 

Before mine construction and based on the KNF’s and DEQ’s approval, RCR would be required to develop and implement a 
RMP (called a traffic management plan in the 2001 FEIS). RCR would not be permitted to proceed with the Rock Creek 
project until it demonstrated compliance with the requirements and mitigation disclosed in the Draft and Final SEIS. 
Stipulations attached to the ROD must comply with all laws and regulations protecting access rights to private inholdings, 
including the 1980 Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act, which guarantees reasonable access to private 
inholdings, “…to secure the owner reasonable use and enjoyment thereof…”. 

The location of the land to be considered for acquisition/easement associated with grizzly bear mitigation was not disclosed 
in the Draft or Final SEIS because the information was pre-decisional and because of the potential that disclosing the 
locations could influence their availability.  

2112 Description of Alternatives > Alternative V Description > Suggested change to Utilities 

343-2 There are High tension powerlines that cross the area where the tailings impoundment will be sited. This critical 
infra structure has to be protected and emergency action plans established in case of a failure of the tailings impoundment. 
Any housing or other private property that could be impacted by Hecla mining activities should be identified and included in 
an emergency action plan. Private water wells should be routinely monitored for any contamination or abnormal production. 

Response: KNF is not aware of any high tension powerlines that cross the paste tailings facility footprint. RCR would not 
construct any mine facilities in the right-of-way of the existing Bonneville Power association powerline shown on Figure 2-2 
of the Draft SEIS. RCR would comply with applicable laws concerning emergency response. In accordance with the 
requirements of the MMRA for tailings storage facilities (82-4-301 et seq. MCA; specifically 82-4-375 through 82-4-381, 
MCA), RCR would develop an emergency preparedness and response plan to be submitted to DEQ, which would describe 
reasonable measures that could be taken to protect human health and the environment and would identify adjacent property 
owners and key infrastructure. 
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2116 Description of Alternatives > Alternative V Description > General comment about Monitoring Plans (not specific 
to individual resources) 

152-58 The DSEIS must provide a more detailed monitoring plan that describes contingency actions to demonstrate that 
water quality, public safety and public health will be protected. 

151-43 Section 1.6.10 of DSEIS App K describes monitoring action plans and contingencies that could be implemented, but 
the appendix is only preliminary. Final action levels would be established in the final monitoring plan, presumably without 
public review. The DSEIS should present action levels for public review. 

244-1 AVISTA needs to be included in ALL water testing. This is needed before any Phase I ever starts. 

304-1 A neutral and independent inspector should be contracted and charged with making unannounced and unexpected 
visits (monthly?) to the mine. He or she would not be responsible to the mining (HECLA?) interests, to the state, federal, 
USFS or EPA interests. This person (inspector) would be exclusively responsible to the local population and focused on 
health issues related to the tailings impoundment, potable water safety, what finally gets (percolates) into aquifers, creeks and 
rivers. His or her findings (independent lab reports) would be posted, good and bad, in the local newspapers monthly for all 
citizen residents to be made aware of. 

Response:  Section 1.6 of the Draft SEIS described the role, responsibility and decision-making authority of the KNF. The 
KNF would share responsibility for monitoring and inspecting the Rock Creek Project with DEQ. The Forest Service would 
monitor the Rock Creek 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, including monitoring and mitigation measures. Both 
the Forest Service and the DEQ may need to coordinate with RCR when entering certain facilities on the mine site to ensure 
MSHA compliance. The public would have the right to review permit files and monitoring reports. Monitoring reports, 
technical reports, and other documents related to the Rock Creek Project would be available upon request from the KNF 
Forest Supervisor’s Office or on the KNF website.  The KNF does not have the authority to compel inspections of the Rock 
Creek Project by a neutral and independent inspector. 

2117 Description of Alternatives > Alternative V Description > General comment about Mitigation Plans (not specific 
to individual resources) 

155-15 The SEIS and mitigation plan lack critical elements of adaptive management that have been long established as 
necessary means of ensuring that monitoring serves as a useful basis for mitigating environmental impacts of projects. 

155-15 Because so many of the impacts of a project of this type are lasting or essentially irreversible, an effective and 
protective mitigation scheme requires a priori identification of an effective suite of mitigation measures, with specific 
requirements and commitments of resources for their implementation. 

Response: Adaptive management is included in the mitigation and monitoring plans described in Chapter 2 and Appendix K 
of the Draft and Final SEIS. RCR would submit a final monitoring plan and, if appropriate, update the current plans outlined 
in the Rock Creek Evaluation Adit License Application (RCR 2010) for approval by the KNF and DEQ prior to the Rock 
Creek Mine Project startup. Data collected during Phase I would be used to refine facility designs and operations, mitigation, 
and monitoring. 

The effectiveness of mitigation was described in each resource section of Chapter 4 of the SEIS. Where applicable, the 
effectiveness of mitigation subsections describe adaptive management.  

2118 Description of Alternatives > Alternative V Description > Comment about public review process 

123-2 The citizens here deserve an EIS in which the data and research is complete in all areas, not leaving important 
concerns to technical advisory groups who will later address these unresolved problems without public input after a permit is 
granted. All areas of concern need to be addressed, researched and full data disclosed with public input before a permit is 
given. I hope that the Forest Service will deny a permit at this time. 

136-1 I am also concerned that decisions related to final design of the mine plan will be made without input from the 
public. 

151-5 Because the models are uncalibrated, additional data is necessary to more accurately predict the impacts of Phase 2, 
and given the implications of this analysis, NEPA analysis must be conducted. 
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151-12 The KNF should commit beforehand to supplementing this NEPA analysis with the new data and analysis because 
that presented in this DSEIS is so uncertain. 

151-12 Additional NEPA analysis would be performed if the evaluation adit data indicated the selected alternative had to 
change or if the conditions of the project changed (DSEIS, p 2-21). The DSEIS should be more specific as to what a 
substantial change may be, and what criteria would be used to determine if more NEPA is required. 

151-12 The DSEIS often notes that the 1000 foot setback from Cliff Lake could be decreased if the Forest Service and DEQ 
agrees in future. There is no guarantee that future NEPA analysis would be completed to disclose these potential impacts. 

151-14 The differences in drawdown for the permeability scenarios demonstrates why additional NEPA analysis should be 
completed once the actual permeability is better known. The drawdown could change extensively especially if different 
formation zones are determined. 

152-4 The Draft, Final, and Joint Final EISs, and Record of Decision for Montanore must also be included in the 
administrative record for the Forest Service’s review of the Rock Creek Mine. At a minimum, all types of analysis done for 
Montanore must be done for Rock Creek (plus additional analysis noted herein and in our incorporated documents, as well as 
our comments/Objections on Montanore). 

152-12 While we consider third-party technical experts a benefit, we disagree with any process that defers this expert 
analysis outside of the NEPA process. This type of data and analysis should be incorporated into the Environmental Impact 
Statement to inform the analysis, mitigation measures, and the range of preferred alternatives. 

152-28 It is inappropriate to defer key design components and analysis for the paste tailings facility until after the NEPA 
process. This information and analysis is essential to determine the potential impacts of the project and mitigation measures. 

157-1 Why will this information be collected, analyzed and decisions made about impacts or changes to major components 
of the mine (tailings paste impoundment, mill site discharges, effects to Rock Creek and bull trout, CMW subsidence, etc. 
etc.) outside of NEPA and public review. 

217-2 All data collection sites should be selected in collaboration with stakeholders. 

Response: Section 4.7.2.1 disclosed that the KNF carefully considered the adequacy of the existing baseline information to 
meet NEPA requirements in evaluating reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects. The KNF concluded that it has 
sufficient data to make a reasoned choice among alternatives and to evaluate the reasonably foreseeable significant adverse 
effects on surface water and groundwater. The KNF also concluded that additional information is not essential to a reasoned 
choice among alternatives and is not necessary to evaluate the reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on surface 
water and groundwater for the reasons described in Section 4.7.2.1.  

Section 2.3.1.3 disclosed that information collected during construction of the evaluation adit would be used to develop and 
direct monitoring programs and mine designs during operations. The KNF would assess whether the new data would require 
substantial revisions to the analyses conducted in support of the selected alternative that are relevant to environmental 
concerns. The KNF would conduct additional NEPA analysis if the evaluation adit data indicated the need for substantial 
changes in the selected alternative that are relevant to environmental concerns or constituted significant new circumstances or 
information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action, as required by 40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1). 
Opportunities for public participation were described in Section 1.7 of the Draft and Final SEIS. All information associated 
with the Rock Creek Project, including all monitoring plans and submitted data, is public record and available for public 
review in accordance with the provisions of the Freedom of Information Act and Montana’s constitutional and statutory 
“right to know” provisions.  

The 2015 Joint FEIS for the Montanore Project was cited in the Rock Creek Project SEIS and will be included in the Rock 
Creek Project administrative record. Other documents related to the Montanore Project, such as the Final Numerical 
Groundwater Model Development, Calibration, and Predictions (Geomatrix Consultants, Inc. 2011) cited in the Rock Creek 
Project SEIS will be included in the Rock Creek Project administrative record. 

2601 Description of Alternatives > Alternatives Considered But Dismissed > Comment about Facility Location 
Alternatives Analysis 

149-8 The Final Facility Location Alternative Analysis conducted by ERO Resources Corporation and Glasgow 
Engineering for the US Forest Service gives little credence that a credible analysis of the proposed Rock Creek tailings 
impoundment site was conducted. The analysis primarily concerned itself with distinguishing between sites and selecting the 
best one on the basis of what was easiest for the mining company to achieve. Nowhere in the analysis is there a mention of 
the geology adjacent to the tailings impoundment that would include the slip slide on Hwy 200. The document does not meet 
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the criteria of the KNF’s forest plan Minerals Management Standard MM3. The DSEIS pays lip service to the issue on page 
2-20. 

Response: Thirteen impoundment sites and nine mill site locations were evaluated in the Facility Location Alternative 
Analysis (ERO 2013). Locations considered in the analysis were based on three previous analyses and Appendix G of the 
2001 FEIS, and for the mill sites were slightly modified to ensure important resources were avoided to the extent practicable 
and to standardize the size of streamside mill sites. The evaluation involved three screening levels. Screening criteria focused 
on potential effects of alternatives on environmental resources but also included practical considerations such as site 
availability and expansion capacity.  

For comments about the Highway 200 slump, see response to issue 6501. 

2611 Description of Alternatives > Alternatives Considered But Dismissed > Comment about Water Treatment 
Methods 

149-17 There also appears to be a discrepancy between the Fig. 2-12. Alt.V Conceptual Site Model Water Balance Year 30 
Flow Diagram and the language on pages 2-56 & 61 (Anoxic Biotreatment System). Why is the bio-treatment system not 
included in the flow chart? Why does it have capacity of 2300 gpm and why does discussion indicate it would send all of its 
flow to discharge in the Clark Fork River and yet there is only a 315 gpm discharge indicated to the Clark Fork River on Fig. 
2-12? 315 gpm equals 446,400 gpd discharge whereas 2300 gpm equals a 3,212,000gpd discharge? Is this a case of 
overcapacity being built into the bio-treatment facility or is the (visual) conceptual water balance meant to be misleading? 
What is the actual proposed daily discharge to the Clark Fork River? 

Response: The biotreatment system would be one component of the total wastewater treatment plant. The wastewater 
treatment plant was shown on the Figure 2-12 flow chart in the Draft SEIS. The reference to 2,300 gpm was the value used in 
the 2001 FEIS but was mistakenly included in the Draft SEIS. This error has been corrected in the Final SEIS. The 2001 
FEIS water balance was updated by Hydrometrics in 2014 based on new annual average mine inflow values generated from 
the 3D groundwater model. 315 gpm is based on the updated water balance analysis and represents the most current analysis 
of the annual average discharge calculated to be discharged to the Clark Fork River in Year 30. 

2612 Description of Alternatives > Alternatives Considered But Dismissed > Comment about Wastewater Treatment 
Plant Location 

149-16 Question? Why is the waste-water treatment facility located east of Rock Creek on USFS land instead of near the 
paste plant? 

Response: The Alternative V (and Alternative III and IV) wastewater treatment plant was moved to a location east of Rock 
Creek to provide for more effective wetland mitigation. The Alternative II wastewater treatment plant location was changed 
in response to suggestions from the EPA and the Corps that the wastewater treatment plant be sited further away from the 
lower Rock Creek wetland mitigation site. In alternatives III, IV, and V, the re-routed NFS road #150 alignment would be 
adjusted further east so that its intersection with Highway 200 would meet MDOT requirements. Locating the wastewater 
treatment plant to the east of Rock Creek along the realigned NFS road #150 would also facilitate busing of employees, a 
measure included in Alternative V to reduce impacts to harlequin ducks and other wildlife.  

2701 Description of Alternatives > Description of Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions > Comment 
about Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 

341-1 The wilderness qualities of the CMW would be best protected if the projects were scheduled so they do not overlap 
in time. We ask you to protect our wild and dwindling resources with the proper defense and recognition they deserve, and 
prevent the scheduling of both projects at the same time. 

Response: Section 1.6 of the Draft SEIS described the KNF’s role, responsibility and decision-making authority. The KNF 
does not have the authority to compel staggered project schedules for the Montanore and Rock Creek projects. The timing of 
both operations would be governed by the following factors: 1) receipt of all necessary federal and state permits and 
approvals; 3) financial assurance; 4) the market for metals; and 5) the business operations of Hecla, which now owns both 
projects. The cumulative effects of operating both projects are disclosed in Chapter 4 of the Draft SEIS and Final SEIS for 
the Rock Creek Project as well as in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for the Montanore Project.  

3401 Geology > Geology > Comment about Affected Environment 

149-9 If the following statement has merit:3.5 Geology pg.3-13 “Together with hydrology and geochemistry, geology 
determines the potential impact of mining on ground and surface [water] resources.” Then it is incumbent on the USFS 
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through its own KFP standards to require a look at the general geology surrounding the proposed facility. To ensure that 
other known geological features that could be influenced by this proposal are not exacerbated. 

Response: Additional discussion of the tailings facility geology was provided in Section 3.5.4.3 of the Final SEIS.  

3502 Environmental Geochemistry > Environmental Geochemistry > Comment about data evaluated 

150-3 The data selected for the tailings seepage model should be included as an appendix and be made available in an 
Excel or Access file so the input values can be transparently reviewed. 

150-3 Use of the 75th percentile of Troy decant water composition as the upper concentration inputs values for the model 
underestimates potential higher concentrations. Although Schafer uses the 75th percentile for input values, he shows the 95th 
percentile concentrations for model output concentrations (see, e.g., Table 8 in Schafer, 2014). The model should be rerun 
using the 95th percentile as the upper-limit values. 

154-7 Given that some waste rock lithologies are represented by only a single sample, the geochemical testing is very 
likely insufficient for use in operational water quality predictions. 

Response: The paste tailings seepage model (Schafer 2014) was implemented in Excel and uses a proprietary add-in called 
Palisade @Risk to perform probabilistic analyses. As such, the model is not viewable without @Risk. All input values were 
provided in the report. The seepage model was used to predict long-term effects on water quality. As such, it is inappropriate 
to use extreme values to estimate long-term average water quality conditions. This was why the chemical inputs were 
constrained to the 25th to 75th percentile, which are conservative upper and lower bounds for estimated long-term average 
chemistry. It is not unusual for underground mines to have a limited amount of exploration drilling from the surface, and then 
to fully drill out the deposit from underground once a drift is advanced into the ore body. As such, the geochemical testing 
program has been similarly phased to perform characterization based on the available drill core obtained from surface drilling 
and then to perform a more intensive characterization during the Phase 1 exploration program. If the geochemical 
characteristics identified during Phase 1 differ in a significant way from the predictions in the Final SEIS, then the 
assessment of acid rock drainage potential, including potential mitigation measures, would be revised as part of an additional 
NEPA analysis by the KNF. In addition, the stratiform mineralization in deposits in the Revett Formation is well known and 
consistent. Since the ore bodies are analogous, information from the Troy ore body was used as a valuable tool to supplement 
data and assist in evaluating acid rock drainage potential at Rock Creek. 

3503 Environmental Geochemistry > Environmental Geochemistry > Comment about acid generation risk 

101-1 Please require acid base accounting on the present mine site and not use the Troy mine site data. 

110-1 The geochemistry of the ore and waste rock taken form the proposed Rock Creek mine indicates more potential for 
acid mine drainage than predicted. Apparently there were only a small number of samples generated, and so the analysis 
relies on data from the Troy mine which does not have a similar geochemical profile. More testing is in order, so we can fully 
appreciate the potential for acid mine drainage. 

122-1 The EIS underestimates the potential for acid mine drainage and metals leaching. 

136-1 The SEIS conclusions that the Rock Creek Mine will have low impact on acid generation in incorrect. The EPA 
raised concerns about acid mine drainage and metals leaching years ago, but in the years since, little or nothing has been done 
to address this concern. 

154-2 Acid potential is higher than assumed. The DSEIS states there is low potential for acid generation. This is based in 
part on the assumption that bornite, a sulfide mineral that makes up much of the ore and waste rock, does not form acid 
(Table 3-5). However, bornite may form acid. 

154-4 The Maxim review states that bornite (Cu5FeS4) and chalcocite (Cu2S) actually consume acid, and therefore the 
NP/AP ratios that show acid material are not actually acid. While bornite may consume acid, it may also produce acid 
depending on the conditions. Presuming that bornite will always consume acid potentially underestimates acid potential. 

154-4 Figures provided in Maxim 2003 were “corrected to account __for non-acid generating sulfides that are associated 
with copper-sulfide minerals” and will therefore provide inaccurate representations of the acid potential. 

154-5 It is not reasonable to expect that all pyrite, chalcopyrite (CuFeS2), and bornite are all encapsulated. As these 
minerals oxidize and produce acid, they will break down the encapsulated minerals near them, allowing more oxidation and 
acid generation. Bornite and chalcocite have the potential to release two to five times more copper per mole dissolved than 
chalcopyrite. 
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160-1 Rock Creek has a greater potential for acid generation than other regional mines. The analysis of a small numbers of 
samples indicates more potential for acid mine drainage than predicated. 

162-1 There has been inadequate and perhaps faulty testing of the acid generating potential of various minerals. The EPA 
raised that concern 15 years ago in the 2001 ROD, but very little has been done. 

164-4 Table 1 in the SDEIS does not refer to any acknowledged source in the literature or elsewhere to back up its 
conclusions regarding the non-acid producing and the acid consuming metals in the Rock Creek geology. 

176-2 The DSEIS states that the likelihood of acid mine drainage is low based on using data from the Troy Mine. 
However, the Rock Creek Mine is a larger ore body, so this risk must be further studied before the mine can be approved. 

181-1 The ore and waste rock geochemistry is still based on an extremely limited number of samples and indicates more 
potential for acid mine drainage than the Troy Mine, which is inappropriately used in the EIS for comparison. Additional 
geochemical analysis needs to be done to evaluate the impacts to surface and groundwater, and it must undergo public 
review. 

182-1 The geochemistry of the ore and waste rock is based on a small number of samples and indicates more potential for 
acid mine drainage than predicted. The analysis relies on limited geochemical data from the Troy mine, but Rock Creek has a 
greater potential for acid generation. More testing is required. 

249-1 The geochemistry of the ore and waste rock is based on a small number of samples and indicates more potential for 
acid mine drainage than predicted. The analysis relies on limited geochemical data from the Troy mine, but Rock Creek has a 
greater potential for acid generation. More testing is required. 

281-1 Before approving this mine, require more geochemical testing rather than relying on the Troy Mine to make 
predictions about the potential for acid mine drainage and metals leaching. 

291-2 The geochemistry of the ore and waste rock is based on a small number of samples and indicates more potential for 
acid mine drainage than predicted. The analysis relies on limited geochemical data from the Troy mine, but Rock Creek has a 
greater potential for acid generation. More testing is required. 

333-1 The geochemistry of the ore and waste rock show risks of acid mine drainage that have not been adequately 
considered in the SDEIS. 

Form Letter B-1 Acid mine drainage polluting wilderness waters: The ore and waste rock geochemistry is based on a limited 
number of samples and indicates a higher risk of acid mine drainage than the Troy Mine, which is being incorrectly depicted 
in the EIS as comparable to the Rock Creek mine. 

Form Letter B-1 Please require more extensive geochemical analysis, to be publicly reviewed, so that we can get an accurate 
picture of potential impacts to surface and groundwater. 

Form Letter C-1 The SEIS has concluded that the Rock Creek ore body has a low potential for acid generation. This is based 
on incorrect assumptions about the acid generating potential of various minerals, grossly inadequate sampling, and a lack of 
appropriate testing. The EPA raised concerned about the potential for acid mine drainage and metals leaching years ago, and 
yet in the 15 years since the issuance of the 2001 ROD, very little has been done to address this concern. 

Form Letter D-1 Lack of proper evaluation of potential for acid mine drainage. The ore and waste rock geochemistry is still 
based on an extremely limited number of samples and indicates more potential for acid mine drainage than the Troy Mine, 
which is inappropriately used in the EIS for comparison. 

Form Letter D-1 Additional geochemical analysis needs to be done to evaluate the impacts to surface and groundwater, and 
it must undergo public review. 

Response: The geochemical characterization was based on 52 samples collected from the Rock Creek deposit including 34 
ore, 16 waste rock and 2 tailings samples. As discussed in Section 4.7 of the Final SEIS, the geologic and geochemical 
information available and methods used are adequate to evaluate and disclose reasonably foreseeable significant adverse 
effects on water quality. 

Section 3.6.1.1.1 of the Final SEIS stated that “the analysis in this SEIS uses the more conservative approach of calculating 
AP values from the nonsulfate sulfur fraction (e.g., nitric acid digestible plus residual sulfur). The AP calculation presumes 
that sulfur occurs as pyrite, when in fact in many samples, copper sulfides such as chalcocite, bornite, and chalcopyrite may 
be the dominant sulfides. The presumption that all sulfides are pyrite is a conservative assumption that would lead to 
overestimation of AP, particularly for chalcocite or bornite-dominated samples, because these are nonacid-generating 
minerals”. Given the conservative approach used for the analysis, the KNF disagrees with the commenters that the ARD risk 
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is higher than stated. Many comments suggested that bornite is an acid generating mineral. The ability of bornite to produce 
acid depends on the geochemical environment, but even under ideal conditions for acid generation, bornite could only 
produce 37.5 % as much acidity as pyrite upon which the Sobek method is based. Pyrite (FeS2) can produce two units of 
acidity per unit of sulfur. Assuming that the iron in bornite (Cu5FeS4) hydrolyzes, then only 0.75 units of acidity would be 
produced per unit of sulfur. Chalcocite is unlikely to form acidity at any reaction pH. Empirical kinetic tests conducted on 
pure samples of ground bornite and chalcocite (Chopard et al. 2015) maintained a neutral pH through 20 weeks of testing. 
Furthermore, bornite and chalcocite had among the slowest rates of oxidation of the 17 sulfide minerals tested. In a low pH 
bio-oxidation test of bornite conducted by Bevilaqua et al. (2010), the reaction consumed acid. To be clear, despite the 
evidence that bornite and chalcocite either will not form acid or in the case of bornite would only create a fraction of the 
acidity formed by pyrite, all sulfide sulfur detected in Rock Creek samples, including residual sulfur not extracted by nitric 
acid, was assumed to be acid-generating like pyrite. Therefore, the SEIS analysis was conservative. The Final SEIS was 
revised to provide this additional justification. 

217-2 Page 3-29, last paragraph: A sentence states: “Samples with ABP between ±20 are considered uncertain.” Would 
“Samples with ABP 0 ± 20 are considered uncertain” be more appropriate? 

Response: An ABP between ±20 t/1,000 t as CaCO3 is synonymous with an ABP 0 ± 20, and means all samples with ABP 
between -20 t/1,000 t as CaCO3 and +20 t/1,000 t as CaCO3. 

217-2 Page 3-38: The first two columns of Table 3-8 contain a summary of the “threshold” values for classification. We 
suggest putting a table with only those two columns on page 3-28 or 3-29 to complement the text describing the different 
“thresholds.” 

Response: Since the first two columns in the referenced Table 3-8 contain the testing threshold (e.g. ABP<-20) and the 
inferred ARD risk classification (e.g., PAG), it would be redundant to add another separate Table with this information. No 
changes were made to this table in the Final SEIS.  

3504 Environmental Geochemistry > Environmental Geochemistry > Comment about metal leaching risk 

154-2 There is high potential for copper leaching. 

Response: Based on data and discussion from Section 3.6.2.2.2 of the Final SEIS, ore zones, which would be removed by 
mining, contain the highest copper grades and the copper would be removed during processing so that few of the copper 
mineral grains would remain in the tailings when they were deposited. Waste rock would be much lower in copper than ore 
but waste rock would contain some rock with copper enrichment that does not achieve economic grades for processing. As 
discussed in Section 2.3.1.4 of the Final SEIS, these waste rock materials would be identified and managed to minimize 
contact with water. Much of the development rock from the underground mine would come from unmineralized zones that do 
not contain more than average amounts of copper found in the earth’s crust, so are not expected to promote copper leaching. 
Low levels of copper are expected to occur in mine water, and this water would be treated as necessary to meet MPDES 
permitted effluent limits. 

3506 Environmental Geochemistry > Environmental Geochemistry > Comment about Troy as an analog for Rock 
Creek 

84-1 Before approving this mine, require more geochemical testing rather than relying on the Troy Mine to make 
predictions about the potential for acid mine drainage and metals leaching. 

94-1 ...require more geochemical testing rather than relying on the Troy Mine to make predictions about the potential for 
acid mine drainage and metals leaching. 

152-28 It is inappropriate to use the Troy Mine as an analogue for estimating water quality in Rock Creek wastewater 
(Table 4-10) and seepage from tailings (Table 4-11) or waste rock. There isn’t sufficient information from Rock Creek to 
demonstrate that it’s sufficiently comparable to Troy, and in fact, there are substantive geochemical differences as outlined in 
the attached comments from Dr. Kendra Zamzow. It is impossible to determine potential water quality impacts based on the 
current hypothetical data presented, and NEPA requires a “hard look.” 

154-9 With neither sufficient geochemistry nor seepage monitoring, Troy should not be used as an analog for Rock Creek. 

154-9 Troy should be a cautionary example for Rock Creek. Copper-rich neutral drainage has occurred, and must be dealt 
with even with the mine closed. 

154-9 Rock Creek may have greater acid generation potential than Troy. 

164-7 The continued reference to the Troy Mine being an environmental analog for the Rock Creek mine is faulty. 
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164-8 If Troy is used as an analog on rock mechanics, vulnerability to surface subsidence and groundwater infiltration, 
than one can conclude that the Rock Creek mine will be problematic. 

206-1 Site-specific data needs to be used to determine acid-mine drainage instead of relying data from on Troy’s previous 
mine ore body, which contains less acid generating minerals. 

215-1 Before approving this mine more geochemical testing rather than relying on the Troy Mine to make predictions 
about the potential for acid mine drainage and metals leaching. 

316-1 Require more geochemical testing rather than relying on the Troy Mine to make predictions about the potential for 
acid mine drainage and metals. 

340-1 Require more geochemical testing rather than relying on the Troy Mine to make predictions about the potential for 
acid mine drainage and metals 

150-1 Given the lack of geochemical testing of Rock Creek ore and wastes, it is inappropriate to lean so heavily on 
environmental samples from the Troy Mine to predict water quality impacts for the Rock Creek Project. More testing on the 
available Rock Creek cores should be conducted. 

Response: Performing additional geochemical tests on samples from among the existing core samples would not improve the 
geochemical predictions. It is not unusual for underground mines to have a limited amount of exploration drilling from 
surface (as is the case for Rock Creek), and then to fully drill out the deposit from underground once a drift is advanced into 
the ore body. As such, the geochemical testing program described in Section 3.6.1 of the Final SEIS has been similarly 
phased to perform characterization based on representative available drill core obtained from surface drilling and then to 
perform a more intensive characterization during the Phase 1 exploration program. If the geochemical characteristics 
identified during Phase 1 differ in a significant way from the predictions in the EIS, then the assessment of acid rock drainage 
potential, including potential mitigation measures, would be revised as part of an additional NEPA analysis by the KNF. 

The definition of an “analog” is “something that is similar to something else in design, origin, or use”. As discussed in 
Section 3.6.2 of the Final SEIS, the Rock Creek deposit is geologically similar to Troy in terms of age, stratigraphic location 
in the quartzite units of the Revett Formation, general ore grade, and in terms of the styles of mineralization present (Balla 
2000). Similarly, Boleneus et al. (2005) was able to correlate individual units between the Spar Lake and Rock Creek 
deposits, which further underscore the similarities in these deposits. In addition, both deposits were or would be developed 
using underground mining and the flotation circuit used to extract the ore are expected to be similar. Based on available 
geochemical data, copper and silver grades in the two deposits are similar with average grade somewhat higher at Rock 
Creek (copper 0.66 % vs 0.52 % at Troy and silver 1.6 oz/t at Rock Creek vs. 1.4 oz/t at Troy). 

The Troy Mine was not used as an analog site merely to reduce the amount of geochemical testing that would be required for 
Rock Creek. Rather, the data from the Troy Mine was used to supplement rather than replace the Rock Creek geochemical 
test program. In addition, the tailings water sampled at Troy provides a better indication of likely tailings water quality at 
Rock Creek than could be obtained from simple batch tests performed on Rock Creek ore. Tailings process solution evolves 
in a complex manner in the mill circuit in response to repeated recycling, evaporation, reagent addition, and solution losses in 
the mill. For this reason, use of data from Troy provides a useful estimate of process water chemistry from a full-scale plant 
processing a geologically similar deposit. The estimated tailings water chemistry would be re-evaluated during Phase 1 of 
mine development using suitable bench or pilot scale metallurgical tests on Rock Creek ore such as locked cycle tests or pilot 
scale processing. 

More geochemical testing would be performed at Rock Creek as part of the Phase 1 exploration program as described in 
Appendix K Section 1.5 of the Final SEIS.  

3601 Surface Water and Groundwater Quality > Surface Water Quality > Comment about Regulatory Framework 

217-2 Page 3-58, second to last sentence: “A TMDL is required for this segment of the Clark Fork River for water 
temperature and dissolved gas to return the river to fully supporting aquatic life.” We suggest rewording this to acknowledge 
that developing the required TMDLs moves a waterbody from Category 5 (TMDL required) to Category 4A (All required 
TMDLs in place). A waterbody is placed in Category 1 (all beneficial uses assessed and fully supported) when all of the 
applicable water quality standards are achieved regardless of whether TMDLs have been developed. 

Response: Information was added to Section 3.7.1.4 of the Final SEIS regarding MT Water Quality Reporting Categories 
and how water bodies are moved between categories based on TMDL development and implementation. 
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3602 Surface Water and Groundwater Quality > Surface Water Quality > Comment about existing stream water 
quality 

151-5 Both surface and groundwater quality baseline is poorly defined because of insufficient and incomparable data 
collection along the streams and from the groundwater. 

151-6 The assembled data is insufficient and does not present an adequate baseline for comparison of impacts because:* 
Water quality changes along the length of a stream, but the DEIS groups data from all sampling locations and treats the 
stream as having one water quality. The DSEIS notes, but does not present, that some of the sites occasionally violated 
standards. The project would impact streams differently along the stream length but the assessment of effects would be much 
less accurate and could miss illegal or significant impacts because the natural changes along the stream has not been 
considered. 

• The DSEIS should present the data by location separately, segregated by time if there is sufficient data (see next 
bullet). 

• The DSEIS should show the locations and times of the samples that violated standards. 

• The DSEIS should also complete trend analysis with distance along the stream length, or among the sampling sites. 

• The data was also grouped in time, which essentially means that conditions in the early 1980s (the earlier sampling 
periods) are the same as in 2012. The DSEIS presents no data to support that assumption. 

• The DSEIS should conduct appropriate statistical trend or variance analysis to assess differences among the periods. 

• If there is sufficient data (the DSEIS does not present numbers by time) the trend analysis should be completed by 
site. 

• The DSEIS should present the number of samples collected in 2012 and present plans and data for and from ongoing 
data collection, so that there is an adequate baseline to consider. 

Response: Water quality data were collected from streams, lakes, springs, and groundwater wells periodically from 1984 
through 2016. At some locations, water quality data were collected during all seasons, and during wet, average and dry years. 
Analyses of the different sampling locations on Rock Creek and the West Fork Rock Creek showed very similar water 
quality at the monitored locations for each stream, so they were not separated in the water quality tables provided in Sections 
3.7.2.1, 3.7.2.2, and 3.7.2.3. The existing data adequately portray existing water quality in the study area under various flow 
regimes and different seasons at many of the monitored locations. The data were analyzed where numerous data have been 
collected at a particular monitoring site and concentrations showed very little change between 1985 and 2012 or between 
seasons. Results of this analysis and discussion of the effects of the project to water quality concentrations that exceeded or 
approached water quality standards during the baseline monitoring period were added to Sections 3.7.2.1, 3.7.2.2, and 3.7.2.3 
of the Final SEIS.  The existing data will be supplemented with pre-operational water quality data collected and analyzed 
prior to the initiation of Phase I and prior to the initiation of Phase II, as described in Appendix K.   

152-32 It should be noted that Montana uses total recoverable methods for metals, and Idaho uses dissolved. What are the 
actual load capacities, and what Idaho water quality standards are in effect at the border? Where were the metals 
concentrations in 2012 measured? In Montana, or in Idaho? If they were measured using total recoverable or dissolved, 
which concentrations were they were below (Montana’s or Idaho’s)? Who did the measurement and why wouldn’t MTDEQ 
(or IDEQ for that matter) know whether the load capacity exceeded the TMDL? Who is assuming that the TMDL wasn’t 
exceeded? Also, the assumption that the load capacities in 2012 were below the TMDL cannot be determined without 
providing both the river flow at the time of the measurement and whether the concentrations were total recoverable or 
dissolved. The river flow fluctuates quite markedly due to the operation of the dam, not to mention seasonally (spring run-off 
vs. summer/fall low flows). Simply stating that load capacities were assumed to be below the TMDL at the state line is 
insufficient. 

Response: In 2012, both dissolved and total recoverable cadmium and zinc concentrations were below the detection limit 
using USEPA Method 200.8 for all samples collected in the Clark Fork River at CFRPO-30 close to the MT/ID border. 
Dissolved copper concentrations were either below the detection limit or were 0.001 mg/L (using EPA Method 200.8). The 
lowest possible Idaho dissolved copper standard (using a hardness of 25 mg/L) is 0.0035 mg/L. Additional information from 
the DEQ was added to Section 4.7.3.4.3 of the Final SEIS. DEQ concluded that Montana is meeting all metals allocations 
and/or the load capacities at the MT-ID border. 

217-3 Page 3-63: Snort Creek: The paragraph states that the water quality was “more dilute” than West Fork Rock Creek. 
However, additional language states that “Average total nitrogen and TP concentration exceed the standards.” The term 
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“dilute” is ambiguous and it is not clear what water quality constituents are being discussed. We suggest removing the word 
“dilute” from this and the other waterbody-specific paragraphs and instead explicitly stating water quality constituents and 
whether their concentration is “greater than” or “less than” another waterbody. 

Response: In general, concentrations of the measured water quality parameters in Snort Creek are lower than in the West 
Fork Rock Creek. This was clarified in Section 3.7.2.1.1 of the Final SEIS.   

3604 Surface Water and Groundwater Quality > Surface Water Quality > Comment about existing spring water quality 

151-7 Spring chemistry data should be compared with each other and with nearby streamflow chemistry. The purpose of 
this comparison would be to assess the source of the springs and streams. 

Response: Geochemical comparisons are a good way to differentiate between various sources of groundwater except that in 
the Cabinet Mountains spring and stream water generally have very low concentrations of metals, nutrients and other water 
quality parameters, making it difficult to use chemistry to identify sources.   Additional information was added to Section 
3.7.2 of the Final SEIS regarding the source of water supply to study area springs and streams.  Section 1.6.2.2.1 of Appendix 
K describes how spring water sources would be determined. 

3606 Surface Water and Groundwater Quality > Surface Water Quality > Comment about adequacy of baseline data 

152-18 The DSEIS and related documents fail to fully analyze the baseline conditions for all potentially affected resources, 
such as ground and surface water quality and quantity 

152-19 The baseline data presented in the tables for water quality at potentially affected water resources are outdated and 
fail to characterize the existing condition of the environment as required by NEPA. For example, Table 3-16 presents data 
from 1985-1991 and 2000. This data is 15 years old, and may not reflect current water quality conditions. The most recent 
data in Table 3-18 is 1993, more than 20 years ago. Table 3-23 and Table 3-24 for lakes in the CMW are also outdated. 

152-27 Baseline data should be collected during the NEPA process and provided in the revised DSEIS to characterize spring 
flows and water quality. Without this data, it is impossible to evaluate the potential impacts of mine activities, including those 
planned during Phase I. 

157-8 Baseline data should have been collected and provided in the Draft SEIS to characterize spring flows and water 
quality. Without this data, it is impossible for the KNF or the public to evaluate the potential impacts of mine activities, 
including those planned during Phase I. 

169-1 The DSEIS should be WITHDRAWN until sufficient scientific data to predict the impacts on wilderness wildlife, 
fish, lakes, streams, the Clark Fork River and Lake Pend Oreille has been collected and carefully analyzed. 

173-1 The DSEIS should be WITHDRAWN until sufficient scientific data to predict the impacts on wilderness wildlife, 
fish, lakes, streams, the Clark Fork River and Lake Pend Oreille has been collected and carefully analyzed. 

167-1 This permit should be withdrawn until sufficient data to address the impact of pollution on the areas creek, rivers 
and lakes of the region. 

Response: The existing data adequately portray existing water quality in the study area under various flow regimes and 
different seasons at many of the monitored locations. The data were analyzed where numerous data have been collected at a 
particular monitoring site and concentrations showed very little change between 1985 and 2016 or between seasons. The 
existing data will be supplemented with Phase I water quality data collected and analyzed as described in Appendix K. The 
adequacy of spring flow data is discussed under comment 3720. 

152-19 There are no water quality…data for St. Paul Lake. 

Response: St. Paul Lake was described in Section 3.7.4.8 of the Draft SEIS. The major source of water to the lake is 
snowmelt, and the lake level fluctuates considerably because it is underlain by relatively high permeability moraine material, 
and becomes completely dry during extended periods of little or no precipitation. Section 3.7.4.3 of the Draft SEIS described 
the measured baseflow in tributaries to St. Paul Lake in late summer/early fall of 2013, which was very small, so bedrock 
groundwater is a minor source of supply to St. Paul Lake. Section 4.7.3.2.3 of the Draft SEIS disclosed that St. Paul Lake 
may be affected by mining; the 3D model predicted a change in baseflow in the tributaries to the East Fork Bull River above 
St. Paul Lake. The change in baseflow to St. Paul Lake would result in changes in water quality in St. Paul Lake that would 
not be measurable or separable from natural water quality variability as the lake level fluctuates; therefore, water quality data 
for St. Paul Lake is not needed for the SEIS analysis.   
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3612 Surface Water and Groundwater Quality > Groundwater Quality > Comment about groundwater quality at 
tailings facility site 

151-8 The data should be presented temporally by well site so that trends and spatial differences can be considered. The 
spring and groundwater well chemistry data should also be compared to assess similar sources. This would provide a basis 
for what is otherwise speculation regarding the source of water to springs (DSEIS, p 3-89). 

Response: Water quality data from wells and springs in Section 3.7.2.2 of the Final SEIS were reevaluated with respect to 
possible temporal and spatial trends and the possible source of water to springs was reconsidered with respect to the 
reanalysis, incorporating data collected after the Draft SEIS was prepared.  

3700 Surface Water and Groundwater Hydrology > Groundwater Hydrology > Suggested new information 

113-1 Baseline data needs to be collected to establish and monitor the depth and flow of the water table to show any 
changes that occur from mining construction or tailings pond influences. 

Response: Because the installation of surface-drilled and maintained groundwater monitoring wells would not be allowed in 
the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness for this project, monitoring wells (piezometers) would be installed from underground 
during Phase I to monitor and document pre-operational water levels and record changes in water levels as mining 
progressed. With regard to the tailings facility, refer to responses to comments 3705 and 6702. 

3702 Surface Water and Groundwater Hydrology > Groundwater Hydrology > Comment about mine area hydrology 

151-8 The DSEIS states that “depth to water measurements in exploration boreholes that could be accessed indicate a 
regional potentiometric surface may exist at depths of 500 feet or greater . . .” (DSEIS, p 3-89). The DSEIS does not present 
the data nor provide references to it. Hydrometrics (2013) Figure 2-3 shows the location of boreholes including those with 
depth to water measurements. It does not provide those measurements but does reference an earlier Hydrometrics study (from 
1989) that was not available for review. There are several reasons why borehole data would not provide very useful data. 

Response: Hydrometrics (1987) reports the qualitative findings of an investigation of existing exploratory boreholes that 
could be accessed. In addition, through verbal communication with those personnel familiar with the early exploration, 
additional qualitative observations regarding groundwater depths greater than 500 feet in the higher areas were discussed. 
The information was used qualitatively in the Draft SEIS because of the lack of specific documentation and measurements.  
Section 3.7.3.1 of the Final SEIS was revised slightly to improve clarity. 

151-10 The difference between Troy and Libby suggest a wide variability in the potential inflows to an adit or mine at Rock 
Creek. The DSEIS presents no data that helps to distinguish between the two. This is an additional reason that NEPA is 
necessary at the end of Phase 1 . . . Also, the presence of high inflows would suggest increased chances at damaging surface 
resources above in the wilderness. 

Response: Section 4.7.3.1.3 of the Final SEIS was revised to include additional discussion regarding the differences between 
the Troy Mine and Libby (adit). Mine inflows at the relatively shallow Troy mine ranged seasonally from 0.5 cfs to 4.0 cfs 
and the inflows in the much deeper Libby Adit ranged from 0.33 to 0.5 cfs over a 4-year period of record, without any 
significant annual seasonal variation. As explained in the Draft and Final SEIS, the Libby Adit does not experience 
significant seasonal variation in inflow, likely due to its generally deeper depth below the surface. While the proposed Rock 
Creek mine would be overall shallower than the Montanore mine, it would be deeper than the Troy mine. 

269-1 As stated in the recent preliminary EIS, the stated flows are unrealistic. 2200 gpm as first proposed has been reduced 
to 315 gpm. The EIS has openly stated that there are many unknown factors and the hydraulic engineering is uncertain. 

343-1 Originally the mine operators proposed 2200 gpm but later reduced this estimate to 315 gpm. There seems to be 
some considerable uncertainty about the water volume. Since nearly all of the mine waste water will end up in the Clark Fork 
River, it should be a top priority for the mine operator (Hecla) to study the hydrology and develop a water management plan 
that is conservative and realistic and most importantly based on reliable data. 

Response: The estimated mine inflows presented in the 2001 FEIS were design values for the water treatment plant. The 
mine inflow in the 2001 FEIS was calculated without the assistance of a numerical model and was based on general concepts 
and then a conservative factor of safety multiplier of 1.5 was applied to the calculated adit inflow and a multiplier of 2.0 was 
applied to the calculated inflow to the ore-body workings. More recent adit inflow data from the Libby Adit are consistent 
with the lower estimates of likely average mine inflow.  
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3703 Surface Water and Groundwater Hydrology > Groundwater Hydrology > Comment about conceptual 
hydrogeologic model of mine area 

151-9 Flow paths are through fractures with the size and frequency decreasing with depth; the DSEIS presents no data that 
quantifies the potential or likely decreases in fracture aperture or density with depth. The implication is that conductivity and 
amount of water in storage decreases with depth. 

Response: Site specific data regarding fracture aperture and frequency would only be available after completion of Phase I.  
However, it is a commonly accepted concept in fractured rock hydrology that fracture aperture and frequency typically 
decrease with depth due to increased rock pressures (Snow 1968). As a result, the bulk hydraulic conductivity and storage 
typically also decrease with depth (Snow 1968). The pattern of groundwater inflow to MMC’s Libby Adit is consistent with 
this concept. There is virtually no inflow in the deep end of the adit. This reference was added to Section 3.7.3.1.1 of the 
Final SEIS. 

151-10 Hydrometrics (2014) suggests that just seven or eight percent of recharge circulates into the bedrock although the 
DSEIS claims that the “Rock Creek and Montanore numerical models indicates that net infiltration in bedrock areas is 
probably about 2% to 4% of annual precipitation and about 10% or slightly higher in areas of surficial deposits” (DSEIS, p 3-
91). There is no data presented to support this model. Also, the DSEIS has it backwards - a numerical model does not prove 
how recharge circulates because it simply simulates numerically the flow circulation as implemented by the modeler. 

Response: The numerical model developed by Hydrometrics “does not prove how recharge circulates,” but rather tests 
various conceptual models of the site hydrogeology. As explained in Section 3.7.3 of the Draft SEIS, the model is based on a 
conceptual model developed by numerous hydrogeologists who are familiar with the project area geology and geography. 
The area of the proposed mine is a high elevation, steep, mountainous area with mostly exposed bedrock at the surface, 
consistent with a low net infiltration rate. A very large percentage of the annual precipitation leaves the area as surface water 
runoff. A small percentage of precipitation (probably during periods of snowmelt) infiltrates via fractures and very limited 
surficial material and travels short distances before discharging into creeks and/or as springs and seeps. Given the nature of 
the geology, it is likely that an even smaller percentage of the annual precipitation infiltrates into deeper bedrock flow paths.  
Direct measurements of this infiltration process do not exist, nor are they likely to ever exist, given the difficulty to do so. 
However, three different numerical models, developed by three different groups, concluded that the net infiltration to deep 
bedrock was a small percentage of the annual precipitation. Each of the models also concluded that major structures, such as 
the Rock Lake Fault, likely receive a higher percentage net infiltration than the less fractured bedrock.   

151-10 The DSEIS claims that springs above this elevation discharge from the shallow alluvial aquifer and below it from a 
mixture of bedrock and alluvial sources. There is no data supporting this. The DSEIS should include geochemistry data to 
identify the sources of springs. 

Response: Based on direct observation of springs and seeps and the results of three different numerical models developed for 
the area, there appear to be groundwater flow paths perched above the “regional water table.” These perched flow paths are 
relatively short where water infiltrates at or near residual snowpack, flows through shallow fractures, and discharges along 
steep cliff faces. Any perched groundwater would not be impacted by mine dewatering of deeper bedrock fractures. With 
respect to geochemical comparisons, ideally this would be a good way to differentiate between various sources of 
groundwater. However, in the Cabinet Mountains, bedrock groundwater, whether from shallow or deep sources, has very low 
dissolved solids, making it very difficult to use water chemistry to identify sources. Isotope analyses may provide a way to 
differentiate sources of water. Section 1.6.2.2.1 of Appendix K of the Final SEIS includes the requirement to collect 
additional chemistry data, including isotope samples. 

3705 Surface Water and Groundwater Hydrology > Groundwater Hydrology > paste tailings facility hydrogeology  

154-16 Not only is the Paste Tailings Technical Advisory Group being given a great deal of flexibility, and responsibility, 
but this flexibility also suggests there is a great deal of very important information about subsurface geology in the area of the 
proposed tailings facility that has yet to collected and analyzed. . .  Given the impoundment’s proximity to the river, this 
should be analyzed more carefully as a part of SEIS, and not delayed until after the SEIS when only the Paste Tailings 
Technical Advisory Group is involved. 

Response: Additional subsurface data would be collected prior to any construction to finalize the tailings facility design. 
These data will be available to the public.  If there is significant new information or changed conditions related to the effects 
of the project, additional NEPA analysis will be conducted. 

3710 Surface Water and Groundwater Hydrology > Surface Water Hydrology > Suggested new information 

345-1 We also want it noted that Rock Creek dries up in mid-summer until October/November most years. 
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Response:  Thank you for this observation. Intermittent flow in Rock Creek was discussed in Section 3.7.4.2 of the Draft 
SEIS. Chart 3-20 in Section 3.7.4.2 of the Draft SEIS showed that measured flows of Rock Creek above the confluence with 
the Clark Fork River are typically very low in August until November.   

151-7 There are hydrographs for Rock Creek and the East Fork of the Bull River (Chart 3-20 and -21). KNF completed 
this gaging since 2009. Because the gages are at the downstream portion of the watersheds, they could have been used to 
develop hydrographs further upstream through statistical relations. To assess the impacts of mine dewatering it would have 
been most important to develop relations during low flow periods. 

151-18 The DSEIS fails to accurately present flow hydrographs for streams through the study area. Also, the DSEIS fails to 
consider low flow statistics at even the gaged sites.  The DSEIS should develop estimated streamflow hydrographs at 
streamflow sites based on the relationship with the gaged sites.  The DSEIS should use the gaged flow data and developed 
hydrographs to estimate low flow statistics, at least the 10-year, 7-day low flow (the data is insufficient for longer return 
interval estimates). 

151-18 The DSEIS should use appropriate baseflow separation techniques to estimate baseflow in the river, since that 
baseflow represents groundwater discharge that should be simulated in the groundwater modeling. 

Response: Hydrographs available for the study area are for Rock Creek above the confluence with Clark Fork River (Chart 
3-20 in Section 3.7.4.3 of the Final SEIS) and East Fork Bull River above the confluence with Bull River (Chart 3-21 in 
Section 3.7.4.4 of the Draft and Final SEIS). Streamflow data collected by KNF at these two locations cannot be used to 
develop hydrographs for other stream locations in the study area because stream flow at a particular location is not directly 
comparable to another location in the same watershed due to various factors, such as groundwater inflows that are not 
constant throughout the stream length, surface water losses and gains to and from the alluvium at various locations, and 
tributary inflows to both streams. Estimated 7Q2 and 7Q10 flows developed for the Montanore Project EIS using a regression 
equations method developed by the USGS (Hortness 2006) for Rock Creek and the East Fork Bull River were added to 
Section 3.7.4.2 of the Final SEIS. Using baseflow separation techniques for the two locations hydrographs exist would not 
provide useful information for the SEIS. Baseflows at the two locations have been adequately determined.  

152-34 Baseline data [are needed] to determine the losing and gaining reaches of the streams, and identify where perennial 
flows begin should be conducted and presented in the EIS. The DSEIS states that synoptic sampling can be used to determine 
whether the stream segments are gaining water from the regional groundwater system. This sampling should be done for any 
rivers and streams potentially affected by dewatering to characterize the resource, and have sufficient baseline pre-mining 
data to evaluate the impacts of groundwater drawdown from mining. 

151-4 Stream baseflow: the DSEIS presents very few observations representative of baseflow at high elevations. It also 
does not present analyses relating flows at ungaged site to gaged sites. The DSEIS estimates baseflows as a result of 
groundwater modeling simulations. The DSEIS should present at least two years of headwaters flow measurements that can 
be related to downstream gaged flow. The DSEIS should also present detailed synoptic surveys collected during baseflow so 
that areas of groundwater discharge can be determined and used to calibrate the groundwater model. 

151-20 To establish a baseline where the flow is perennial, there should be detailed synoptic surveys completed during late 
summer. The surveys should include channel measurements to establish where a baseflow channel exists. Synoptic surveys 
would establish reaches with groundwater discharge into the channel. This would improve the model calibration. 

155-5 ”Additional data regarding the hydrological characteristics of streams, seeps and springs above the mine would also 
be gathered in the future...” The Forest Service has provided no explanation here for why if this information deemed to be so 
essential to “be gathered in the future” in order to improve the 3D modeling prediction of the impact of the mine on surface 
waters, it was somehow not important enough to be obtained at some point in the past 17 years (or since work began on the 
first Rock Creek Mine FEIS and ROD that were released in 2001). 

Response: Appendix K and Section 4.7.2.2.1 of the Final SEIS were revised to state that the Phase I water resources 
monitoring program would begin during the first year of Phase I construction and would occur for several years prior to the 
initiation of Phase II construction in the Rock Creek, East Fork Bull River, Bull River, Miller Gulch, and Clark Fork River 
watersheds where surface water or groundwater may be affected by Phase II construction and operations to evaluate and 
understand natural flow variability at the project site and the connection of streams to the bedrock groundwater system. 
Details on streamflow monitoring were provided in Section 1.6 of Appendix K in the Final SEIS. 
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3712 Surface Water and Groundwater Hydrology > Surface Water Hydrology > Comment about relationship of 
surface water and groundwater 

151-10 The DSEIS uses USGS quadrangle mapping to identify transitions from intermittent to perennial streams (DSEIS, p 
3-109). The USGS does not use streamflow monitoring to identify these transitions and therefore the DSEIS should not base 
its modeling on this mapping. The fact that USGS maps show Copper Gulch as perennial (Id.) when it is actually intermittent 
shows that USGS maps are an uncertain source when it comes to the location of perennial stream reaches. 

Response: All existing available information regarding flow in study area streams was provided in Section 3.7.4.9 of the 
Draft SEIS, including that from USGS mapping. With regards to Copper Gulch, it was disclosed in the Draft SEIS that on 
one occasion perennial flow was observed to begin at a lower elevation than that shown on the USGS map. The groundwater 
modelers did not use the USGS streamflow mapping to calibrate the model.   

151-20 The DSEIS discloses that water levels in Cliff Lake “generally varied by less than 1 foot, but sometimes varied by 
up to 2 feet” (DSEIS, p 3-108), but then states that it was “nearly dry during some years”(Id.). The maximum and average 
depth is 13 and 5 feet (DSEIS, Table 3-35), so it is unlikely that a 2-foot variation over a 13-foot deep lake would cause it to 
be “nearly dry”. 

Response: Section 3.7.4.10 of the Final SEIS was updated to state that Copper Lake (not Cliff Lake) was nearly dry during 
some years.   

151-20 The generally descriptive observations provided (DSEIS, p 3-107, -108) are not supported by data. It is probably 
true that most of the inflow is snowmelt and runoff, but the rate at which the lakes decline and the role of groundwater is 
much less understood. Springs support at least Cliff Lake. The fact that the volume of Cliff Lake is large (505,000 ft3) 
compared to its watershed (15 acres) indicates that groundwater is likely much more important in the water balance than 
implied by the DSEIS. If a similar ratio of volume to area applied to Copper Lake and St Paul Lake, their volume would be 
much higher. Cliff Lake may have groundwater inflow at depth because its 13 foot maximum depth exceeds its mean depth 
by so much that the deeper section probably extends into a fractured bedrock zone. The DEIS fails to disclose or present any 
data concerning the potential for groundwater inflow to the lakes at depth. 

151-21 The DSEIS should be withdrawn until sufficient data to predict impacts on the wilderness lakes has been collected. 
The proposed setbacks intended to protect the lakes, which will be reviewed below, are not based in science due to the lack of 
data. Necessary data include  

• Seasonal depth to groundwater near the lakes. 

• Chemistry of groundwater near the lakes and in the lakes. 

• Using chloride or TDS, estimate groundwater importance in the lake water balance. 

151-21 Neither the data nor the statement in the email can be used as evidence that Cliff Lake is not connected to deeper 
groundwater. 

Response: There are no specific data from Cliff Lake to confirm that any of the input into the lake is from deep bedrock 
groundwater that would be affected by mining. Given this uncertainty, a conservatively large buffer around and beneath the 
lake was established to prevent impacts to the lake. Section 4.7.3.2.3 and Appendix K in the Draft SEIS stated that 
hydrologic data collected both at the surface and in the subsurface during Phase I would be used to reevaluate the hydrology 
of Copper and Cliff lakes. The buffer could be adjusted, either increased, decreased, or remain the same, based on the new 
analysis. As stated in the Summary and Section 4.7.3.1 of the Draft SEIS, the 3D model results and the overall conceptual 
model indicate that Cliff Lake is perched above the regional potentiometric surface. Assuming this conceptual model is 
representative of actual conditions, Cliff Lake would not be affected by mine dewatering in Alternative V. Additional 
detailed simulations using a vertical 2D model were performed to determine if Cliff Lake could be connected to the regional 
potentiometric surface. The 2D model predicted that the 1,000-foot buffer around the lake would protect Cliff Lake from 
impacts due to mine dewatering.  

3718 Surface Water and Groundwater Hydrology > Surface Water Hydrology > Comment about Cabinet Mountains 
Wilderness lakes and streams 

152-20 More information is needed to characterize the Outstanding Resource Waters (and waters downstream from the 
Wilderness boundary that are also protected by Montana’s nondegradation requirements) that are potentially affected by the 
proposed mine, including baseline data on streamflows, habitat, gaining and losing reaches, and any other data necessary to 
characterize the existing environment and understand the potential effects of groundwater dewatering. 
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Response: The conceptual Water Resources and Aquatics and Fisheries Monitoring Plans were provided in Sections 1.6 and 
1.9 of Appendix K of the Draft SEIS and described additional required characterization of ORWs that may be affected by the 
proposed mine. A final monitoring plan for these resources, available to the public, would be submitted by RCR and 
approved by KNF and DEQ.   

3719 Surface Water and Groundwater Hydrology > Surface Water Hydrology > Comment about influence of climate 
change 

296-1 The recent court decision relating to long term effects of climate change and what it encompasses for less water in 
the areas of the mines has not been applied to either the Montanore or Rock Creek Mine. Should winter snowpack decrease 
that will mean less water for the streams. If either mine is allotted the use of X amount of water and there comes a year or 
several years with less total water, that means the mines get their allotment and the streams get even less. The only proper 
solution is that the mines must agree to a reduction in their allotment if the total water available in the area declines. 

Response: The influence of climate change on study area surface water and groundwater resources was discussed in the Draft 
SEIS, and was updated with more recent information on climate change in Section 3.7.3.4 of the Final SEIS. If winter 
snowpack decreased, it would also mean less mine and adit inflows, so the mine, as well as streams, may all have less water. 
Any water rights that the mine has or would obtain to supplement their water needs could not impair senior water rights.   

3720 Surface Water and Groundwater Hydrology > Surface Water Hydrology > Comment about adequacy of baseline 
data 

Stream and Spring Flow Baseline Data 

123-1 The DSEIS does not provide adequate baseline data for determining mine dewatering impacts to headwater streams 
within and below the wilderness. 

146-1 This may require more adequate baseline data on streams and rivers potentially effected by reduced streamflows. 

151-8 The DSEIS should be withdrawn until RCR collects adequate streamflow data to make accurate baseflow estimates. 
This includes high elevation measurements and statistical analyses to extend the record at sites with synoptic measurements 
so that baseflow estimates could be made. 

151-9 The DSEIS fails to accurately disclose streamflow characteristics by collecting streamflow data. In fact, it appears 
the FS has not even visited the streams in that “[l]ittle information is available on the streams in the CMW regarding flow, 
water sources, and channel characteristics” (DSEIS, p 3-109). Channel characteristics could yield substantial information 
about the character of the flow in the stream. For example, the presence of a defined baseflow channel indicates the stream 
flows enough to develop channel characteristics and help determine the location where streams become perennial. 

152-4 The DSEIS includes new hydrologic analysis on the effects of groundwater dewatering, yet fails to provide adequate 
data on the effects to wilderness rivers and streams and the aquatic life that they support. 

152-6 The DSEIS is missing important new information and analysis with respect to … baseline data for rivers and 
streams effected by dewatering 

152-7 The DSEIS must provide baseline data on stream flows, including baseflows, for area streams to characterize the 
potentially affected waters and to determine impacts. This data is readily available, and cannot be deferred until after the 
ROD. 

152-31 First, it is inappropriate for this DSEIS to be released without baseline data to characterize stream base flows in the 
area streams for phase I and phase II. This is critical baseline data, necessary for characterizing the resources at risk, and 
essential to understanding the potential impact of dewatering from mine activities. This baseline data is readily attainable, 
and should be collected and presented in the EIS. Furthermore, one year of data is insufficient to characterize the existing 
conditions, and account for variability from year to year, and under different climatic conditions. The Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) has also highlighted the inadequacy of one year of data collection in characterizing baseline 
conditions in its comments on the proposed Montanore Mine. 

152-33 First, it is inappropriate for this DSEIS to be released without baseline data to characterize stream flows in the area 
streams for phase I and phase II. This is critical baseline data, necessary for characterizing the resources at risk, and essential 
to understanding the potential impact of dewatering from mine activities. These baseline data are readily attainable, and 
should be collected and presented in the EIS. Furthermore, one year of data is entirely insufficient to characterize the existing 
conditions, and account for variability from year to year, and under different climatic conditions. The EIS should provide 
comprehensive baseline data on all waterbodies potentially affected by the project. The data must be sufficient to provide 
statistically reliable data to evaluate impacts. 



Appendix S Responses to Comments on the Supplemental EIS 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Rock Creek Project S-137 

152-34 Once again adequate baseline data is essential to characterize the existing environment and to evaluate the impacts 
of the proposed mine. Data must be collected to determine the effects of dewatering on perennial flows, and the resulting 
effect on available habitat (both the amount of time, frequency and geographic scope). 

152-51 The DSEIS does not provide sufficient baseline data to characterize these streams, nor to support the statement that 
the water quantity effects will be minor. 

152-55 The failure to collect baseline data on water resources, including GDEs, violates NEPA because this information is 
critical to characterizing the existing environment, understanding the potential impacts of the mine as a result of groundwater 
drawdown, the range of alternatives, and whether additional fish and wildlife impacts may occur as a result of the loss of 
these resources. 

152-55 One year of data is insufficient to characterize the variation between years. 

152-55 The importance of this data is clear, given the statement by the use of the survey in evaluating “GDEs important in 
sustaining critical habitats or species.” Furthermore, this data is necessary as part of the cumulative effects analysis, and 
should be combined with the GDE inventory from the proposed Montanore Mine. Because neither mine project has 
completed baseline data on water resources, including GDEs, or evaluated the potential impacts of groundwater dewatering 
on these resources, it is impossible to determine what the potential impacts is from one mine, or the cumulative effects of 
both. 

152-56 Baseline data should also be collected on streamflows for any stream in the area that could be adversely affected by 
groundwater drawdown. This should include using synoptic flow measurements, mapping the gaining reaches of the stream, 
collecting water chemistry data. This baseline data must be collected for multiple years to gather statistically sufficient 
information to evaluate impacts, and it must be collected and presented as part of the EIS process. 

152-56 Baseline data is needed to characterize spring flows and water quality at all springs and seeps in the area that could 
be adversely affected by groundwater drawdown. 

157-9 It is inappropriate for this Draft SEIS to be released without baseline data to characterize stream base flows in the 
area streams for Phase I and Phase II. 

157-9 More information is needed to characterize the Outstanding Resource Waters (and waters downstream from the 
CMW boundary that are also protected by Montana’s nondegradation requirements) that are potentially affected by the 
proposed mine, including baseline data on streamflows, habitat, gaining and losing reaches, and any other data necessary to 
characterize the existing environment and understand the potential effects of groundwater dewatering. 

157-10 Collection of seasonal data over a one year period will not provide an adequate baseline dataset and is insufficient to 
characterize the existing conditions and account for variability from year to year, and under different climatic conditions. 

160-1 The DSEIS should be withdrawn until there is sufficient data regarding the impact on wilderness lakes. 

167-1 This plan lacks adequate baseline data for determining the dewatering headwater streams within and below the 
wilderness. 

181-1 We urge the Forest Service to reject the Rock Creek mine plan, as proposed, and require adequate baseline data on 
streams and rivers potentially effected by reduced streamflows 

182-1 The DSEIS lacks adequate baseline data for determining mine dewatering impacts to headwater streams within and 
below the wilderness. The DSEIS should be withdrawn until sufficient data to predict impacts on the wilderness lakes, 
including Cliff and St. Paul Lakes, has been collected. The proposed buffers intended to protect the lakes from dewatering are 
not based in science due to a lack of data. 

249-2 The proposed buffers intended to protect the lakes from dewatering are not based in science due to a lack of data. 
The DSEIS acknowledges reductions in stream flows will occur in bull trout habitat in Rock Creek, East Fork Rock Creek, 
East Fork Bull River, and Bull River, but contains no real analysis of the impacts to bull trout numbers. 

191-1 Please withdrawal the DSEIS which does not provide adequate analysis of the impact that it will have. 

217-2 Given the need to understand local hydrology, including groundwater and surface water interaction, baseline 
hydrological data should be collected over multiple years prior to the start of mining activity. 

268-1 The DSEIS lacks adequate baseline data re: mine dewatering impacts to headwaters streams important to native fish 
within and below the wilderness. 
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291-2 The DSEIS lacks adequate baseline data for determining mine dewatering impacts to headwater streams within and 
below the wilderness. 

310-1 The DSEIS lacks adequate baseline data re: mine dewatering impacts to headwaters streams important to native fish 
within and below the wilderness. 

Response: Section 4.7.2.1 explained why the information collected and the analysis methods described in this section were 
adequate to evaluate and disclose reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on surface water and groundwater 
resources in the study area and make a reasoned choice among alternatives. Clarification about baseline data used to describe 
the affected environment and data that would be collected during Phase I and Phase II was added to Section 4.7.2.2 and 
Appendix K, Section 1.6.3 of the Final SEIS. These sections were also revised to state that the water resources monitoring 
program would begin during implementation of Phase I, at least 1 year before evaluation adit dewatering, and would occur 
for several years prior to the initiation of Phase II construction in the Rock Creek, East Fork Bull River, Bull River, Miller 
Gulch, and Clark Fork River watersheds where surface water or groundwater may be affected by Phase II construction and 
operations to evaluate and understand the natural flow variability at the project site and the connection of streams and springs 
to the bedrock groundwater system. Details on streamflow monitoring and on spring monitoring were provided in Section 1.6 
of Appendix K in the Final SEIS.   

152-19 Table 3-33 Flow measurements for springs are estimated, rather than measured. This is inadequate to provide 
statistically reliable data to determine impacts. 

Response: It is correct that many spring flows were estimated. Section 1.6.4.4 of Appendix K stated that when study area 
springs and seeps were surveyed “the most accurate site-specific method available and appropriate for the site.”  Spring flow 
measurement would be conducted in accordance with the most current version of the Forest Service’s Groundwater 
Dependent Ecosystems: Level II Inventory Field Guide (USFS 2012b, Appendix 11. Measurement of Discharge at Springs 
and Wetlands).  

152-19 There are no water quality or quantity data for St. Paul Lake.  

249-2 The DSEIS should be withdrawn until sufficient data to predict impacts on wilderness lakes, including Cliff and St. 
Paul Lakes, have been collected.  

Response:  St. Paul Lake was described in Section 3.7.4.8 of the Draft SEIS. The major source of water to the lake is 
snowmelt, and the lake level fluctuates considerably because it is underlain by relatively high permeability moraine material, 
and becomes completely dry during extended periods of little or no precipitation. Section 4.7.3.2.3 of the Draft SEIS 
disclosed that St. Paul Lake may be affected by mining, but the effects may be difficult to separate from the large natural lake 
level variations. Section 4.7.3.1.3 stated that the 3D model predicts a change in baseflow in the tributaries to the East Fork 
Bull River above St. Paul Lake. Section 1.6 of Appendix K stated that the East Fork Bull River would be monitored prior to 
and during mining. Measuring baseflow in the tributaries to St. Paul Lake rather than measuring St. Paul Lake itself would be 
a much more effective, accurate way to determine effects to St. Paul Lake due to mining. For this reason, water quantity data 
for St. Paul Lake do not need to be collected. Data were collected at Cliff Lake by Hydrometrics and Gurrieri and were 
discussed in Section 3.7.4.10 of the Final SEIS. In the Draft SEIS Section 1.6.3 of Appendix K stated that monitoring of lake 
levels and water balance/water budget data at Cliff Lake would be required to be collected; Section 1.6.4 stated that 
piezometers would be installed under Cliff Lake to monitor for static head; and Section 1.6.5 stated that Cliff Lake water 
levels would be monitored during all mine phases.   

4100 Aquatic Life and Fisheries > Aquatic Life and Fisheries > Suggested new information 

157-9 Baseline data on fish populations, habitat, and other aquatic life are missing for streams that are predicted to suffer 
from reduced flows, including but not limited to Chicago Creek, South Basin Creek, and North Basin Creek. 

152-20 Baseline data on fish populations, habitat, and other aquatic life are missing for streams that the EIS predicts will 
suffer from reduced flows, including but not limited to Chicago Creek, South Basin Creek, and North Basin Creek. NEPA 
requires that the EIS provide sufficient baseline data to characterize these resources and evaluate the potential impacts. 

Response: As discussed in Section 4.11 of the Draft SEIS, the data available and methods used were adequate to evaluate 
and disclose reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on aquatics and fishery resources in the study area. It further 
referenced a detailed discussion of the adequacy of baseline groundwater and surface water data provided in Section 4.7.2.1, 
Water Quantity and Quality - Baseline Data Adequacy. Clarification about incomplete or unavailable aquatic life or fisheries 
information was added to Section 4.11.1.  
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4200 Biodiversity > Biodiversity > Suggested new information 

Wolverine and Fisher 

147-10 The SDEIS relies on the 2001 FEIS for analysis of life history, habitat preferences, and occurrence in the study area 
for wolverines and fishers. Knowledge of life history, habitat preferences, and habitat mapping on those species has improved 
greatly over the last 15+ years. 

147-10 Additionally, the SDEIS notes that wolverines, fishers, and lynx have not recently been sighted in the study area 
(p.3-151, p.3-152). The implication that low numbers of “sightings” reflects reduced concern over impacts to these species is 
flawed. Simply because observation records are relatively few does not mean animals are not there - it could easily reflect 
inadequate sampling effort or poor detection due to relatively few people moving about the area to document them. 

147-13 As noted above, the SDEIS notes that wolverines, fishers, and lynx have not recently been sighted in the study area 
(p.3-151, p.3-152), thus implying that risk of impacts is low. However, wolverines have been reported very near the project 
year, as can be found on the publicly available Montana Natural Heritage Program on their Mapviewer page. 

147-14 The area is mapped maternal wolverine habitat, the most limiting of all habitat types for wolverines (Inman et al. 
2013) and that which is most threatened by climate change (McKelvey et al. 2011). 

Response: The Draft SEIS incorporated available information on occurrence of wolverine, fisher, and lynx from Montana 
Fish Wildlife and Parks and KNF records of wildlife sightings. Section 3.12.3.1 and 3.13 were revised in the Final SEIS to 
include additional information about fishers and wolverines in the study area, including life history and occurrence in the 
study area. Section 4.12.2.2.2 of the Final SEIS disclosed project impacts on wolverines. No surface disturbance would occur 
within mapped maternal wolverine habitat. On April 4, 2016 U. S. District Court vacated the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) withdrawal of the proposed listing of wolverine as a threatened species. Information on wolverine status under the 
ESA was updated in the Final SEIS and the wolverine discussion was moved to Section 3.13.4 of the Final SEIS. A new 
specialist report, which is available in the project file, was prepared to address the changed status of the wolverine.  

Bighorn Sheep 

152-40 The Draft SEIS dismisses any impacts that might occur to bighorn sheep from the project by concluding that “the 
overall population trend for bighorns in the Cabinet Mountains since reintroduction has been increasing.” Sheep in the 
Cabinet Mountains have in fact been decreasing in number due to the large mortality inflicted from vehicle collisions 
between Thompson Falls and Plains. Comment: Accurate baseline data is needed on bighorn populations, 

Response: Information on bighorn populations in the Rock Creek area was provided in Section 3.12.3.1 of the Draft and 
Final SEIS. The Draft SEIS incorporated available information on occurrence of bighorn sheep from Montana Fish Wildlife 
and Parks and KNF records of wildlife sightings. Winter range maps for bighorn sheep were prepared for a memo describing 
ungulate winter range in the study area (2015a) and are available in the project record. 

Mountain Goat 

152-43 The EIS must include baseline data on goat herd population sizes and range; document movements, range, and 
habitat use, and evaluate current quality of available habitat. 

Response: Information on mountain goat populations in the Rock Creek area was provided in in Section 3.12.3.2 of the Draft 
and Final SEIS. The Draft and Final SEIS incorporated available information on occurrence of mountain goats from Montana 
Fish Wildlife and Parks and KNF records of wildlife sightings Winter range maps for mountain goat were prepared for a 
memo describing ungulate winter range in the study area and are available in the project record. 

Forest Service Sensitive Species 

152-52 The SDEIS states that Forest Service sensitive species have been listed since the 2001 FEIS was issued. Baseline 
data must be provided on the presence of these species in the mine boundaries, and analysis of the potential impacts to these 
populations of sensitive species. 

Response: The information presented in Sections 3.12.2.1 and 3.12.3.1 of the Draft and Final SEIS was adequate to evaluate 
and disclose reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on additional species added to the Forest Service Sensitive 
Species list since 2001. Additional surveys for species added to the sensitive species list after the 2001 FEIS would be 
conducted prior to any project ground disturbance. If these species occur in the study area and they cannot be avoided during 
construction, additional mitigation measures would be needed, as described in Section 2.3.1.16 of the Final SEIS. 
Clarification was added to Section 4.12 of the Final SEIS to explain that available data on and the approaches used by the 
KNF in analyzing potential effects were based on the best available information for the study area. The KNF determined that 
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the baseline data and methods used were adequate to evaluate and disclose reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects 
on vegetation and wildlife in the study area, and to enable the decision makers to make a reasoned choice among alternatives. 

4310 T&E Species > Bull Trout > Suggested new information - Bull Trout 

147-9 The 2006/2007 BOs do not adequately assess the impacts of the project on bull trout and do not meet the USFS’s 
obligations under NEPA. Significant and important new information has become available which needs to be incorporated 
into a thorough analysis of the impacts on bull trout from this project. Furthermore, critical habitat designation has changed 
and needs to be considered. 

Response: Section 4.13.2.1 of the Draft SEIS disclosed the new information since the 2001 FEIS, including the 2010 revision 
of bull trout critical habitat, considered in the analyses of effects to bull trout. The Final SEIS incorporated additional new 
information, such as Salmon Environmental Service’s evaluation of surface flow in Rock Creek, West Fork Rock Creek, and 
East Fork Rock Creek (Salmon Environmental Services 2015), Hydrometrics’ water resources monitoring report 
(Hydrometrics 2015), and Morrison Maierle’s 2016 Rock Creek Mine Field Investigation (Morrison Maierle 2016). As 
discussed in Section 4.13.2.1 of the Draft and Final SEIS, the data available and methods used were adequate to evaluate and 
disclose reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on bull trout and its habitat in the study area. It further referenced 
a detailed discussion of the adequacy of baseline groundwater and surface water data provided in Section 4.7.2.1, Water 
Quantity and Quality - Baseline Data Adequacy. The KNF submitted a BA Supplement to the USFWS in March 2017 and is 
undergoing formal Section 7 consultation with the USFWS. 

4320 T&E Species > Grizzly Bear > Suggested new information - Grizzly Bear 

156-2 The Draft SEIS fails to acknowledge and comprehensively address existing threats to the viability of the Cabinet 
grizzly population with no Rock Creek Mine on the ground. 

Response: Information on grizzly bear mortality rates was clarified in Section 3.13.3 of the Final SEIS with additional 
mortality and population information from Kasworm et al. (2015), including discussion of variations in survival rates during 
the periods 1983-1998, 1999-2006, and 2007-2014. Population trends reported in Kasworm et al. (2015) indicate the 
probability that the grizzly bear population in the CYE was stable or increasing was 62%.   

6102 Kootenai Forest Plan > Kootenai Forest Plan > Comment about analysis 

147-6 The finding of consistency with these plan components in the SDEIS must be reconsidered based on the additional 
NEPA analysis described above. The SDEIS contains only a conclusory statement that the project complies with the revised 
plan. A record of decision for the project must provide the rationale for how and why the connectivity requirements of the 
plan have been met. 

Response: Regarding the request for additional NEPA analysis, see response 7620. For a discussion of KNF’s KFP 
consistency review, see comment response 6105. The Record of Decision will include a finding regarding forest plan 
consistency. 

6105 Kootenai Forest Plan > Kootenai Forest Plan > Comment about regulatory compliance 

152-19 The EIS does not demonstrate that the proposed mine plan will meet the 2015 Kootenai Forest Plan, including but 
not restricted to all standards, desired conditions, objections, goals, and guidelines including, FW-DC-WTR-01, FW-DC-
WTR-02, FW-DCWTR-03, GOAL-WTR-01, FW-DC-WTR-02, GA-DC-WTR-CLK-02, INFISH, or that mitigation 
measures are in place to mitigate these impacts. How will this be addressed? 

152-41 The Rock Creek project is in conflict with the goal of the 2015 KFP to provide large areas with little human 
disturbance for species including the mountain goat. The existence of valid mineral rights does not eliminate the obligations 
of the Forest Service to protect wilderness and native wildlife, including the mountain goat, a management indicator species 
for alpine habitat. The 2015 KFP allocates the CMW to MA 1a. MA 1a is managed to protect wilderness character as defined 
in the Wilderness Act and as outlined in the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness Management Plan. 

Response: The KNF evaluated consistency of Alternative V with all applicable 2015 KFP goals, desired conditions, 
objectives, standards, and guidelines for each of the plan’s three scales – forestwide, within specific management areas (i.e. 
MA 1a), or within specific geographic areas (see Section 4.2.2 of the Draft and Final SEIS). Information from the 2015 KFP 
consistency worksheets and supporting memorandums is referenced in the Draft and Final SEIS (generally for some 
resources, and specifically for some plan elements). The complete documents and spreadsheets are included in the project 
record and include consistency responses for specific plan elements, such as FW-DC-WTR-01, FW-DC-WTR-02, FW-
DCWTR-03, GOAL-WTR-01, FW-DC-WTR-02, GA-DC-WTR-CLK-02, and the desired condition to provide large areas 
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with little human disturbance to contribute habitat for species with large home ranges (MA1a-DC-WOl-01). The mountain 
goat is not a management indicator species on the Kootenai National Forest. 

As described in Section 2.3.6 of the Draft and Final SEIS, Alternative V would be consistent with the 2015 KFP with a 
project-specific amendment to allow a variance suspending the requirement for full consistency with two forestwide 
guidelines and one management area guideline. This includes suspension of the forestwide guideline FW-GDL-AR-01 and 
management area guideline MA1a-GDL-AR-01 (both related to scenic integrity objectives), and FW-GDL-WL-09 (related to 
big game winter habitat) (see Section 4.2.4 in the Draft and Final SEIS for a discussion of the effects of the KFP 
amendments). Section 4.2 and 4.17.9 of the Final SEIS along with the 2015 KFP consistency worksheet and supporting 
memorandums described the effects of Rock Creek activities on the wilderness character of the Cabinet Mountain Wilderness 
and consistency with the management area direction. 

6203 Climate and Greenhouse Gases > Climate and Greenhouse Gases > Comment about analysis 

183-1 Not to mention the FEIS is 15 years old and the BO is almost 10 years old. The reality of climate change is that the 
rate of warming in the past two years has created a need to have very up-to-date science on all of these projects. We need to 
assess on the ground what warming looks like in specific environments such as the Kootenai National Forest. 

Response: Thank you for your comment. Assessing the specific effects of climate change on the KNF is outside the scope of 
the Rock Creek Project SEIS. Due to the range in possible effects of climate change on natural resources and the many 
factors that could affect that outcome, quantifying the influence of climate change on Alternative V effects was not feasible. 
The potential influence of climate change on Rock Creek Project effects was evaluated in Section 4.7.3.1, Section 4.7.3.2, 
and 4.11.2.7 of the Draft and Final SEIS.  

6304 Air Quality > Emissions > Comment about effects 

246-1 Page 4-14, immediately above Table 4-2 - it should be mentioned that MSHA workplace standards must be met for 
these metals (i.e. immediately at the source thus ambient would not be an issue). 

Response: Thank you for your comment. RCR would be required to meet applicable MSHA standards, as necessary, and as 
enforced by MSHA to regulate worker safety and health at the Rock Creek Mine. 

6305 Air Quality > Emissions > Comment about effectiveness of mitigation 

155-9 Unless carried to extreme, haul on gravel-surfaced roads by heavy trucks will virtually always generate some level 
of dust. The DEIS does not address specific water spread rates or frequency of application, but these are critical to 
determining the effectiveness of watering to control dust. 

Response: As described in Section 2.3.1.12 of the Draft and Final SEIS, RCR would develop a Fugitive Dust Control Plan 
requiring KNF and DEQ review and approval that would address the mitigation of fugitive dust from roads. 

6313 Air Quality > Cabinet Mountains Wilderness (Class I Airshed) > Comment about analysis 

165-1 Air within the wilderness is Class 1, this should include air in the mine. This especially true if Class1 air is taken 
from a ventilation port within the wilderness and then degraded. 

Response: Air within a mine does not meet the definition of an airshed. The federal and state Clean Air Acts specifically 
regulate “ambient” air with respect to air pollution impacts. Ambient air is defined as that portion of the atmosphere, external 
to buildings, to which the general public has access. While the correlation of the inside of a mine to a building may be 
questioned, it is clear that the general public does not have access inside the mine. Underground mine worker related air 
quality issues are regulated by the MSHA and the Montana Department of Labor and Industry. 

6314 Air Quality > Cabinet Mountains Wilderness (Class I Airshed) > Comment about effects 

342-1 The Cabinet Mountain Wilderness has a Class One Air Quality rating. How will the 12,000 foot chimneys for 
ventilation possibly maintain and preserve this quality? The DSEIS does not explain how it is possible and how it will be 
monitored. The KNF and Hecla cannot dismiss this issue. 

343-2 I am assuming that the proposed Rock Creek Mine will be excavated with explosives and diesel powered equipment. 
I have read that the exhaust air will be conveyed by a nearly vertical adit that terminates near the wilderness boundary. How 
will this affect the wilderness air shed? How will this be monitored? 

Response: Section 2.3.1.4 of the Draft and Final SEIS described the ventilation (intake and exhaust) adits planned. A 
prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) Class I Significant Impact Analysis (SIL) was performed and summarized in the 
DEQ final air quality permit (#2414-03) for the Rock Creek Mine. The permit analysis concluded that no receptors were 
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significantly impacted, and the modeling analysis demonstrated continued ambient air protection in the CMW Class I airshed. 
Air monitoring requirements were also listed in the final air quality permit. 

6316 Air Quality > Cabinet Mountains Wilderness (Class I Airshed) > Comment about cumulative effects 

152-50 The DSEIS dismisses cumulative effects to air quality by stating that the effects would be minor and compliance 
with the Class I and Class II increments at the CMW border is predicted. This is based on the assumption that the Class I 
airsheds overlap, but no documentation has been provided to support this supposition. 

Response: A Cumulative Impact Analysis was performed and documented in the DEQ final air quality permit (#2414-03) for 
the Rock Creek Mine. Portions of both the Montanore and Rock Creek mines would be in the CMW, which is a Class I 
airshed. The Rock Creek Mine air quality permit analysis considered the Montanore Project in its analysis. As discussed in 
Section 4.4.9 of the Final SEIS, the two airsheds for both mines are considered distinct due to the Cabinet Mountains. 

6317 Air Quality > Cabinet Mountains Wilderness (Class I Airshed) > Comment about regulatory compliance 

269-3 An air vent is planned to exhaust into the wilderness area. A class I air quality would be degraded. This is not 
allowed by law. RECOMMENDATION: Find alternatives to venting. 

149-18 The major problem with an air intake adit in the wilderness is that it is consuming Class 1 Air and making it dirty in 
violation of the law. All of the modeling done for this proposal takes into account that air within the wilderness boundary will 
not be compromised by exhaust from the mine. It does not account for Class 1 air being consumed and being discharged as 
less than Class 1 air. 

268-2 Concerns re: violation of Class 1 wilderness air quality exist. Class 1 air is planned to be brought into the mine. Is 
Class 1 air planned to be returned to the wilderness area, or will Class 1 air quality be diminished by mine operations? 

Response: Section 2.3.1.4 of the Draft and Final SEIS described the ventilation (intake and exhaust) adits planned. A final 
DEQ air quality permit (#2414-03) was issued for the Rock Creek Mine. The permit analysis concluded that no receptors 
were significantly impacted, and the modeling analysis demonstrated continued ambient air protection in the CMW Class I 
airshed. 

6403 Geology > Mine Subsidence > Comment about analysis 

General Comments on Subsidence Analysis 

84-1 Demonstrate that subsidence will not occur at a scale that would damage overlying wilderness lands and lakes. 

94-1 Demonstrate that subsidence will not occur at a scale that would damage overlying wilderness lands and lakes. 

103-1 The Rock Creek SDEIS does not provide any assurance that the mine will not cause subsidence of lake in the 
Cabinet Wilderness area. 

215-1 Demonstrate that subsidence will not occur at a scale that would damage overlying wilderness lands and lakes. 

316-1 Demonstrate that subsidence will not occur at a scale that would damage overlying wilderness lands and lakes. 

340-1 To demonstrate that subsidence will not occur at a scale that would damage overlying wilderness lands and lakes. 

344-1 To decrease the risk of mine subsidence, which could harm wilderness lands and lakes, the mine plan should use a 
more conservative pillar width-to-height ratio (leave more support rock in the underground mine), and backfill the tailings. 

Form Letter B-1 Collapse of overlying wilderness: To prevent subsidence in the underground tunnels, the mine plan should 
use a more conservative pillar width-to-height ratio. 

Form Letter D-1 Risk of subsidence that threatens worker safety and the overlying wilderness. To prevent mine subsidence 
in the underground tunnels and thereby prevent injury or death of miners and harm to the overlying wilderness, the mine plan 
should start with a more conservative pillar width-to-height ratio.  

Response: The adequacy of existing data was clarified in Section 4.5.1 of the Final SEIS as follows: “The following sections 
describe the available geotechnical data and the approaches used by the KNF in analyzing potential effects. Section 3.5 and 
Section 4.5 describe the best available geologic and geotechnical information regarding the study area. The KNF determined 
that the baseline data and methods used are adequate to evaluate and disclose reasonably foreseeable significant adverse 
effects on resources in the analysis area potentially affected by geotechnical issues, and to enable the decision makers to 
make a reasoned choice among alternatives. Section 2.3.1.3.2 and Appendix K describe the geotechnical data that would be 
collected during all phases of the project, including Phase I and for final design. The agencies did not identify any incomplete 
or unavailable geotechnical information, as described in section 4.1.1.4, Incomplete and Unavailable Information.” 
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As described in Appendix Q of the Draft and Final SEIS, the agencies used the best available geologic and geotechnical 
information from the analysis area to perform a Failure Modes and Effects Analysis (FMEA). The FMEA identified 
contributing factors or “failure modes” that could lead to subsidence affecting the environment. The FMEA also identified 
mitigation measures that would reduce and help manage the risk. The likelihood and consequence of the underground failure 
modes were assessed and categorized. Risk is the product of likelihood and consequence. The mitigation measures developed 
for the FMEA were listed in Appendix Q, and incorporated into Section 2.3.1.3.2 of the Final SEIS. In addition, data 
collection and monitoring plans discussed in Appendix K would be required. 

The subsidence risks identified in the FMEA were low or inconsequential after the mitigation measures were applied. Key 
mitigation measures would require RCR to submit updated mining plans to KNF and DEQ prior to Phase 1, and to submit 
detailed plans for KNF and DEQ approval prior to Phase II that minimize the risk of subsidence. During both Phase I and 
Phase II, RCR would fund an independent technical advisor to assist the KNF and DEQ in review of RCR’s subsidence 
monitoring plan, underground rock mechanics data collection, and RCR’s mine plan. 

Specific Comments on Subsidence Analysis 

157-19 The lack of rock mechanics data and site-specific information on faults, fractures, and joints translates into great 
uncertainty regarding the risk and severity of subsidence. Baseline data should be collected and an analysis made available to 
the public during the NEPA process. 

Response: The adequacy of existing data was clarified in Section 4.5 and Section 4.1.1 of the Final SEIS (see response to 
issue 6403, General Comments on Subsidence Analysis). Mitigations described in Section 2.3.1.3.2 Final SEIS would require 
RCR to collect pre-operational data on geologic structures, including site-specific information on faults, fractures, and joints.  

Comments Related to Troy Mine Experience 

89-2 The DSEIS also fails to address the issue of land subsidence, which has occurred repeatedly in similar geology at the 
Troy mine. 

100-1 Subsidence at the Troy mines is worrisome. The SDEIS ignores this. 

152-26 Given the occurrences of subsidence at the Troy mine, which were not predicted, the use of the Troy analogue 
would seem to indicate that subsidence would occur at Rock Creek. The lack of rock mechanics data and site-specific 
information on faults, fractures, and joints translates into great uncertainty regarding the risk and severity of subsidence. 
Baseline data should be collected and an analysis made available to the public during the NEPA process. 

165-1 A thorough analysis of the Troy mine collapse must be included in the EIS, not just referenced. The reports by 
mining engineering firms must be part of the process to determine if the mine will be safe and no damage will occur to 
surface resources through subsidence. 

176-1 I have concerns about land subsidence within the Wilderness. Subsidence has occurred on several occasions at the 
Troy Mine, but the Rock Creek Mine relies on a report from the Troy Mine that did not predict this subsidence. Due to the 
proximity of the mine to Wilderness lakes and streams, if subsidence did occur, there is great risk to damaging or draining 
these waters. Further studies are needed. 

310-1 The cause of subsidence at the Troy Mine (the analog mine for the Rock Creek Mine) should be studied in depth 
before room and pillar mining is allowed at the Rock Creek Project. 

312-2 Troy mine data. I understand there has been no physical inspection of the Troy mine since 2012. Any future 
performance of the Rock Creek Mine based on Troy mine performance is based on conjecture not observable facts 

Response: An independent third party review of Troy Mine subsidence was performed by Agapito Associates, Inc. and 
referenced in the Draft SEIS (AAI 2014). The mitigations discussed in Section 2.3.1.3.2 of the Final SEIS would require 
RCR to submit an updated mine plan prior to Phase I that would take into account the Troy Mine subsidence in its proposal 
for future pillar designs and highlight how the design accounts for and differs from failed designs at the Troy Mine. The 
updated plan would consist of a description of the proposed mining method, focusing on preliminary pillar sizing, height-to-
width ratio, and drive sizes. Prior to Phase II, RCR would be required to submit a revised detailed mine plan for KNF and 
DEQ approval that minimize the risk of subsidence. During both Phase I and Phase II, RCR would fund an independent 
technical advisor to assist the KNF and DEQ in review of RCR’s subsidence monitoring plan, underground rock mechanics 
data collection, and RCR’s mine plan. The design review and approval requirements explicitly address the Troy Mine 
experience in an effort to avoid similar occurrences at Rock Creek. 
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6404 Geology > Mine Subsidence > Comment about effects 

General Comments on Subsidence Effects 

152-27 Any occurrence of subsidence could result in measurable hydrological effects to the surface within the Wilderness, 
adversely affecting aquatic life, ONRWs, and wilderness values. The DSEIS fails to provide an adequate review of these 
impacts. 

152-49 We are concerned that the frequency of subsidence-related impacts at the Troy mine, coupled with the refusal of the 
Forest Service to require backfill of tailings that would add a measure of stability, places wilderness lands and water bodies at 
an unacceptable risk of subsidence. Such impacts to wilderness lakes and streams would be significant as described in the 
2001 report by Joe Guerriri. 

157-18 The frequency of subsidence-related impacts at the Troy mine, coupled with the refusal of the Forest Service to 
require backfill of tailings that would add a measure of stability, places wilderness lands and water bodies at an unacceptable 
risk of subsidence. 

281-1 Land subsidence is a serious concern because mining will take place in the proximity of lakes in the Cabinet 
Mountains Wilderness, and its occurrence could lead to their drainage. The Forest Service must demonstrate that subsidence 
will not occur at a scale that would damage overlying wilderness lands and lakes. 

Response: With Agapito Associates, Inc.’s assistance, the KNF completed a FMEA of the Rock Creek Project underground 
mine, taking into account the Troy Mine experience and developed mitigations as part of Agency modified alternatives (AAI 
2014). The FMEA, which was detailed in Appendix Q of the Draft and Final SEIS, considered effects to wilderness 
character, aquatic life, and surface water resources. Based on the FMEA, the subsidence risks identified would be low or 
inconsequential after the mitigation and monitoring measures described in Section 2.3.1.3.2, Final Underground Mine Design 
Process, Section 2.3.1.4.2, Mine Development, and Appendix K of the Draft SEIS are applied (see response to issue 6403). 

Implementation of required Alternative V mitigation measures and monitoring would minimize changes in wilderness 
character. Underground monitoring and rock characterization data collected during monitoring would be used be to refine the 
mine design. RCR would be required to submit updated mining plans to KNF and DEQ prior to Phase I and to submit 
detailed plans for KNF and DEQ approval prior to Phase II that would minimize the risk of subsidence. During both Phase I 
and Phase II, RCR would fund an independent technical advisor to assist the KNF and DEQ in review of RCR’s subsidence 
monitoring plan, underground rock mechanics data collection, and RCR’s mine plan. A detailed analysis of the consistency 
of Alternative V with all 2015 KFP components relevant to the CMW was completed and is available in the project record. 

6405 Geology > Mine Subsidence > Comment about effectiveness of mitigation 

157-19 The DSEIS proposes a number of mitigation measures including overburden over the mine workings, buffers around 
wilderness lakes and faults, setting pillar width/height ratios, and not removing support pillars. However, there is no evidence 
presented in the DSEIS that these mitigation measures will be effective. 

152-27 There is no evidence presented in the DSEIS that these mitigation measures will be effective. The highly fractured 
nature of the bedrock that will be mined will be conducive to the opening of pathways whereby water contained beneath Cliff 
Lake could migrate, thus promoting the potential draining of the lake. Subsidence at the Troy Mine has not been preventable, 
and once subsidence has occurred at Rock Creek the impacts to the overlying Wilderness will have occurred. 

Response: The mitigation measures in Section 2.3.1.3.2 of the Draft and Final SEIS were developed in part to protect the 
environment from subsidence effects until more detailed analysis can be performed. The mitigations require RCR to submit 
updated mining plans to KNF and DEQ prior to Phase I, and to submit detailed plans for KNF and DEQ approval prior to 
Phase II that would minimize the risk of subsidence. During both Phase I and Phase II, RCR would fund an independent 
technical advisor to assist the KNF and DEQ in review of RCR’s subsidence monitoring plan, underground rock mechanics 
data collection, and RCR’s mine plan. Section 4.5.6 of the Draft and Final SEIS disclosed that the agencies’ mitigation 
measures would be highly effective in reducing subsidence risk. Based on the FMEA detailed in Appendix Q of the SEIS, the 
subsidence risks identified are low or inconsequential after the mitigation measures are applied (see response to issue 6403). 

6501 Geotechnical Engineering > Paste Tailings Stability > Suggested new analysis 

Seismic analysis 

84-1 Use the appropriate seismic safety analysis. 

94-1 Use the appropriate seismic safety analysis. 

215-1 Use the appropriate seismic safety analysis. 
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269-2 Contrary to the EIS, there is a Canadian study showing that railroad vibration destabilizes certain soils. This needs to 
be studied. 

244-1 Burlington Northern Railroad needs to be included in decisions for the tailings impoundment as their heavy loaded 
trains moving at full speed thru the impoundment area cause more seismic movement, perhaps leading to catastrophy. i.e. the 
MT.POLLY mine in central B.C. Their tailings impoundment was only 135 feet high. 

252-1 Failure to utilize seismic safety calculations for tailings dams per Montana requirements. 

152-8 Additional stability concerns arise from the use of outdated and inadequate seismic safety calculations. Although 
Montana requires the use of the 10,000-year event for use in seismic safety calculations for tailings dams, the analysis 
presented in the DSEIS relies on a seismic safety analysis using the 2,500-year earthquake. 

154-16 The seismic safety calculations for the proposed dam structure are inadequate. . . Montana law requires use of the 
10,000-year event for use in seismic safety calculations for tailings dams (Montana Code Annotated 82-4-376. Tailings 
storage facility). The present analysis is only appropriate for the operational facilities that would be torn down at closure. 

157-5 Although Montana requires the use of the 10,000-year event for use in seismic safety calculations for tailings dams, 
the analysis presented in the DSEIS relies on a seismic safety analysis using the 2,500-year earthquake. 

176-2 Montana law requires use of a 10,000 year event for calculations of seismic safety for the tailings dam. The analysis 
uses a 2,500 year earthquake is inadequate and must be redone. 

182-1 The seismic safety calculations for the tailings dam are inadequate. Montana requires the use of a 10,000-year 
earthquake event for safety calculations, but the SDEIS uses a 2,500-year earthquake event. 

206-1 Seismic safety calculations for this tailings dam don’t meet Montana’s regulations. 

235-1 Using a 2,500 year seismic event versus the 10,000 year seismic event required by Montana is very risky and 
unacceptable. 

249-1 The seismic safety calculations for the tailings dam are inadequate. Montana requires the use of a 10,000 year 
earthquake event for safety calculations, but the SDEIS uses a 2,500 year earthquake event. 

269-2 Seismic calculations should use a 10,000 year event, not 2,500 as stated. 

291-1 The seismic safety calculations for the tailings dam are inadequate. Montana requires the use of a 10,000 year 
earthquake event for safety calculations, but the SDEIS uses a 2,500 year earthquake event. 

342-1 The DSEIS seismic safety data is inadequate because it uses a 2,500 year earthquake event calculations. Montana 
requires the use of a 10,000 year earthquake event safety calculation. How can the DSEIS dismiss the required 
measurements? Earthquakes are not uncommon in this area and the correct safety data is critical.  

C-1 To make matters worse, the seismic calculations for the dam are grossly inadequate and in direct violation of 
Montana law. 

C-2 Further, an alternative should be considered that requires the use of at least a 10,000-year event in calculating 
seismic safety for the design of the impoundment, which Montana requires. 

Response: The seismic analysis in the 2001 FEIS was updated in Section 4.6.3.2 of the Draft and Final SEIS using data from 
the USGS probabilistic seismic hazard maps (2008). The USGS publishes hazard maps based on earthquakes which estimate 
ground accelerations with a 10%, 5% and 2% probability of exceedance in a 50-yr period. The 2,500-year event corresponds 
to a peak ground acceleration with a 2% probability of occurrence in a 50-yr timeframe. The seismic data used for the 2001 
FEIS was based on 1990s earthquake information, and the FEIS analysis was in part based on data corresponding to a 10% 
probability of exceedance in a 50-yr period (i.e., 475-year event). The Draft and Final SEIS used the most conservative data 
available from the USGS hazard maps, the 2,500-year event. Concurrent with preparation of the Draft SEIS, the Montana 
Legislature was enacting Montana Senate Bill 409, which modified tailings design requirements under the Metal Mine 
Reclamation Act. Among other things, the Metal Mine Reclamation Act requirements for tailings storage facility design (82-
4-301 et seq. MCA; specifically 82-4-375 through 82-4-381, MCA) requires using the larger of ground motions generated by 
the Maximum Credible Earthquake (MCE) or the 1-in-10,000-year event. 

In the Draft and Final SEIS, the MCE-generated peak ground acceleration (pga) was estimated at 0.16g. The KNF used a pga 
of 0.19g in the Draft and Final SEIS based on the 2008 USGS hazard maps for the 2,500-year event (note: the USGS does 
not publish a map for the 10,000-year event). Section 2.3.1.7 was revised in the Final SEIS to specify that during the final 
design process, RCR would be required to follow the requirements in the Metal Mine Reclamation Act for tailings storage 
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facility design, construction, operation and closure (82-4-301 et seq. MCA; specifically 82-4-375 through 82-4-381, MCA). 
These requirements include an analysis showing that the seismic response of the tailings storage facility would not result in 
the uncontrolled release of impounded materials or other undesirable consequences when subject to the ground motion 
associated with the 1-in-10,000-year event, or the maximum credible earthquake, whichever is larger. 

Highway 200 slump 

123-1 The stability of the tailings impoundment is also in question. A geologically known slide area exists along the entire 
length of the Clark Fork River from MM16 to the mouth of Rock Creek.  

149-12 The KNF / USFS essentially dismisses the fact that a geologically known slip-slide area exists along the entire 
length of the Clark Fork River from MM16 to the mouth of Rock Creek. 

149-12 The KNF limits its focus and paragraphs to the effects of the infiltration pond where mine operators propose to 
dispose of water during the evaluation phase of their project. 

149-14 No such precautionary measures (such as a geologic analysis, drilling, water flow modeling) have been required of 
this area, even though it is highly likely that it could would be influenced by discharges from the proposed tailings 
impoundment. 

149-14 The location of the proposed Rock Creek Mine tailings impoundment was based solely on the basis of a large 
enough flat land area capable of supporting the deposition of tailing and not on the suitability of such areas based on 
geological or geotechnical information. The USFS was unaware at the time of the geophysical nature of the HWY 200 slip-
slide area. No requirement of the proposed mining venture has been made to investigate the systemic correlation of this 
adjacent area to the site of the proposed tailings impoundment. 

149-8 ”Nevertheless, it was generally agreed at the meeting that the proposed infiltration from the mine does have some, 
undefined potential to affect groundwater near the roadway in this area, which could, in turn affect the stability of nearby 
embankments.” The MDT quote USFS uses solely alludes to the discharge of water to the infiltration pond during the Phase 
1 operations. It does not take into account the seepage from the tailings impoundment or the possibility that Phase II 
development could perpetuate and increase discharges to the infiltration pond. 

149-8 The USFS does a disservice to the public by not including some of the other references made by the MDT staff in 
their HWY 200 MM16.2 file. 

268-1 A slip/slide area running from Hwy 200 MM16 to an area closer to the area below the tailings impoundment 
proposed location is of great concern. An in-depth study should be conducted re: the possible effect of large volumes of mine 
water from the project, along with rain on snow events common to our area, on this slip/slide area in relation to tailings 
impoundment stability, possible adverse impacts to the Clark Fork River, and possible seepage to groundwater before 
approval is granted. 

269-1 Infiltration into the ground below the tailings is an alternative listed in the EIS. Water flows undermining the 
highway and railroad tracks and affecting the slip slide area under Highway 200 are concerns. Any alternative discharge 
should be engineered and listed in the preliminary EIS. There could be no viable discharge solution. 

269-2 The Highway 200 slip slide starts at mile marker 16 and travels to Rock Creek as was determined by the Montana 
Highway Department analysis. No in depth geological study or hillside stability analysis has been done. 

275-1 The Draft SEIS mentions the known presence of soft clay deposits in the area, but does not determine that they will 
cause failure serious enough to adversely affect the waters of Montana. I do not believe this, it is conjecture. The existing 
slump combined with the presence of many springs, as well as any effects caused by repetitive impact from the regular 
passage of trains and truck traffic on the tracks and highway, need to be studied further. 

310-1 A slip/slide area running from Hwy 200 MM16 to an area closer to the area below the tailings impoundment 
proposed location is of great concern. An in-depth study should be conducted re: the possible effect of large volumes of mine 
water from the project, along with rain on snow events common to our area, on this slip/slide area in relation to tailings 
impoundment stability, possible adverse impacts to the Clark Fork River, and possible seepage to groundwater before 
approval is granted. 

312-1 The Montana Highway Dept. is aware that the presence of this material is having an adverse effect on Highway 200 
at about the 16 mile marker - basically downstream of the proposed tailings pile.  

332-1 No mention that the proposed area for tailings impoundment is next to an unstable slide area on hwy. 200, mile 
marker 16. These upstream tailings construction designs are unsafe and can have catastrophic affects. 
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343-1 Hecla, by adding more water to the already saturated soils beneath their proposed tailings pile are also setting the 
stage for a land slide that would cause the soil beneath the Specialty Beams sawmill, the BNSF RR tracks and Highway 200, 
to slip toward the Clark Fork River. This is no trivial matter. The Montana DOT has spent millions to repair the damage to 
Highway 200 caused by the slippage of the saturated soils above the highway. Both Montana DOT and the BNSF Railroad 
(Montana Rail Link) should be advised of the detailed plans proposed by Hecla for waste water disposal and the possible 
consequences of a 300’ high tailings pile on top of unstable saturated soils that are above the transportation infrastructure. It 
is Hecla’s intention to develop the Rock Creek Mine without any detailed plan. 

Response: The KNF concurs with the conclusions of MDT that “the infiltration site…is not expected to significantly affect 
the stability of the slide. There is no positive evidence indicating that a cause and effect condition will exist between the 
proposed mine infiltration and groundwater levels/head at the slide area” (MDT 2008), (See Section 2.3.1.2). The KNF also 
concurs with MDT’s assessment that, “If groundwater flow volumes were to be increased at the slide location as a result of 
infiltration from the mine, the increase would have less impact than the seasonal variations in natural groundwater infiltration 
from rain and snowmelt, which will be mitigated…” (MDT 2008), to include seepage from the paste tailings facility. 

See Issue 6505 response for comments about the clay layer(s) contributing to the Highway 200 instability and affecting the 
paste tailings facility. 

See Issue 6507 response for comments about effects of train vibrations on paste tailings facility stability.  

6502 Geotechnical Engineering > Paste Tailings Stability > Suggested new mitigation 

269-2 There is no evacuation plan for a worst case scenario in case of a total tailings failure. 

Response: RCR would be required to submit a Paste Tailings Facility and Paste Plant Monitoring Plan (see Section 1.15.1 of 
Appendix K of the Final SEIS) as a part of RCR’s amended Plan of Operations submitted for the KNF’s approval. This plan 
would outline operating requirements, including an emergency response plan for the paste tailings facility. In accordance 
with Metal Mine Reclamation Act (82-4-379, MCA), RCR would also submit a tailings operations, maintenance and 
surveillance manual. An evacuation plan would be part of the overall emergency preparedness and response plan.    

6504 Geotechnical Engineering > Paste Tailings Stability > Comment about analysis 

Tailings stability 

152-6 The DSEIS is missing important new information and analysis with respect to tailings dam design and disposal 
methods. 

130-1 The design of the tailings impoundment is hazardous. When the mine is no longer in use, the tailings will be 
vulnerable to weather, earth events and human activity, continuing to put the Lake at risk in perpetuity. 

Response: Comment noted. In accordance with Metal Mine Reclamation statute (82-4-379, MCA), RCR would submit a 
tailings operations, maintenance, and surveillance manual. 

Effect of cold climate 

152-15 Detailed information should be provided on how the paste tailings deposition, dewatering and management will 
respond to cold climates, which has been identified as an issue in the scientific literature, and how this will be managed and 
mitigated. 

157-5 Tailings deposition is planned for year-round operation, but there is inadequate information on how the paste tailings 
facility will account for cold weather conditions, and what mitigation measures will be used to ensure that the tailings facility 
is effective in the winter months. 

Response: RCR would be required to submit a Paste Tailings Facility and Paste Plant Monitoring Plan (see Section 1.15.1 of 
Appendix K of the Final SEIS) as a part of RCR’s amended Plan of Operations submitted for the KNF’s approval. This plan 
would outline operating and monitoring requirements, and would be reviewed by the PTTAG as described in Section 
2.3.1.3.1 of the Draft SEIS prior to approval by the KNF. Winter operations would be addressed in this plan. In accordance 
with Metal Mine Reclamation Act (82-4-379, MCA), RCR would also submit a tailings operations, maintenance and 
surveillance manual. 

Analysis of effects of embankment deformation 

157-5 Using the 2,500 year earthquake calculation, the KNF estimates embankment deformation that would pose a 
significant challenge to using the facility for continuing mine operations, but there is no discussion about whether the mine 
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would continue to operate or where the tailings would be deposited if the impoundment could no longer be used (DSEIS S-
26). 

Response: As disclosed in Section 4.6.2.3.2, the ongoing functionality and use of the paste tailings facility, and the ability for 
the mine to operate in general, in the event of embankment deformation was not specifically analyzed. However, the final 
design process would include contingency plans for repair and ongoing mine operations should the paste facility be damaged 
and in need of repair due to deformation from a seismic event. As discussed in Section 4.6.1 of the Draft SEIS, the data 
available and methods used in the Draft SEIS were adequate to evaluate and disclose reasonably foreseeable significant 
adverse effects on paste tailings facility stability.  

6505 Geotechnical Engineering > Paste Tailings Stability > Comment about effects 

Risks of dam failure 

120-1 If an earthquake occurs, or an instability of the paste tailings collection facility; the plans only estimate the damage 
or feasible correction methods. But what of a major subsidence that allows the paste to flow into the earth and perhaps reach 
an unknown or newly formed underground water system. What then? There would be irreparable damage, and possibly no 
way to effectively correct the problem. 

152-4 The plan for the paste tailings storage facility is outdated and the failure modes effects analysis demonstrates that it 
presents an unacceptable risk of failure. This analysis presents new information that necessitates a new look at alternatives for 
mine waste disposal, including backfill. 

152-7 The Failure Modes Effects Analysis (FMEA) clearly indicates that the design and analysis of the paste tailings 
facility presents an unacceptable failure risk, and will not meet requirements for acceptable reclamation and closure. 

157-5 The Failure Modes Effects Analysis (FMEA) clearly indicates that the design and analysis of the paste tailings 
facility presents an unacceptable failure risk, and will not meet requirements for acceptable reclamation and closure. This 
new analysis demonstrates that the existing tailings impoundment is unacceptable, and alternative tailings storage, including 
backfilling the paste tailings into underground tunnels, must be considered. 

268-1 The tailings impoundment and its stability greatly concern me due to the height and size proposed, along with its 
proximity to Rock Creek and the Clark Fork River. 

276-1 Due to the instability of the ground all along the slip slide area, vibrations from the train tracks running right next to 
the impoundment area, water from discharge infiltration undermining the highway and railroad tracks, or a seismic event 
could cause the impoundment to slide into the river creating a dam. 

280-1 No mention that the proposed area for tailings impoundment is next to an unstable slide area on hwy. 200, mile 
marker 16. These upstream tailings construction designs are unsafe and can have catastrophic affects. 

269-2 Drains under the tailings could clog over time allowing for excessive saturation and soil liquidation which can cause 
catastrophic movement. 

312-1 Tailings pond failure. I believe much more work needs to be done on the effect of piling 100,000,000 tons of rock 
on an eighty foot layer of glacial clay. Recent events in Likely, British Columbia at the Mt. Polly mine also point at 
additional study for the Rock Creek Project. Cause of the catastrophic failure of the tailings pond there was ultimately 
ascribed to poor design considering to type of soil; soil very similar to Rock Creek. All this combined with the fact the mine 
tailings are located in the highest precipitation area of the state demand further studies and possible relocation of the tailings. 

313-1 The tailing pile is being sited much too close to the Clark Fork River, on unstable soils. The design is not up to 
standards and is similar to the Samarco Dam in Brazil which recently collapsed with disastrous results. The chance of the 
tailing dam collapse and the constant leaching from the pile are unacceptable risks. 

Response: Section 4.6 of the Final SEIS provided analysis and identified effects with respect to the stability of the paste 
tailings facility. Standard engineering analytical techniques were used in the analytical process. Section 4.6.2.4 of the Draft 
SEIS described the risk assessment using the FMEA protocol (Klohn-Crippen 1998), a quantitative process intended to 
identify and characterize risks associated with the design and performance of engineered systems. The risk assessment is 
provided on page 4-39 and Appendix P of the 2001 FEIS. The FMEA does not draw the conclusion that “…the design and 
analysis of the paste tailings facility presents an unacceptable failure risk…”. Instead, it identifies the risk (likelihood and 
consequences) of possible failure modes for specific components of the design and provides mitigations to manage and 
reduce the risk of failure.  
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Influence of clay underlying tailings impoundment facility 

154-15 To further complicate the safety issue at this location, it is noted that there is at least one layer of glaciolacustrine 
clay at the dam location. . . . An undetected glacial lens (lakebed) was the primary casual factor for the Mt Polley dam failure. 
It is seldom economic to excavate down to bedrock to find a stable base for the dam (e.g. if there is a glacial layer at 85 feet), 
but if all of these deposits are not identified, they could lead to dam failure as at Mt Polley. 

164-7 The SDEIS recognizes that it could be unstable because it is located on a clay foundation, and that a collapse of 
deposited paste tailings could cause a failure of the embankment through deformation caused by seismic events (SDEIS 5-
26]. However, the document defers additional data collection and recommendations for design modifications until later. 

278-1 Locating a heavy pile of tailings on unstable Glacier Lake Missoula clay, above the river, in this wet climate is 
inviting a catastrophe. Wet clay is like jelly. Backfill and /or haul the tailings to a drier, stable site. 

Response: Section 3.5.4.3 of the Final SEIS and Appendix G of the 2001 FEIS included discussions of the glaciolacustrine 
clays in the tailings area. Section 2.3.1.7.1 of the Final SEIS was revised to explain that in Alternative V, lacustrine material 
would be removed from beneath the structural fill zone and buttress areas shown in Figure 2-8 to increase structural stability, 
and to allow for installation of a foundation drainage and seepage interception system. The FMEA summarized in Section 
4.6.2.4 of the Draft SEIS and described in detail in Appendix P of the 2001 FEIS included foundation failure as a possible 
failure mechanism and recommended engineering controls such as partial or complete removal of glaciolacustrine clays, 
construction of shear keys, installation of wick drains, and controlled loading during construction. As described in Section 
2.3.1.7.1 of the Draft SEIS, the physical characteristics and strength parameters of the Rock Creek paste product would be 
confirmed as part of final design during Phase II, and if the test results deviated from those used in the preliminary design or 
if they necessitated a change to the preliminary design, this may require a change to the final configuration of the paste 
tailings facility, including how to address the glaciolacustrine clay layers. The PTTAG described in Section 2.3.1.3.1 of the 
Draft SEIS would review potential construction mitigations as part of the final design process. Monitoring and mitigation 
measures, including collecting additional site specific field data to better define the extent of the clay layers, would be 
developed during the final design process. The final design would be reviewed by the PTTAG as described in Section 
2.3.1.3.1 of the Draft SEIS, and, if after the PTTAG’s review the KNF determined it was necessary, the design would be 
modified if the data indicated it was appropriate. See Issue 2108 for the comment about tailings backfill. 

6507 Geotechnical Engineering > Paste Tailings Stability > Comment about cumulative effects 

Cumulative effects of BNSF railroad use 

123-1 Along with the huge mass of the tailings impoundment (100,00,000 tons) itself and the added seismic induced 
vibration from 22-24 daily 5000 ton Burlington Northern Sante Fe trains, could very likely have a huge effect on the stability 
of the impoundment 

149-9 The regulatory agencies further appear to be sticking their heads in the sand by not considering the cumulative 
effects that may be posed by the location of the BNSF Railroad line that parallels the proposed tailings impoundment. BNSF 
runs 22-24 5000 ton trains per day on this mainline. The mass movement of the trains induces a type of seismic vibration in 
the area of the tracks which can be transmitted a significant distance. 

149-12 They totally ignore the possibility that the mass of the tailings impoundment itself (100,000,000 tons), the water that 
will leach downward from it as well as from subsequent rain and snow events and the added seismic induced vibrations from 
22-24 daily 5000 ton Burlington Northern-Santa Fe trains might have an unwarranted effect on tailings impoundment 
stability issues. 

312-1 The Canadians have also discovered that the seismic activity caused by passing trains has caused some minor 
failures. 

342-1 The tailings facility at Rock Creek will experience the daily passage of 22 to 24 BNSF 5000 ton trains that are 
within 250 yards of it. That may cause enough cumulative seismic activity to destabilize the impoundment. There is no plan 
for that in the DSEIS. 

Response: The potential effects to the paste tailings facility from passing trains were not specifically addressed in the 2001 
FEIS for three reasons: 1) the effects of such vibrations are typically so small compared to the design seismic event 
(maximum credible earthquake or the 1-in-10,000-year event) that they are not considered in slope stability assessments, 2) 
the issue was not raised as an issue during scoping, and 3) train vibrations were not identified as a specific failure mode 
during the Failure Modes Effects Analysis risk assessment (Appendix P of the 2001 FEIS). However, the FMEA did consider 
a variety of failure modes that might cause deformation or failure of the tailings paste facility including seismic shaking and 
recommended appropriate mitigation that would apply regardless of the failure mode or cause.  
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As discussed in Section 4.6.1 of the SEIS, the data available and methods used were adequate to evaluate and disclose 
reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on paste tailings facility stability. Section 4.6.1 also stated any new 
laboratory data and stability analyses would be reviewed by the PTTAG during the final design process. It would be during 
the final design process that the potential effects from passing trains would be considered. Further, Appendix K also 
discussed requirements for monitoring, additional testing, and analysis of the paste tailings facility stability. The PTTAG 
design oversight and the geotechnical monitoring and testing requirements would provide the means to fully investigate and 
evaluate the potential impacts to the paste tailings facility from passing trains, if such impacts were an issue for facility 
stability. 

To provide some context for the possible effects of train traffic on the paste tailings facility stability, the KNF reviewed the 
analysis in Appendix F of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Tongue River Railroad Company, 
Inc., Construction and Operation of the Western Alignment (Womack and Associates, Inc. 2004). The investigation included 
measured peak ground acceleration (pga) 25 feet from a BNSF rail line, which was 0.02g, well below the pga of 0.19g of the 
design earthquake discussed in response to Issue 6501. The Rock Creek paste tailings facility would be over 1,000 feet from 
the BNSF rail line and the peak ground acceleration of passing trains would be less at the paste tailings facility than at 25 
feet. The report goes on to say of train-induced ground vibrations, “…the effects of such vibrations are so small that it is not 
standard practice in the geotechnical engineering professional to consider vibrations generated by rail and highway traffic in 
slope stability assessments of this type.” A new section, 4.6.2.2.3.3, was added to the Final SEIS to address this issue. 

6600 Geochemical Characterization and Monitoring > Geochemical Characterization and Monitoring > Suggested 
new analysis 

150-1 An analysis should be conducted for seepage from the production adit waste rock that is proposed to be used under 
Alternative V to create the mill site and paste tailings facility toe buttresses (see table on p. S-4 in DSEIS). 

Response: As described in Section 1.5.3.2 of Appendix K of the Final SEIS, any waste rock proposed for use in construction 
of the mill site or the tailings embankment would be tested using appropriate methods to determine acid rock drainage and 
metal leaching use prior to placement.   

150-3 The approach taken by Schafer will unrealistically maximize adsorption by assuming that the metals in tailings 
seepage will be evenly distributed over approximately half the entire mass of the lacustrine sediment under the impoundment. 
A new conceptual model should be constructed that assumes flow through preferential pathways in the lacustrine sediment 
and the more porous layers with that unit. 

150-3 Montana surface water quality standards for metals are measured as total recoverable concentrations (see Table 3-
14, DSEIS). Because of the potential for transport of contaminated runoff directly to streams and the potential for movement 
of particles along preferential pathways in groundwater, total and total recoverable metal concentrations should also be 
considered in evaluation of the fate and transport of metals at the Rock Creek Project. 

150-3 Several of the more recent decant samples have both dissolved and total recoverable Cu, and the TRC is always 
higher. Differences between dissolved and TRC Cu appear to be greatest during spring (April), which could suggest that 
runoff was entering the Decant Pond. This transport pathway was ignored in the Schafer tailings seepage model. In addition 
to dissolved copper, metals can be transported in groundwater as small particles (colloids), especially along preferential 
pathways in the sediment package under the facility (Evanko and Dzombak, 1997). 

Response: The lacustrine sediments beneath the paste tailings facility average 50 feet in thickness across the tailings 
footprint. The seepage model was specifically designed to account for potential preferred flow pathways. As such the range 
in path length was varied from 5 to 50 feet (Table 2 of Schafer 2014) with a median value of 10 feet, meaning that one-half of 
model predictions used a path length of less than 10 feet. The model fully accounts for preferred flow pathways and was 
conservative in this regard. While small particles (colloids) can theoretically travel in groundwater, such occurrence is more 
likely in a sand or gravel aquifer but is unlikely in the lacustrine sediments that is comprised of silt and clay that would filter 
out colloids. As such, modeling only considered transport of dissolved constituents and monitoring for dissolved components 
was appropriate. In a setting such as at Rock Creek, groundwater monitoring for total recoverable metals in perched zones is 
likely to give rise to false positive results due to sediment in water from inadequate well development in the fine-grained 
media and the requirement to preserve the sample to a pH less than 2. While decant samples may contain total recoverable 
metals from runoff events due to entrained sediment within the runoff, this occurrence would not result in total recoverable 
metals in the vadose zone underlying the Rock Creek Paste Tailings Facility so total recoverable modeling is not appropriate. 

150-4 The 2012 ROD for Troy Mine reclamation states that the Decant Pond is a natural attenuator of metals (USDA 
Forest Service and Montana Department of Environmental Quality, 2012). This implies that metals are precipitating out of 
solution in the pond, and this would not necessarily happen in the tailings impoundment. In fact, the opposite is more likely 
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because of the longer residence time and the lack of oxygen (which would inhibit the precipitation of iron hydroxides that 
could sorb metals). The model should instead consider and incorporate concentrations from the toe pond - water that has 
infiltrated the tailings impoundment and is being collected as seepage - and other sources (Hydrometrics, 2013). 

Response: The attenuation study (Hydrometrics 2010) related to water seeping out of the Troy Decant Pond and described 
attenuation that occurs beneath but not within the Decant Pond. Therefore, use of Decant Pond water for representing 
tailings solution in the Rock Creek seepage model was appropriate. Furthermore, the behavior of metals in sediments beneath 
the Decant Pond reflects the processes described in the Rock Creek seepage model and tends to support the analysis 
presented in the seepage model. 

150-5 Because of the use of a surrogate mine (Troy) and indications that Rock Creek ore and tailings would be more acid-
generating and metal leaching (Maest, 2006), the results should be considered a lower bound of possible contaminant 
concentrations released over time from the tailings materials. 

Response: The KNF disagrees that the Troy Mine is a lower bound of potential acid generation or metal loading risk. 
However, as stated in Appendix K Section 1.5 of the Final SEIS, the acid generation and metals leaching risk at Rock Creek 
would be re-evaluated in Phase 1 of Mine Development. 

150-6 Uncaptured nonpoint discharges from the tailings impoundment and the mill site have not been characterized and 
could easily adversely affect bull trout, especially during early snowmelt times when flows are low but metal concentrations 
can be high. Such sources could include surface runoff from the impoundment, uncollected seepage from directly under the 
impoundment, and runoff/seepage from production adit waste rock (“construction fill”) used to construct the mill and the 
tailings impoundment toe buttresses (see Table on p. S-4 in DSEIS). None of these sources is included in the Schafer (2014) 
model. The Final SEIS should include an estimate of the volumes and concentrations of seepage and other inputs from the 
construction fill. 

Response: Stormwater from the mine would be managed in accordance with MPDES permitted effluent limits established by 
the DEQ so that metals are not discharged to surface water in violation of permit requirements. Therefore, as discussed in 
Section 4.7.3.4 of the Final SEIS, runoff from the mill and tailings areas would not adversely affect Bull Trout. 

154-5 Archived material is available for kinetic testing. There appears to already be sufficient material from archived drill 
cores to conduct kinetic HCT tests. It is important for these to be conducted prior to excavating the adit in order to match 
lithologies from drill core records with leachate chemistry. 

Response: Kinetic testing from representative samples was considered adequate for this stage of mine evaluation. Additional 
samples would be collected and kinetic tests would be performed as part of Phase 1 of Mine Development as described in 
Appendix K – Geochemical Characterization and Monitoring Plan. 

6603 Geochemical Characterization and Monitoring > Geochemical Characterization and Monitoring > Comment 
about site conceptual model 

152-28 The conceptual model fails to demonstrate that metals, including arsenic, will not make their way into ground water 
and be transported to Rock Creek and the Clark Fork River. 

Response: The paste tailings facility conceptual model described on pages 1 and 2 of the Rock Creek Paste Tailings Seepage 
Model Report (Schafer 2014) was simulated using an assessment of the rate of flow and water quality of seepage emanating 
from the paste tailings facility. Chemical attenuation along the flow path between the paste tailings facility and the nearest 
surface water body was simulated on the basis of empirical test results as described on pages 15 and 16 of the Rock Creek 
Paste Tailings Seepage Model Report. The model predicted no detectable transport of metals or arsenic would occur. 

6605 Geochemical Characterization and Monitoring > Geochemical Characterization and Monitoring > Comment 
about geochemical testing plan 

150-8 A field management “Quick Test”2 is proposed to identify rock/wastes with a potential to form acid. However, this 
test will not identify rocks with elevated metal leaching potential and would not be a useful tool for field separation. Instead, 
at a minimum, samples should be sent to a laboratory for short-term leach testing before deciding on placement, or 
relationships should be developed between total and leachable metals concentrations and other waste characteristics. A 
different tool aimed at quickly identifying elevated metal leaching potential should be designed. 

154-2 The geochemical sampling plan will not be able to predict acid drainage/metal leaching (ARD/ML) in a timely 
manner. Kinetic testing should not be replaced by barrel testing 

154-5 Field barrel tests using adit waste rock should not replace Humidity Cell Test (HCT) kinetic test columns 
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154-6 For the potential for neutral drainage high in metals to be realistically evaluated, a representative number of samples 
from waste rock and ore lithologies need to undergo kinetic testing. 

154-6 Sufficient time for geochemistry testing and analysis must be built in to the geochemical sampling plan. 

Response: Performing a short-term leach test at a laboratory may not be a suitable method for routing development rock 
from the Phase 1 adit. Therefore other methods would be considered for the “Quick Test”, which would be finalized by RCR 
as part of the required work to be performed in the Geochemical Characterization and Monitoring Plan (Appendix K Section 
1.5 of the Final SEIS). The geochemical sampling plan for Phase 1 was designed to provide necessary data within required 
time frames for routing development rock based on a Quick test, and re-evaluating ARD risk as part of development of the 
Phase 2 mine development plan. Kinetic barrel tests would replace humidity cell tests in Phase 1 because the scale of the 
barrel test and the lower water to rock ratio would provide more representative water chemistry of contact water or seepage 
from development rock or tailings. 

6606 Geochemical Characterization and Monitoring > Geochemical Characterization and Monitoring > Comment 
about geochemical analysis  

154-5 Adit waste rock that has an ABP > 0, as shown by a “Quick Test”, will be considered non-acid generating 
(Appendix K Section 1.5.4.3). Material that lies between +20 and -20 is considered “uncertain”. By categorizing material 
between +20 and 0 as NAG, there is a risk of misclassifying acid generating material, especially that which only develops 
acid over time. 

Response: Material with an ABP between +20 and -20 t/1,000 t as CaCO3 is considered “uncertain” in terms of acid 
generation risk when the site data is unavailable to corroborate the behavior of such materials. Based on kinetic tests of 
materials from Rock Creek and kinetic tests from similar rock material at Montanore, little acid generation risk was found 
present in materials with an ABP > 0.  

6702 Groundwater Quality > Groundwater Quality - Phase I > Suggested new monitoring 

151-9 The DSEIS should complete sufficient geochemical studies, including isotope analyses, of the springs near the mine 
site, to understand the source for each spring and the variability of sources with time. 

Response: In August 2016, isotope data were collected at five springs, the West Fork Rock Creek, and Snake Creek as 
provided in Table 3-16 of the Final SEIS. After considering the adequacy of the existing baseline information to meet NEPA 
requirements in evaluating reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects, the KNF concluded that sufficient data are 
available to make a reasoned choice among alternatives and to evaluate the reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects 
on surface water and groundwater. The KNF also concluded that additional information is not essential to a reasoned choice 
among alternatives and is not necessary to evaluate the reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on surface water 
and groundwater. As described in Section 1.6.2.2.1 of Appendix K of the Final SEIS, RCR would be required during the 
Phase I Monitoring GDE inventory to obtain various geochemical, flow, and observational data, including isotope analyses of 
springs, to determine the source of water to each spring (Section 1.6.2.2.1 of Appendix K of the Final SEIS). 

As part of the requirements to proceed with Phase II (Final SEIS Section 2.3.1.3), the KNF would use the Phase I data 
collected to supplement, confirm, refine, and modify, if necessary, data assumptions and analyses conducted in this SEIS and 
the 2001 FEIS. Information collected during construction of the evaluation adit would be used to develop and direct 
monitoring programs and mine designs during operations. The KNF would assess whether the new data would require 
substantial revisions to the analyses conducted in support of the selected alternative that are relevant to environmental 
concerns. The KNF would conduct additional NEPA analysis if the evaluation adit data indicated the need for substantial 
changes in the selected alternative 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). 
RCR would also be required during the Phase II Monitoring GDE inventory to obtain various geochemical, flow, and 
observational data to determine the source of water to each spring (Section 1.6.4.2.1 of Appendix K of the Final SEIS). 

321-1 Mandatory testing of downstream wells to establish baseline data must be collected before any construction or 
mining activities begin. The baseline data would provide any changes in pH and any increase of pollutants such as heavy 
metals, nitrates, and sediments. This requirement would establish the depth and flow of the water table and should be 
monitored regularly to show any changes that would occur from the construction, mining, or tailings pond influences. 

113-1 Baseline data needs to be collected from downstream water wells before any construction or mining activities begin: 
1. to assure there is no increase in pollutants ( heavy metals, nitrates, sediments ), etc. 
2. changes in PH need to be monitored and addressed. 

152-51 Similarly, baseline data must be collected for domestic wells and water supplies that might be affected. 
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152-57 Similarly, baseline data must be collected for domestic wells and water supplies that might be affected. 

152-56 Any new domestic wells or water sources or misidentified wells would need to be sampled to provide baseline data 
prior to mine construction, if they had not already been sampled. Water supply wells and springs would be sampled quarterly 
1 year prior to Phase II to provide baseline data and would include water quality parameters, static water levels in wells, and 
spring flow rates. All surface water quality samples would be analyzed for the parameters listed in Table K-6, Table K-7, and 
Table K-8. As noted herein, in order to comply with NEPA, and to ensure compliance with the agency’s substantive 
environmental protection mandates, this critical information and analysis must be done now, as part of the revised DSEIS for 
public and agency review 

Response: Table 3-33 in the Draft SEIS (Table 3-34 of the Final SEIS) provided water quality sampling results from 10 
private wells sampled in 1985, 1988 to 2000, and 2005 to 2007. The private well locations sampled are shown on Figure 3-9 
of the Draft and Final SEIS. The discussion regarding sampling domestic wells was revised in Section 1.6.4.5 of Appendix K 
of the Final SEIS. Prior to evaluation adit construction domestic wells and other water supplies, such as active surface water 
or spring water rights that could potentially be affected by water disposal at the infiltration ponds during Phase I would be 
inventoried. All water supply wells and springs would be sampled to establish pre-operational conditions. From the sampled 
locations, the third-party contractor would establish a list of wells to be sampled on a quarterly basis during Phase I. Water 
samples would be analyzed for the same parameters as required during the pre-operational period, and as identified in the 
Rock Creek Evaluation Adit License Application (RCR 2010).  

Groundwater from all existing domestic water supply wells downgradient of the proposed paste tailings facility would also be 
collected and analyzed. The location of all domestic wells, spring and surface water supplies that might be affected by the 
mine would be verified with the Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC) to determine if any new wells 
or spring or surface water sources had been filed with DNRC or if any had been misidentified or had information regarding 
them corrected. Any new domestic wells or water sources or misidentified wells would be sampled quarterly at least one year 
prior to Phase II construction to provide pre-operational data, if they had not already been sampled. Split sample results from 
domestic wells would be offered to well owners. The Agencies would consider the actual facility water balance data, 
estimates of seepage, and results of the ongoing groundwater monitoring program in determining how long monitoring of 
private domestic water supply wells should continue. For comments regarding the adequacy of baseline data, see response to 
comment 151-9 above. 

6703 Groundwater Quality > Groundwater Quality - Phase I > Comment about analysis methods 

151-41 The plan includes collection of water samples from springs including general water chemistry and isotopes (DSEIS, 
p K-23, -26). This would help establish the source of the water, bedrock or shallow groundwater. The DSEIS should provide 
a plan for analyzing geochemistry and isotope to determine the source of the water. 

Response: Refer to the 6702 comment response. RCR would be required during the Phase I and II Monitoring GDE 
inventories to obtain various geochemical, flow, and observational data to determine the source of water to each spring. All 
water chemistry and isotope analyses collected, as per Appendix K, would be used to determine the source of water. Phase I 
data collection activities and how the data will be used would be summarized in a Phase I Data Evaluation Plan, which would 
be submitted to the agencies for approval prior to Phase I dewatering. Information collected during construction of the 
evaluation adit would be used to develop and direct monitoring programs and mine designs during operations (See Section 
2.3.1.3, Requirements to Proceed with Phase II, of the Final SEIS). Prior to Phase II, RCR would be required to submit for 
agency review and approval updated monitoring plans that cover construction, operations, and closure. A TAG, such as the 
GWTAG, or a third-party advisor may assist the agencies with the review.  

6705 Groundwater Quality > Groundwater Quality - Phase I > Comment about effects of infiltration pond 

152-15 What is the potential for additional leaching of metals or acid leaching from the surrounding rock into the 
groundwater before release? What volume of water would be stored at maximum? 

Response: The infiltration pond would be located within the footprint of the tailings impoundment in areas of alluvium 
which would permit relatively quick infiltration of water. The water delivered to the pond would be required to meet 
groundwater standards and would have a near-neutral pH. As result, there would not be any potential for “acid leaching” 
from the alluvium. Due to its nature, the alluvium currently receives recharge from precipitation that long ago would have 
removed any leachable metals. RCR proposes to construct a 300,000 gallon storage pond at the Phase I water treatment plant. 
Refer to the response to Issue 3705 regarding revised tailings area geology. 

6720 Groundwater Quality > Groundwater Quality - Phase II Construction and Operations > Suggested new analysis 
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152-30 The EIS cannot defer to a future permitting process to evaluate the effects of water quality impacts to groundwater. 
Without this information, the EIS fails to identify the potential impacts and potential mitigation measures. Without approval 
for a mixing zone, the EIS should analyze the potential for a pumpback system to prevent groundwater degradation, and the 
associated impacts. 

Response: The effects to groundwater quality were discussed in Section 4.7.3.3 of the Draft SEIS. For Alternative V, the 
pumpback wells would be a possible mitigation for effects to groundwater quality. Discussion was added to Section 4.7.3 that 
other mitigations to protect groundwater quality below the tailings facility would also be considered. The paste tailings 
seepage model predicted no exceedances of groundwater standards after mixing chemical loads from the tailings, the 
lacustrine system and the basal gravel. 

6721 Groundwater Quality > Groundwater Quality - Phase II Construction and Operations > Suggested new 
mitigation 

152-28 The revised DSEIS should include alternatives and mitigation analysis of a liner system for the tailings facility that 
includes leak detection (and prevention) systems. 

Response: As described in Section 2.3.1.3 in the Draft SEIS and the Final SEIS, the final design of the paste tailings facility 
would be determined after additional hydrogeologic information is obtained prior to construction. Any adjustments to the 
design would be made at that time to address any seepage issues. 

6722 Groundwater Quality > Groundwater Quality - Phase II Construction and Operations > Suggested new 
monitoring 

151-43 Table K-10 specifies action levels equal to half of the groundwater quality standard.  Because of their ambient low 
concentrations, the action level should be lowered to one tenth of the standard, meaning that a consistent increase of the 
concentration by more than one tenth should be a cause for action.  Additionally, long-term statistically significant trends 
should also be subject to action. 

Response: It is because of low ambient groundwater concentrations that proposed action levels for groundwater compliance 
wells could not be lowered. Much lower action levels would result in “false positives” and needlessly require action by RCR.  

152-16 The EIS should provide details on where and how the groundwater monitoring would be placed to evaluate whether 
seepage occurs. 

Response: The objective of groundwater monitoring around the paste tailings facility would be to detect any groundwater 
that was adversely impacted by seepage. The exact placement of monitoring wells would be determined after reviewing 
additional geologic data collected prior to construction of the tailings facility and a detailed monitoring plan would be 
provided to the agencies for review. 

6723 Groundwater Quality > Groundwater Quality - Phase II Construction and Operations > Comment about analysis 

152-28 Table 4-11 (p. 4-68) provides the average groundwater quality downgradient of the paste tailings facility. Comment: 
The data presented in this table is insufficient to understand the potential impacts. A range of maximum and minimum 
concentrations should be provided. The EIS must identify the extent and potential impacts of groundwater discharges and 
demonstrate that the project will comply with state water quality laws, including securing approval for a groundwater mixing 
zone. 

Response: Discussion was added to Section 4.7.3.3.4 of the Final SEIS regarding Schafer’s 2014 Paste Tailings Seepage 
Model report, which provided predicted 5th and 95th percentile concentrations in addition to mean concentrations for before, 
during and after mining. The effects to groundwater quality were discussed in Section 4.7.3.3 of the Draft SEIS. Because 
predicted groundwater quality for some parameters would be greater than ambient concentrations during Phase II, RCR 
would have to apply to DEQ for a mixing zone or an authorization to degrade. DEQ would require that the project comply 
with state water quality laws. This response applies to all of the mine phases.   

157-6 It is inappropriate to use the Troy Mine as an analogue for estimating water quality in Rock Creek wastewater and 
seepage from tailings or waste rock (DSEIS Tables 4-10 and 4-11). 

Response: As explained in Section 3.6.2.1.2 of the Draft SEIS, the Troy Mine, developed within quartzites of the Revett 
Formation, is an excellent depositional and mineralogical analog for the zone of quartzite to be mined within the uppermost 
part of the lower Revett Formation of the Rock Creek-Montanore deposit. Geological analogs provide valuable models for 
predicting AP and water quality from a proposed mine site (Price and Errington 1998). This type of comparison is based on 
the geologic evidence that mineralization formed under comparable conditions within the same geological formation, which 
has undergone similar geological alteration and deformation, will have similar mineralogy and texture and, thus, similar 
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potential for oxidation and leaching under comparable weathering conditions. Further, the ability to study environmental 
geochemical processes in the same rocks at full scale and under real-time weathering conditions provides a valuable basis for 
evaluation of laboratory test results. 

6726 Groundwater Quality > Groundwater Quality - Phase II Construction and Operations > Comment about effects 
of mill site pad infiltration 

152-16 What are the possible impacts if greater than expected inflow is encountered? If seepage occurs, and the mine must 
take action to prevent water quality impacts, will the water treatment system have the capacity to treat this water during the 
wet season? How will seepage be determined? 

Response: It is a standard and well-established industry practice for mining companies to drill ahead as the mine progresses 
to evaluate potential groundwater inflow, both from a safety and a water handling point of view. Should areas of potentially 
higher inflow be detected, buffers can be left in place or other measures implemented to avoid the higher inflow. It would be 
determined during Phase I whether the mine would be likely to experience large seasonal variations in mine inflow. This 
information would be used to ensure that the water treatment plant was built with adequate capacity. The concern is not 
whether seepage would occur or not, but rather what the water quality of the seepage would be and if it would impact 
groundwater quality above applicable standards. If the answer was yes, then mitigations would be required. 

6727 Groundwater Quality > Groundwater Quality - Phase II Construction and Operations > Comment about effects 
of tailings facility seepage 

4-1 In the over 24 years of living here, we have never had heavy metals of this level in our water supply. Our well is 
over 325 feet deep. To our knowledge, we are miles from any mine activity which has us question the safety of our already 
impacted watershed if this Project is approved. 

Response: The commenter’s well is south of the Clark Fork River and would not be affected by any discharges from the 
project. The project has not begun, and any changes in groundwater quality in the commenter’s well could not be attributed to 
the project. 

84-1 The calculations used to support the hypothetical adsorption of metals by a clay layer should be provided. 

89-2 DSEIS also claims that a clay layer beneath the tailings impoundment will absorb, and thereby stop the flow of all 
heavy metal pollutants to the Clark Fork River. Yet once again, there were no calculations to support this claim, even after 
having 6 years to rework the DSEIS. 

94-1 The calculations used to support the hypothetical adsorption of metals by a clay layer should be provided. 

110-1 Furthermore, the DSEIS claims that a clay layer beneath the tailings has enough adsorbent capacity to prevent 
seepage of metals into the water. But I cannot see that there is any actual evidence presented that this layer is capable of 
adsorbing that tailings seepage. 

119-1 The DSEIS also says a layer of clay under this pile would absorb metals from the seepage water, yet offers zero 
substantiation that this can actually work! 

123-1 The DSEIS claims there is a clay layer beneath the tailings area that would adsorb metals in tailings seepage water; 
however, it presents no evidence that this layer has this capacity, which means the chemistry of the tailings seepage water and 
impacts to the groundwater are unknown. 

152-14 What analysis has been done to determine potential impacts to groundwater as a result of seepage if failure causes 
long-term storage issues. 

152-28 The EIS must clarify whether these lacustrine deposits will be removed, how much will be removed, and how that 
would affect seepage from the tailings facility and/or stability of the tailings facility. If an alternative material is used, where 
will it come from? How will it affect seepage rates? 

157-6 The data presented in Table 4-11 (DSEIS 4-68) providing the average groundwater quality downgradient of the 
paste tailings facility is insufficient for understanding the potential impacts. 

157-6 The Draft SEIS predicts virtually no changes in concentrations of the attenuated metals (arsenic, antimony, 
cadmium, copper, lead and silver) and attributes this to a significant sorption capacity for these parameters in the lacustrine 
system under the tailings impoundment (DSEIS 4-68). However, other portions of the document indicate that soft clay 
deposits under the tailings facility would be removed. 
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157-7 What analysis has been done to determine potential impacts to groundwater as a result of seepage if failure causes 
long-term storage issues? 

164-7 One modification suggested in the SDEIS would excavate the clay layer so that the impoundment would sit on a 
more stable foundation. However, the SDEIS also says this same clay layer will be counted on to adsorb metals in seepage 
from the impoundment. 

176-2 Also, the clay layer beneath the impoundment is a risk for failure and not studied well enough for absorption of 
metals from the contaminated water. 

182-1 The DSEIS claims a clay layer beneath the tailings area will adsorb metals in tailings seepage water, but presents no 
evidence that this layer actually has this capacity, which means the chemistry of the tailings seepage water and the impacts to 
groundwater are unknown. 

191-1 Not only are the tailings too close to the Clark Fork River and Rock Creek, but there is no information that indicates 
that the clay layer beneath the tailings has the capacity to absorb the metals so the amount of contaminated water that is going 
into the ground water is unknown. 

215-1 The calculations used to support the hypothetical absorption of metals by a clay layer should be provided. 

249-1 The DSEIS claims a clay layer beneath the tailings area will adsorb metals in tailings seepage water, but presents no 
evidence that this layer actually has this capacity, which means the chemistry of the tailings seepage water and the impacts to 
groundwater are unknown. 

252-1 No documentation of purported clay layer beneath tailings area to absorb metals with accompanying data re seepage 
into groundwater 

281-2 the Draft SEIS states that a clay layer beneath the tailings area will adsorb the metals in the contaminated water, 
including arsenic, cadmium, antimony, aluminum, silver, copper and lead, but there is no evidence presented that this layer 
actually has the capacity to adsorb a significant amount of metals. In addition, the SDEIS states that the clay layer would be 
removed to prevent tailings impoundment failure that can be caused when impoundments are built on top of clay. The Forest 
Service must provide the calculations used to support the hypothetical adsorption of metals by a clay layer. 

291-1 The DSEIS claims a clay layer beneath the tailings area will adsorb metals in tailings seepage water, but presents no 
evidence that this layer actually has this capacity, which means the chemistry of the tailings seepage water and the impacts to 
groundwater are unknown. 

316-1 The calculations used to support the hypothetical adsorption of metals by a clay layer should be provided. 

340-1 The calculations used to support the hypothetical adsorption of metals by a clay layer should be provided. 

Response: The sorption of metals from solution was simulated using a linear adsorption model (Schafer 2014) in which the 
partitioning between solid (sorbed) and solution phase is described by a coefficient (Kd) as described in the equation, Kd = 
Amount Sorbed (mg/kg)/Amount in Solution (mg/L). A range of log of the Kd values was assigned in the seepage model as 
described in Table 6 in the Seepage Model Report. The log Kd values varied between the minimum and maximum values 
following a triangular distribution with the most likely values set at the average in the table. For each time step in the model, 
the amount sorbed was determined by adding chemical mass entering the lacustrine layer in tailings seepage and subtracting 
the load lost as seepage out of the lacustrine zone as in the equation, Sorbed t = Sorbed t-1 + Lacustrine Load Solution t + Load tail 

seepage t – Load to GW t. In turn, the concentration in interstitial water within the lacustrine zone was then calculated as in, 
Lacustrine Concentration t = Lacustrine Load t /Mass Lacustrine material, and Lacustrine Load t = Sorbed t / K 

As referenced in the Schafer (2014) report, Hydrometrics (Hydrometrics 2013) described an attenuation batch study for 
lacustrine material collected from within the footprint of the paste tailings facility and provided Kd values for arsenic and 
antimony that fell within the range of Kd values used in the model for these constituents showing that the reported range of 
Kd values in Allison and Allison (2005) are realistic for use in the seepage model. The lacustrine unit would be left largely 
intact during paste tailings facility construction. A limited thickness of the sediments may be removed where they pose a 
geotechnical risk in the vicinity of the embankment. The remainder of the paste tailings facility footprint would have only 
topsoil stripped and salvaged for reclamation and the lacustrine sediments would remain intact. 

6728 Groundwater Quality > Groundwater Quality - Phase II Construction and Operations > Comment about effects 
of tailings facility seepage  
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151-5 Tailings seepage: the paste tailings will eventually seep water to the groundwater and the effect will depend on the 
quality of the seepage reaching the groundwater. The DSEIS underestimates impacts due to metals by assuming there will be 
significant adsorption of metals which would cause the seepage to actually dilute the natural background. 

151-26 It is not clear whether Schafer includes drain down in the mass balance calculations, although he notes drain down 
would vary to 4% of the tailings mass. 

151-26 The model attenuates the seepage by simulating adsorption of metals on sediments. The estimates are inaccurate 
because they assume complete mixing of tailings water with the background lacustrine and the much deeper basal gravel 
layer and because they assume attenuation of metals from the tails that will not occur. 

151-27 The diagram of the conceptual flow model (Figure 5) reveals a likely conceptual error because the assumption is that 
all water in the lacustrine unit, whether natural or part tailings seepage, flows into the basal gravel which then enters the 
Clark Fork River channel. The implication is that all flow in the lacustrine unit, a much thicker formation, will enter the basal 
gravel unit prior to discharge to the channel. This assumption perhaps justifies the perfect mixing assumption but is 
conceptually unlikely. It appears this would be a significant constriction of the flow which suggests that some would surface 
into springs or seeps on the floodplain. 

151-28 If the concentration in water entering the sediments decreases, the water will leach contaminants and increase the 
concentration. Because the lacustrine sediments are naturally saturated with groundwater that has natural metals 
concentrations that are similar to the tailings water. (Table 3 in Schafer (2014)), the system is at equilibrium and adsorption 
of contaminants in the seepage would occur only if the concentrations are higher than the background and only to the point 
there are sorption sites remaining in the sediments. 

151-28 Predicted concentrations should be redone using a more realistic model. Such a model would be a retardation model 
which considers that contaminants do sorb to the sediments but also that the relation is dynamic. It also would realistically 
consider flow through more conductive preferential flow pathways. Attenuation cannot occur if there are no sorption sites or 
if the majority of water containing contaminants does not contact the sediments. 

151-28 Schafer’s model is not appropriate for simulating the continuing adsorption of metals. His equation 3 sets Kd equal 
to the ratio of the amount of metal sorbed to the amount in solution. In other words, for the specific material and at 
equilibrium, the concentration depends on the amount sorbed and the higher the concentration the more that will have been 
sorbed. As a water with higher concentration enters the soil, some of the contaminant will be adsorbed to the sediments based 
on the higher concentration. Once equilibrium is quickly achieved, metals will sorb and desorb to the sites in a kinetic 
process. As the mixture of metals changes so does the specific metal adsorbed to the sites. The process is also pH dependent 
which Schafer does not acknowledge. 

151-28 Flow through the sediments would follow paths of least resistance. However, the larger proportion of sorption sites 
would occur on the smaller particle size sediments such as silt and clay. Seepage would follow preferential pathways which 
as represented by their high conductivity would consist of larger particles and therefore less sorption sites (and less potential 
attenuation). 

151-29 The DSEIS should explain why a small subsample of available Troy tailings water is more representative of the 
values to be expected at Rock Creek. 

151-29 Another reason to discount attenuation in the lacustrine formation is that some of the clay would be removed during 
tailings impoundment construction to prevent foundation failure . . . Clay that is removed would be unavailable to attenuate 
metals and the tails seepage analysis should not assume the presence of any clay that could be removed. 

151-29 Schafer’s (2014) simulation of attenuation of the tailings seepage is a substantial substitution of tailings seepage for 
natural groundwater flow beneath the tailings. Because of the simulated attenuation and the too low estimate of seepage 
concentrations, seepage of tailings water dilutes the natural concentrations and effectively cleans the natural lacustrine 
groundwater . . . It should be noted also that the assumed mixing with basal gravel water also lowers the predicted 
concentrations, as discussed above although concentrations in basal gravel are similar to those in the lacustrine groundwater 
except for the 75th percentile for which the basal gravel concentrations tend to be less. 

151-29 It is not clear why Schafer or the DSEIS would have chosen this small subset of the decant water values in 
Hydrometrics (2014) to determine its statistics or why decant pond water is representative of the interstitial tailings water. 

151-30 The tailings seepage analysis should be redone to accurately account for a lack of mixing among layers, preferential 
flow and much less attenuation than previously assumed. A sensitivity analysis should be competed that assumes no metals 
attenuation in the lacustrine deposits beneath the tails. Additionally a sensitivity analysis should be completed to show the 
effect of shorter path lengths that could occur if part of the clay is removed to prevent foundation failure. 
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152-15 Detailed information is needed on the quality of process water used in tailings production, and the potential effects 
to paste management.  

332-1 The stated dissipation of excess water not treated and discharged does not consider seasonal variations in 
evaporation, dust suppr-ession and ground seepage below the tailings. 

342-1 The DSEIS claims the clay beneath the impoundment facility will absorb leaked metals but presents no evidence 
that it has that capacity, so the amount of metals in the tailings seepage into the groundwater is not known. 

344-1 The DSEIS claims a clay layer beneath the tailings area will adsorb metals in tailings seepage water, but presents no 
evidence that this layer actually has this capacity, which means the chemistry of the tailings seepage water and the impacts to 
groundwater are unknown. 

Response: Studies on samples of lacustrine sediments collected from the footprint of the paste tailings facility exhibited 
attenuation of metals (Hydrometrics 2013). This same attenuation process was incorporated in the seepage model to reflect 
expected conditions below the tailings. The seepage model included estimated draindown of excess water from the tailings as 
described in Table 2 of the Seepage Model Report. The sorption model does not assume complete mixing of seepage water 
with the lacustrine sediments, but assumes contact with from 0 to 100 % of the tailings with a most likely value of 20 % of 
the lacustrine sediments (Table 2 of Seepage Model Report). This is a realistic simulation of a preferred flow pathway. 
Vertical seepage out of the lacustrine sediments would enter the basal gravel. Any solution that migrates laterally would be 
collected in the underdrains and would be managed through either re-use or treatment as required. The sorption mechanism 
modeled is fully reversible even though sorbed metals do not always readily desorb if higher quality water leaches through 
the sediments where sorption has occurred. Troy tailings water is more representative than batch tests of Rock Creek tailings 
because it has gone through actual milling processes that involve full scale mill processes, recirculation, evaporation, 
dilution, and varying amounts of solution loss in the tailings. This is the closest analog to the Rock Creek process circuit 
available. The Troy tailings decant water is the most representative sampling point for the Troy tailings system. The model 
assumed constant seepage flux because given the scale and transit time of seepage in the lacustrine sediments, seasonal flow 
variations would not affect overall travel time. 

6729 Groundwater Quality > Groundwater Quality - Phase II Construction and Operations > Comment about 
underground storage reservoir 

152-14 The EIS also proposes to use underground reservoirs to store large volumes of excess water, and proposes to store it 
below the pre-mining water level if possible. If unsuitable waste rock is stored underwater in underground tunnels, how will 
this effect the available space to store water, and/or affect groundwater quality? 

152-16 The EIS must analyze the other alternatives, and provide detailed information on the alternatives to an underground 
reservoir that doesn’t sit below the pre-mining water table, and the potential effects of seepage to groundwater resources. 

Response: Section 2.3.1.9.1 of the Final SEIS describes water storage within the evaluation adit for Phase I and in the mine 
workings during Phase II. For Phase I, unsuitable waste rock would be stored in the evaluation adit, if necessary, only after 
completion of Phase I activities and before Phase II activities. Therefore, the storage of waste rock would not affect available 
water storage space. If unsuitable waste rock was encountered before appropriate underground storage was available, it 
would be temporarily stored in an approved waste storage area within the paste tailings facility footprint or other KNF and 
DEQ approved storage area with stormwater controls and covered until adequate underground storage became available. Any 
ore or unsuitable waste rock temporarily stored in the evaluation adit would be placed above the water table and therefore 
would not be in contact with groundwater. 

During Phase II Operations, underground reservoirs would be created to store water as necessary to even out mine inflows 
and, depending on mill makeup water demand, available surface storage and the available capacity of the passive 
biotreatment system. Unsuitable waste rock would not be stored underwater during Phase II so it would not affect available 
space to store water. As noted in Section 2.3.1.9.1, underground monitoring wells would be installed to monitor seepage to 
groundwater in any area where water would be stored. RCR would be required to maintain a low hydrostatic head for the 
impounded water to minimize seepage losses or line, seal, or grout the underground storage sumps or reservoirs to prevent 
seepage losses. If technically feasible, the underground sumps or reservoirs would be located below the pre-mining water 
table to avoid seepage to groundwater. 

6732 Groundwater Quality > Groundwater Quality - Phase II Construction and Operations (continued) > Comment 
about regulatory compliance 

152-30 Reliance on a mixing zone that does not ensure full protection of aquatic life, fisheries, and beneficial uses would 
violate the CWA, Organic Act, NFMA, Montana water quality laws, and their implementing regulations.   
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Response: As discussed in Section 3.11.1.3 of the Draft SEIS, the Clean Water Act recognizes and allows the use of mixing 
zones by states. The State of Montana has regulations for mixing zones in surface water and groundwater (ARM 17.30.501-
518). Montana’s permitting of a mixing zone would not violate the Organic Act, which states that waters within national 
forest boundaries may be used for domestic, mining, milling or irrigation purposes, as governed by state or federal law. The 
National Forest Management Act would also not be violated.   

6741 Groundwater Quality > Groundwater Quality - Closure/Post-closure > Suggested new mitigation 

149-17 There needs to be a prohibition against anything other than tailings being deposited in the tailings impoundment. 
Waste brine from the RO plant must not be allowed to be deposited in the tailings impoundment. 

Response: As described in Section 2.3.1.9.2 of the Final SEIS, brine generated by the RO plant would be concentrated and 
could be disposed as a regulated waste in an approved landfill such as those in Missoula, Kalispell, and Spokane, or used by 
fertilizer companies in western Montana, Idaho, eastern Washington, and Canada.  

157-7 Absent approval for a mixing zone, the Draft SEIS should analyze the potential of the proposed pumpback system to 
prevent groundwater degradation. The Draft SEIS should also analyze the effect of operating the pumpback system on 
groundwater and area streams given the proximity of the tailings dam to Rock Creek (500 feet). 

152-29 Given the failure rate associated with controlling mine seepage, the mine plan should require a pumpback system as 
part of mine operations, rather than including it as a contingency 

157-7 Given the failure rate associated with controlling mine seepage, the agencies must be able to require a pumpback 
system as part of mine operations, rather than requesting it or including it as a contingency. 

Response: The issue is not whether seepage would occur, but rather if the water quality of the seepage would impact 
groundwater above action levels, as described in Appendix K of the Final SEIS. A monitoring well network is required to 
monitor groundwater quality below the paste tailings facility. If concentrations in groundwater exceed the final agency-
approved action levels, RCR would be required to install a pumpback system to capture seepage or some other mitigation to 
reduce seepage.   

6742 Groundwater Quality > Groundwater Quality - Closure/Post-closure > Suggested new monitoring 

151-16 The DSEIS must provide a monitoring and mitigation plan to remedy problems with any new springs created by 
filling the mine void with water. This includes water collection and treatment if its water quality is not acceptable. 

151-32 These springs should be monitored as closure occurs. To this end, all springs must be identified and baseline 
conditions monitored prior to any mining. This further adds to the importance of identifying the groundwater dependent 
ecosystems (see section 5.2 below). 

152-29 Require more frequent monitoring to detect water quality impacts in a timely manner. Quarterly sampling is 
insufficient to identify and respond to water quality impacts in a timely manner. 

151-5 Mine water seepage: During closure, groundwater seeping through the mine will affect surrounding groundwater 
and springs. If the adits are plugged to allow the mine void and adits to fill without discharging, groundwater will access 
drained fracture systems and discharge possibly contaminated groundwater to springs and groundwater near the fractures. 

152-27 The SDEIS does not demonstrate that mitigation measures will prevent adverse effects to Wilderness Outstanding 
Resource Waters and downstream waters after mine closure and at all times, as required by the CWA, Organic Act, NFMA, 
NEPA, Montana water quality laws and their implementing regulations. In fact, the DSEIS acknowledges this uncertainty on 
page S-34, “1,000 foot buffer zone along ore outcrop zones plus a 450-foot vertical buffer between the mine workings and 
the surface should minimize the potential for the creation of post-mining springs and seeps.” 

151-16 Parts of the mine void wall would be saturated part of the time and open to the air at other times. Oxidation would 
occur intermittently and the groundwater flowing through the mine void would leach contaminants into the surrounding 
groundwater. The DSEIS has completely failed to consider this source of groundwater pollution. The DSEIS must consider 
the potential for pollution discharging from the mine void and adits during closure due to water flowing through these 
facilities. There must be plans to monitor the groundwater and mitigate problems when they occur. 

Response: Alternative V mitigation measures, such as the required buffer between the mine void and the outcrop, would 
reduce the risk of new springs developing during the post-closure period. In addition, RCR would implement one of three 
different mine adit closure options described in Section 2.3.1.14 of the Draft and Final SEIS, two of which would not allow 
the mine void to fully flood, reducing or eliminating possible creation of springs. The final closure option would be selected 
as mine closure approached and would be based on monitoring data and other information collected during mine operation 
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regarding rock stability, bedrock and ore geochemistry, mine seepage rates, and other hydrologic data and on-going updates 
of the 3D groundwater model. If appropriate, the final closure plan could include other mitigation measures. Spring water 
quality would be monitored following mine closure, as described in the Water Resources Monitoring Plan in Appendix K of 
the Draft and Final SEIS. If water quality action levels were reached in springs after closure, RCR would implement one or 
more of the mitigation measures in the Contingency Action Plan, or develop and implement another appropriate mitigation 
measure. 

Section 2.3.1.14 of the Final SEIS was revised to include specific actions that would be required at mine closure to minimize 
the development of oxidation within the mine void. This would include barriers to prevent air from entering the mine void. 
Secondly, it has not yet been established whether bedrock groundwater levels in this area have significant seasonal variation.  
Head measured in bedrock from within the Libby Adit had seasonal fluctuations of about 10 feet. Quarterly water quality 
monitoring is considered adequate for most groundwater systems where the hydraulic conductivity is relatively low. 

6746 Groundwater Quality > Groundwater Quality - Closure/Post-closure > Comment about effects of tailings facility 
seepage 

152-29 The EIS should analyze the effect of operating the pumpback system on groundwater and area streams, given the 
proximity of the tailings dam (500 feet) to Rock Creek. NEPA requires the analysis of mitigation measures. Such an analysis 
was performed at Montanore (albeit not in full compliance with NEPA). The revised DSEIS must analyze the effects of such 
a potential capture and pumpback system on groundwater, wetlands, GDEs, and dependent streams and aquatic life both 
under NEPA as well as the agency’s duties to protect fisheries habitat and ensure compliance with all water quality standards 
and beneficial uses (e.g., Montana nondegradation flow requirements). 

Response: Based on the geochemical modeling, a pumpback well system would likely not be required for the paste tailings 
facility because the probability is low of any exceedances of groundwater action levels downgradient of the tailings facility. 
A pumpback well system was one of other contingency mitigations described in Section 2.3.1.7.4 of the Draft and Final SEIS 
should mitigation be required. If a mitigation were to be implemented and if a pumpback well system was considered, 
additional analyses would be performed at that time to establish how such a system would be designed and what the potential 
impacts to other users, GDEs, and other resources would be.   

6802 Surface Water Quality > Surface Water Quality - Phase I > Suggested new monitoring 

151-7 The DSEIS should present a plan to continue collecting data at all of the locations until the time the proposed project 
commences or is denied. 

151-41  The plan includes the “measurement of baseline lake levels, and water balance/water budget data at Cliff Lake and 
Copper” in the one-year time frame (DSEIS, p K-22). As seen by the lake level variations in Figure 3, one year may not 
capture the baseline extremes. The plan also does not specify how water levels and inflows will be monitored. Continuous 
water level monitoring of both the lakes and shallow groundwater is necessary to provide data adequate to the task, but the 
installation of features in the CMW is not acceptable. The DSEIS must specify plans for monitoring lake water levels and 
inflow and how that will be acceptable with the Wilderness regulations. 

151-42 The DSEIS should specify the surface water locations where sampling would occur so that the public would know 
the number and spacing between proposed sites. The DSEIS should specify the frequency at which sites would be sampled. 
The frequency should be no less than monthly during periods the sites are accessible. 

Response: The Rock Creek Project SEIS contains the conceptual framework for development of a water resources 
monitoring program for the project.  RCR would submit a final monitoring plan and, if appropriate, update the current plans 
outlined in the Rock Creek Evaluation Adit License Application (RCR 2010) for approval by KNF and DEQ prior to project 
startup. This plan would provide specific details on where and when surface water samples would be collected. Appendix K 
and Section 4.7 of the Final SEIS were changed to state that the water resources monitoring program would begin at least one 
year prior to the initiation of evaluation adit construction in the area where surface water or groundwater may be affected by 
Phase I activities. Water resources monitoring would begin during the first year of Phase I construction and would occur for 
several years prior to the initiation of Phase II construction in the Rock Creek, East Fork Bull River, Bull River, Miller 
Gulch, and Clark Fork River watersheds where surface water or groundwater may be affected by Phase II construction and 
operations. 

151-41 For surface water, the plan does not even specify frequency.  Sampling less frequently than monthly fails to identify 
seasonal trends which on small watershed in particular can during short periods.  Surface water monitoring for flow and 
chemistry should begin at least two years before the activity being monitored to establish seasonal trends. Once understood, 
sampling could be reduced to quarterly but with a plan to increase frequency if there are observed exceedances. 
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Response: See response to previous comment 151-42. There is some specificity on monitoring frequency – see Section 
1.6.3.2 of Appendix K of the Draft SEIS.  Water resources baseline data collection occurred for a number of years up to 2016 
for the Rock Creek Project. Appendix K and Section 4.7 of the Final SEIS were changed to state that the water resources 
monitoring program would begin at least one year prior to the initiation of evaluation adit dewatering in the area where 
surface water or groundwater may be affected by Phase I activities. Water resources monitoring would begin during the first 
year of Phase I construction and would occur for several years prior to the initiation of Phase II construction in the Rock 
Creek, East Fork Bull River, Bull River, Miller Gulch, and Clark Fork River watersheds where surface water or groundwater 
may be affected by Phase II construction and operations. 

151-42 Section 1.6.7 specifies continuous sediment monitoring that includes only suspended sediment at several surface 
water sites. Even continuous monitoring may be insufficient if the sediment becomes trapped along the reach. The 
monitoring should be supplemented with sediment sampling at these locations and upstream on the smaller tributaries at least 
annually during late summer. The sampling should include particle distributions for the sample, metals contents, and along 
the reach a pebble count. This would help identify the location of changes within the watershed. This would help the agencies 
“investigate the source” (DSEIS, p K-31) if a problem was identified. 

Response: Section 1.6.7 of Appendix K was updated in the Final SEIS to reference the sediment monitoring requirements in 
DEQ’s permit for construction storm water discharges (MT0031763).  

217-2 A reduction in groundwater input to a stream can lead to higher water temperatures and have population level 
impacts on Bull Trout. As such, stream temperature monitoring-longitudinally throughout the drainages and temporally is 
necessary to provide a robust means for establishing a baseline and assessing this potential impact. 

Response: Section 1.6 of Appendix K of the Draft SEIS specified that water temperature would be monitored in surface 
water in the study area. The Rock Creek Draft SEIS contained the conceptual framework for development of a water 
resources monitoring program for the project. RCR would submit a final monitoring plan and, if appropriate, update the 
current plans outlined in the Rock Creek Evaluation Adit License Application (RCR 2010) for approval by KNF and DEQ 
prior to project startup. This plan would provide specific details on stream temperature monitoring. This response applies to 
all of the mine phases.   

6803 Surface Water Quality > Surface Water Quality - Phase I > Comment about analysis 

108-1 I am completely unconvinced that there is not a major risk for the entire Clark Fork River drainage downstream 
from the mine. Again, history makes it clear that despite statements that water quality will not be impacted, that is essentially 
never the case. 

343-1 My concern is based on the certainty that mining activity in the rock creek drainage will generate waste rock and 
mill waste (tailings) and potentially large volumes of water. The mining will disrupt the normal hydrology and provide 
multiple conduits for waste water that will be pumped out of the mine or simply find a more direct path to the outside of the 
mountain.  

Response: Section 4.7.2.6 of the Draft SEIS stated that the monitoring described in Appendix K and mitigation would be 
implemented to avoid or minimize adverse effects on surface water quality. There would be no uncontrolled, untreated 
discharges of mine drainage or process wastewater directly to surface water during exploration, construction, or mine 
production. Any treated water discharged to surface water would be discharged in accordance with MPDES permitted 
effluent limits, and the receiving water quality could not exceed water quality standards and applicable nondegradation 
criteria outside of an approved mixing zone. Section 4.7.3.4.1 of the Draft SEIS stated that any discharges to surface water 
outfalls would be required to meet MPDES permitted effluent limits. Monitoring of the outfalls would be required as 
described in the MPDES permits for the project. This response applies to all of the mine phases.   

217-3 Page 4-78, seventh sentence: The 2012 samples were collected “near the state line.” The state line is immediately 
upstream of Cabinet Gorge Dam and measurements at this location may differ from any collected at a location downstream of 
the dam. We suggest a more specific description of the sampling location for these samples and where future samples are 
proposed to be collected to compare to water quality standards. We also suggest including the sample result values, a 
description of whether dissolved or total recoverable metal was measured, and the specific water quality standard values 
being compared to when discussing the 2012 samples. 

Response: Additional information was added to Section 4.7.3.4 of the Final SEIS describing the sampling location, which is 
downstream of Cabinet Gorge Dam.  Information was also added to this section regarding metal concentrations in the Clark 
Fork River at this location. This response applies to all of the mine phases.   
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157-4 The Draft SEIS fails to note the Section 303(d) impaired listing for Rock Creek due to silvicultural activities that is 
noted in the MPDES stormwater permits and therefore the Draft SEIS therefore does not analyze the impacts to Rock Creek 
from the above 36 acres of powerline clearing because the clearing is only noted in related to grizzly bear habitat. 

Response: The listing by DEQ of all of Rock Creek as impaired as a result of substrate alterations due to silviculture 
practices was discussed in Section 3.7.1.4 of the Draft SEIS. It is not expected that powerline clearing would affect surface 
water quality except for stream temperature; this effect was discussed in Sections 4.7.3.4.2 and 4.11.2.4.2 of the Draft SEIS. 
No changes were made in the Final SEIS. This response applies to Phase I and II. For comments about powerline clearing see 
Issue 7424 responses to comments about sediment effects.  

6805 Surface Water Quality > Surface Water Quality - Phase I > Comment about erosion and sedimentation 

84-1 The company should be required to do a valid assessment of the sources of road sediment and mitigate for sediment 
delivery to Rock Creek before they start generating more sediment. 

94-1 The company should be required to do a valid assessment of the sources of road sediment and mitigate for sediment 
delivery to Rock Creek before they start generating more sediment. 

215-1 The company should be required to do a valid assessment of the sources of road sediment and mitigate for sediment 
delivery to Rock Creek before they start generating more sediment. 

316-1 The company should be required to do a valid assessment of the sources of road sediment and mitigate for sediment 
delivery to Rock Creek before they start generating more sediment. 

340-1 The company should be required to do a valid assessment of the sources of road sediment and mitigate for sediment 
delivery to Rock Creek before they start generating more sediment. 

Response: An assessment of sediment sources in Rock Creek was completed by Salmon Environmental Services in 2012 and 
referenced in Sections 3.7 and 3.11 of the Draft SEIS. Existing sediment conditions in Rock Creek are also described in 
Appendix N of the Draft SEIS. This response applies to all of the mine phases.   

152-14 How much additional sediment will be generated in the process of burying these pipeline along the entire route, 
including all the pipelines identified in Table 2-7? 

Response: Little or no sediment would be generated when burying pipelines needed for Phase I and II.  Information was 
added to Section 2.3.1.12 of the Final SEIS describing the erosion control Best Management Practices that would be used to 
manage erosion and minimize the movement of sediment when trenching for pipeline burial. This response applies to Phase I 
and II.   

155-7 My observations of Rock Creek mainstem and my career-long observations on comparable alluvial streams with a 
history of sediment aggradation indicate it will take much longer than a decade or two for recovery of streambed conditions 
to occur on a widespread and lasting basis. Because of ongoing bank erosion in Rock Creek, it is unlikely that sediment 
conditions and channel stability will be fully restored until a complex, nature riparian forest reestablished in its floodplain 
banks—that is, likely on the order of 100 years. Until then, snippets of local and partial recovery may be apparent in local 
field surveys, but overall they will not be lasting and are likely to be quickly reversed when significant storm and flood 
events trigger new bouts of erosion. For the same reasons, in my opinion the Kootenai National Forest’s WATSED sediment 
modeling results (SEIS Appendix N and 4-43-44) are also overoptimistic with regard to the rate at which Rock Creek is 
assumed to respond favorably to sediment decreases associated with road improvements. 

Response: It was clarified in Section 4.7.3 and Appendix N of the Final SEIS that these mitigations, which would reduce 
sediment yield to Rock Creek and improve streambed conditions, would be consistent with the 2015 KFP components 
pertaining to sediment, erosion, and aquatic and riparian habitat, and that the mitigations would not be intended to fully 
restore Rock Creek to its original, pristine condition. Sediment and runoff from all disturbed areas would be minimized 
through the use of BMPs developed in accordance with the Forest Service’s National Best Management Practices for Water 
Quality Management on National Forest System Lands (USFS 2012). Additional information was added to Section 4.7.3 and 
Appendix N of the Final SEIS regarding the effectiveness of the proposed mitigations to reduce sediment to streams as a 
result of the road mitigation measures that would be implemented for the Rock Creek project.   

6806 Surface Water Quality > Surface Water Quality - Phase I > Comment about stormwater control 

152-13 According to the DSEIS the combined Outfall 006 sediment basin and 600,000 gallon pond would have the capacity 
to contain runoff from a 100-year/24 hour storm event. Montana DEQ and the U.S. Bureau of Land Management have stated 
that designing mine features for a 100-year/24 hour storm event is inadequate to protect against releases, given the increase in 
large storm events associated with climate change, using the Zortman Landusky Mine as a case study. The EIS should 
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evaluate the adverse effects of a failure or overtopping of the sediment pond and 600,000 gallon stormwater mine water 
retention pond on downstream resources, and it should incorporate more protective design requirements. 

157-13 The EIS should evaluate the adverse effects of a failure or overtopping of the sediment pond and 600,000 gallon 
stormwater/ mine water retention pond on downstream resources, and it should incorporate more protective design 
requirements. 

173-1 The DSEIS doesn’t define the amount of wastewater that will escape treatment before being discharged into the 
Clark Fork River. Storms, runoff and other non-normal situations can easily cause sources of contamination. 

191-1 The plan fails to quantify how much wastewater will escape treatment before being discharged into the Clark Fork 
River. 

197-1 Nor does it quantify the amount of waste water that will escape treatment before being discharged to the Clark Fork 
River, the main source of water for our lake, particularly if the amount of water encountered during mining is greater than 
anticipated, during storm events due to runoff from undersized holding ponds, and from other sources of contaminated water. 

Response: Information was added to Section 4.7.3.4 about the effects of failure or overtopping stormwater control structures 
during storm events exceeding their design capacity. It was also clarified in this section and in Chapters 1 and 2 of the Final 
SEIS that MPDES permit MT0030287 stated that only stormwater discharges from outfalls 003, 004, 006 and 007 is 
permitted, and discharge of process wastewater or any water resulting from mine dewatering activities is prohibited at these 
outfalls. This response applies to all of the mine phases.   

6811 Surface Water Quality > Surface Water Quality - Phase I (continued) > Comment about regulatory compliance 

152-6 The DSEIS must provide data and analysis on the potential impacts of all discharges, and demonstrate that all 
discharges will comply with water quality laws and regulations and adequately protect aquatic life. The EIS cannot defer this 
to future permitting processes nor defer to state permitting processes without full review in the federal NEPA and mine 
review process. 

136-1 To tell us that lakes and rivers would not be negatively affected is very misleading. All mines produce pollutants, 
including heavy metals. It is a byproduct of mines in general. 

Response:  See Issue 6803, response to comment 108-1.   

6820 Surface Water Quality > Surface Water Quality - Phase II Construction and Operations > Suggested new 
analysis 

149-17 Don’t know how much concentrate it takes to fill a railcar, but are the railcars water proof? If not, then there is the 
potential for a problem. If water leaks from the railcars it will take concentrate with it. Maybe not a lot, but over the life of 
the mine it may amount to a considerable amount. If water and concentrate leak onto the railroad tracks it is only a matter of 
time before the stuff makes its way into a waterway. Until the concentrate is at its destination it is a concentrate of heavy 
metals. Some detail on the transport method is needed 

269-3 Railcar Leakage. 4320 gallons per day will be retained in the ore concentrate. Rainfall plus paste moisture settling to 
the bottom of the car could leave a water buildup. RECOMMENDATION: Use waterproof lined railcars. 

Response: Section 2.3.1.6 of the Draft SEIS stated that the concentrate would be dewatered within an enclosed building at 
the rail loadout before loading into covered rail cars for shipment.   

6823 Surface Water Quality > Surface Water Quality - Phase II Construction and Operations > Comment about 
analysis 

152-32 What is the anticipated temperature of the discharge? 

Response: It is not known what the temperature of the wastewater treatment plant discharge would be; however, the 
temperature of the receiving water could not exceed the Montana surface water quality standard outside of a mixing zone (see 
Table 3-14 in Section 3.7.1.1 in the Final SEIS). In addition, it was stated in Section 4.7.3.4.3 of the Draft SEIS that the 
discharge would likely not affect the temperature of the Clark Fork River because the discharge rate would be less than 1% of 
even the lowest flows measured in the last 20 years (220 cfs) in the Clark Fork River near Noxon.   

246-1 Page 4-78, fifth sentence- the Clean Water Act (CWA) does not mandate that downgradient neighboring states’ 
water quality “numeric standards” be met at the border. If this were true all states would be required to have the same 
“numeric standards”, which is not the case. 
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Response: It is stated in IDEQ’s Lower Clark Fork River Subbasin Assessment and TMDL (IDEQ 2007) on page 73 that 
“the entire flow-based load capacities for cadmium, copper and zinc are allotted as total load allocations at the Montana-
Idaho border. It is the responsibility of the state of Montana to meet the load capacity and Idaho water quality numeric and 
special resource water standards at the border.”   

343-1 Hecla states that the waste water they plan to discharge into the Clark Fork River is cleaner than the river water 
itself. We already know the river is polluted with a great many noxious and toxic materials and has been so since mining and 
population growth boomed in the 19th century. For Hecla to ‘brag’ that their waste water from the proposed mine is ‘cleaner’ 
than the horribly abused Clark Fork River is a cruel joke. The fact of the matter is, the river water below the Hecla Rock 
Creek Mine discharge, will be measurably worse than the water upstream due to the addition of Rock Creek Mine’s tailings 
drainage and other waste water. The water flowing into Lake Pend Oreille will be dirtier than before Hecla initiates its 
discharge, and so it goes. Finally, the Hecla discharge will definitely degrade the river and Lake Pend Oreille. 

344-1 First the DSEIS dismisses impacts to downstream waters in Idaho when it claims, “No impacts to Idaho waters are 
expected.” We see that the mine still plans to create a perpetual discharge of pollutants into the Clark Fork River. By 
dismissing impacts to Idaho’s waters, the DSEIS does not take into account the cumulative, long-term impacts to Lake Pend 
Oreille from this perpetual pollution. Impacts from mine development may be considerably more significant than those 
displayed and analyzed in the BiOP. 

Response:  See Issue code 6803, under response to comment 108-1.   

6824 Surface Water Quality > Surface Water Quality - Phase II Construction and Operations > Comment about 
effects of drawdown on water quality 

157-13 The EIS should calculate the maximum, mean and minimum amount of flow reductions in Rock Creek as a result of 
all of these activities, and evaluate the potential effects.  

152-7 The EIS should calculate the maximum, mean and minimum amount of flow reductions in Rock Creek as a result of 
all of these activities, and evaluate the potential effects. 

Response: Potential effects to flow in Rock Creek may occur due to mine inflows, use of RCR’s Rock Creek domestic 
surface water right for 10 gpm or 1 acre-foot per year, and the possible use of the tailings facility pumpback wells. For 
Alternative V, the pumpback wells would be a possible mitigation for effects to water quality. The effects of this contingency 
mitigation at the tailings facility were not evaluated. The effect of the domestic well would be no effect up to a 10 gpm or 1 
acre-foot per year flow reduction. The change in baseflow in Rock Creek discussed in Section 4.7.3.2 of the Draft SEIS was 
derived from the 3D groundwater model, which was developed and run using the best available information. The 3D model 
would be refined and rerun after data that can only be obtained underground during the Evaluation Phase were incorporated 
into the model. At that time, a range of possible mine inflows could be determined, but until the underground exploration and 
data collection was completed, such a range is not currently known.   

157-13 The predicted reductions in flow trigger the nondegradation provisions in Montana’s Water Quality Act, and require 
nondegradation review for waters outside of the Wilderness, and are prohibited for Outstanding Resource Waters within the 
wilderness. 

Response: DEQ’s Nondegradation Rules were discussed in Section 3.7.1.2 of the Draft SEIS. This response applies to all of 
the mine phases.   

6827 Surface Water Quality > Surface Water Quality - Phase II Construction and Operations > Comment about risk of 
elevated nutrients 

157-16 There is no information about 2013 or 2014 loads even though this document was finalized in 2016, and therefore 
there is no way to determine if the 3-year exceedance did in fact occur. 

157-17 There is a target N:P ratio of 15:1 in the Border Agreement that is not discussed in the DSEIS. Exceedance of that 
ratio may require additional action by the State of Montana and should be taken into consideration due to the potential 
discharges of N from the mine. 

Response: Section 4.7.3.4.3 of the Draft SEIS stated that the estimated TP load in 2013 was less than the allocated target 
load, so the 3-year exceedance did not occur in 2011 to 2013. The in-lake target N:P ratio of 15:1 would not be affected by 
discharges from the mine when the nutrient target load of 259,500 kilograms per year of TP was met in the Clark Fork River 
at the MT/ID state line.  Additional information was added to Section 3.7.1.4 of the Final SEIS regarding the 2013 to 2015 
nutrient loads for the Clark Fork River at the MT/ID border. Section 4.7.3.4.3 stated that DEQ would consider all TMDL 
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requirements during MPDES permitting. MPDES permit effluent limitations would prevent impairment of the Clark Fork 
River at the Montana/Idaho border and Lake Pend Oreille in Idaho.  

6828 Surface Water Quality > Surface Water Quality - Phase II Construction and Operations > Comment about 
wastewater treatment and discharge 

Capacity of Wastewater Treatment and Volume of Discharge to Clark Fork River 

110-1 The DSEIS does not quantify the amount of wastewater that will escape treatment before being discharged into the 
Clark Fork. It does not take into account the effects of outsized storm events producing more water than the holding ponds 
can contain. It also does not address what will happen if there is more subterranean water encountered than planned for in the 
project. 

150-9 The planned RO treatment capacity is only 650 gallons/minute (DSEIS, p. 2-61). The sizing of the RO plant should 
be expanded to minimize the need for mine water storage under higher flow conditions. 

151-4 Estimated dewatering rates: the DSEIS predicts based on groundwater modeling that dewatering will equal 13 gpm 
during the evaluation phase, 97 gpm during construction, and vary from 300 to 530 gpm during operations. The modeling 
study emphasized that model predictions should be considered qualitatively only because of the lack of calibration in the 
model. At best, these estimates should be considered the low end of the range that will be periodically exceeded as the adit 
intersects connected fractures. When this occurs, the water management system could be overwhelmed. 

151-5 Wastewater treatment plant: Although the WWTP would be designed to meet standards, the DSEIS does not 
disclose or plan for the times that inflow to the plant would be upset by large mine water inflows 

151-5 Mine water inflow changes will upset the treatment system if there is insufficient water storage; the DSEIS does not 
outline where excess water would be stored. The mill reservoir at 600,000 gallons is insufficient for a significant inflow 
increase that lasts more than a day. 

151-31 The DSEIS should acknowledge that overflows will occur and that they could degrade water quality. The DSEIS 
should assess the probability of such overflows, plan to mitigate them, and estimate the effects downstream on the receiving 
waters. RCR should be required to obtain a permit to degrade to accommodate these periods. 

151-31 The DSEIS should explain how RCR will avoid fluctuations in the treatment inflow rate. 

151-31 The DSEIS should disclose how excess mine water would be discharged if there is no option of discharge to the 
river. 

152-16 If the underground reservoir is dysfunctional because of seismic activity, how will the water be managed during the 
wet season? Does the water treatment system have the capacity to treat all discharge water from the mine? 

235-1 Perpetual pollution to the tune of 3,000,000 gallons of treated water a day into the Clark Fork has to have an impact. 
The amount of water that escapes treatment due to unknown factors such as more ground water than anticipated and big 
storm events could significantly impact water quality. 

182-1 The DSEIS fails to quantify the amount of wastewater that will escape treatment before being discharged to the 
Clark Fork River. 

249-1 The DSEIS fails to quantify the amount of wastewater that will escape treatment before being discharged to the 
Clark Fork River. This will happen if the amount of water encountered during mining is greater than anticipated, during 
storm events due to runoff from undersized holding ponds, and from other sources of contaminated water. 

291-1 The DSEIS fails to quantify the amount of wastewater that will escape treatment before being discharged to the 
Clark Fork River. This will happen if the amount of water encountered during mining is greater than anticipated, during 
storm events due to runoff from undersized holding ponds, and from other sources of contaminated water. 

344-1 The DSEIS fails to quantify the amount of wastewater that will escape treatment before being discharged to the 
Clark Fork River. This will happen if the amount of water encountered during mining is greater than is anticipated and during 
storm events due to runoff from undersized holding ponds and from other sources of contaminated water. 

268-1 The amount of wastewater that could escape treatment before being discharged into the Clark Fork River concerns 
me greatly and is not clearly defined in the DSEIS. Rain on snow events which generate great amounts of storm water are 
common in our local area which could over-tax the treatment system, as could the amount of water encountered during 
mining if greater than anticipated by DSEIS estimates. 
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269-1 River and ground water standards will likely not be consistently met. Uncertain flows can overwhelm the treatment 
plant resulting in untreated water into the river. 

269-1 The flow from an optional pump-back system to treat ground water has not been included but would vastly increase 
amounts of water to be treated and discharged. Realistic maximum flows must be designed into the system. 

269-1 The stated dissipation of excess water treated and discharged does not consider seasonal variations in evaporation, 
dust, suppression and ground seepage below the tailings. Spring flows would be much greater. 

276-1 The 2200 gpm as first proposed has been reduced to 315 gpm. The stated dissipation of excess water not treated and 
discharged does not consider seasonal variations in evaporation, dust suppression and ground seepage below the 
tailings...The flow from a well pump-back system to treat ground water has not been included but would vastly increase 
amounts of water to be treated and discharged. Uncertain flows could overwhelm the treatment plant resulting in untreated 
water into the river. The EIS stated that there are many unknown factors and the hydraulic engineering is uncertain. 

280-1 The stated dissipation of excess water not treated and discharged does not consider seasonal variations in 
evaporation, dust suppression and ground seepage below the tailings.  The flow from a well pump-back system, to treat 
groundwater, has not been included but would vastly increase the amounts of water to be treated and discharged.  No mention 
of pipe degradation from continually, recycled water. 

281-1 A backup system utilizing Reverse Osmosis (RO) would be available if the biological system fails, but the RO 
system has a limited capacity and would be unable to treat all the wastewater. As a result, there would be times when the 
mine would discharge untreated wastewater to the Clark Fork River. The Forest Service must disclose the amount of water 
that could be discharged untreated to the Clark Fork River. 

281-1 The amount of wastewater that will need to be treated and discharged to the Clark Fork River cannot be accurately 
predicted due to the large uncertainty in calculating how much ground water will flow into the underground mine. 

310-1 The amount of wastewater that could escape treatment before being discharged into the Clark Fork River concerns 
me greatly and is not clearly defined in the DSEIS. Rain on snow events which generate great amounts of storm water are 
common in our local area which could over-tax the treatment system, as could the amount of water encountered during 
mining if greater than anticipated by DSEIS estimates. 

319-1 The mine still plans a perpetual discharge of wastewater to the Clark Fork River, and the analysis of the long term 
impacts of that discharge to Lake Pend Oreille is still missing. Any cumulative impacts to Lake Pend Oreille must be taken 
into account from this discharge and its pollution that is perpetual as well as potential events like excessive runoff or 
earthquakes. The DSEIS fails to address what would happen to this mining waste if catastrophic storm events cause greater 
runoff that undersized holding ponds fail to contain. I lived in Clark Fork, Idaho in 1980 when unexpected rain-on-snow 
storm events caused serious floods and a million dollars of damage to the Kaniksu National Forest lands and waters. That 
area has never fully recovered. Planning for such events must occur because they have occurred. 

332-1 The flow from a well pump-back system, to treat groundwater, has not been included but would vastly increase the 
amounts of water to be treated and discharged. 

344-1 The DSEIS fails to quantify the amount of wastewater that will escape treatment before being discharged to the 
Clark Fork River. This will happen if the amount of water encountered during mining is greater than is anticipated and during 
storm events due to runoff from undersized holding ponds and from other sources of contaminated water. 

84-1 The amount of wastewater that will need to be treated and discharged to the Clark Fork River cannot be accurately 
predicted due to the large uncertainty in calculating how much ground water will flow into the underground mine. More 
water could be encountered if the mine intercepts saturated zones in the highly fractured rock. 

84-1 The RO system has a limited capacity and would be unable to treat all the wastewater. As a result, there would be 
times when the mine would discharge untreated wastewater to the Clark Fork River. 

94-1 The RO system has a limited capacity and would be unable to treat all the wastewater. As a result, there would be 
times when the mine would discharge untreated wastewater to the Clark Fork River. 

94-1 The amount of wastewater that will need to be treated and discharged to the Clark Fork River cannot be accurately 
predicted due to the large uncertainty in calculating how much ground water will flow into the underground mine. More 
water could be encountered if the mine intercepts saturated zones in the highly fractured rock. 

101-1 Please reconsider the impact of constant discharge of heavy metal laddened water on the Clark Fork River. A long 
term study would help assess the outcome. 
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157-16 The DSEIS also estimates that only 305-364 gpm of wastewater would be treated and discharged to the Clark Fork 
River; however absent definitive, provable information on the water balance calculations, this estimate cannot be supported. 
Further, the document states that there would be no adverse effects on the Clark Fork River expect during unexpected 
wastewater treatment plant upsets, but there is no information to support this statement and no information about what 
mitigation would be required by RCR. 

275-1 Increased water discharge, even if it is as clean as the Draft SEIS leads us to believe, will have a significant impact 
on waters of the Clark Fork and this needs to be addressed and coordinated between Avista, Montana DFWP, and the mine 
owners. 

Response: Information was added to Section 4.7.3.1 of the Final SEIS regarding mine inflows. It is standard industry practice 
for mining companies to drill ahead as the mine progresses to evaluate potential groundwater inflow, both from a safety and a 
water handling point of view. Should areas of potentially higher inflow be detected, buffers could be left in place or grouting 
could be used to minimize inflow. It would be determined during Phase I whether or not the mine would be likely to 
experience large seasonal variations in mine inflow. This information would be used to ensure that the treatment plant is built 
with adequate capacity. Section 2.3.1.1 of the Draft SEIS described how excess water would be handled. Excess water from 
the mine, if there was more than needed for mining, would be stored above ground or in an underground reservoir in worked-
out portions of the mine. Section 2.3.1.9.1 stated that water from mine inflow would be held in or released from storage 
depending on mill makeup water demand, available surface storage, and the available capacity of the treatment system. 
Should a problem develop with the mine wastewater treatment system, excess mine water could be stored in the mine until 
the problem with the wastewater treatment system was corrected. Section 2.3.1.7.3 stated that process water would be stored 
in a 30,000 gallon tank and then reused or sent to the wastewater treatment plant. Section 2.3.1.9.2 of the Final SEIS 
describes the wastewater treatment plant capacity. RCR would be allowed by the DEQ to discharge untreated mine water to 
the Clark Fork River only if it met all MPDES permitted effluent limits. 

Wastewater Management, Treatment and Discharge 

136-1 Wastewater containing arsenic and other metals should never be discharged into the Clark Fork River. 

150-9 Extra layers of protection need to be incorporated into the design to avoid accidental spills of brine and mobilization 
of metals in the wastes. Given the fragile nature of the environment in the proposed project area, an alternative to placement 
of the clarifier waste in the tailings impoundment should be considered for the Final SEIS. Finally, tests should be conducted 
to evaluate the performance of the proposed treatment scheme to determine if the low required cadmium levels for the 
protection of bull trout can be met. 

151-25 If the biologic system fails, the RO would be unable to treat much of the water, even if the units are modular and can 
be added . . . The DSEIS should outline how long it would take to replace RO units and disclose the amount of water that 
could be discharged untreated. 

157-15 The SEIS should provide details on how this water will be managed throughout mine operations, closure and post-
closure, and demonstrate that the company has a guaranteed plan in place before the ROD is issued. The SEIS should not 
identify a preferred alternative if it is unable to demonstrate how discharges would be managed long-term. 

280-1 Any alternative discharge should be engineered and listed in the preliminary DSEIS. 

313-1 The constant discharge of toxic waste water directly into the Clark Fork River cannot be allowed. While the water is 
“cleaner” than what was originally proposed, it still will dump hundreds of pounds of arsenic and lead into the river over the 
expected 30 year life of the mine. We have watched as experts try to figure out how to fix the pollution in Coeur d’Alene 
Lake and the Spokane River from a century of mining in the Silver Valley. 

337-1 It is my understanding that the mine expects to discharge arsenic, copper and lead on a daily basis into the Clark 
Fork River. I think this is totally unacceptable. The water doesn’t need nor can it sustain itself with this pollution. The fish, 
birds and animals that depend on the river for life should not be exposed to these chemicals. Additionally, the chemicals will 
either end up on the bottom of the river somewhere or downstream, where they will continue to create hazards for humans 
and animals. 

Response: See response to comment 108-1 under code 6803 and previous response under code 6828. Also, Section 2.3.1.9 of 
the Draft SEIS described in detail for each mine phase how wastewater would be managed, treated and discharged. There are 
no alternative discharge methods proposed that are not discussed in the Draft SEIS. Section 2.3.1.3.3 listed the submittals 
required from RCR before Phase II could be implemented, which would be available to the public for review.  These 
requirements would include a final water management plan. This response applies to all of the mine phases.   
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276-1 There is no engineering or location for infiltration ponds indicated in the EIS.  Phase I permitting should not be 
allowed until the method of discharge is resolved.  Phase I permitting should not be allowed until the method of discharge is 
resolved.   

Response: The proposed location of the infiltration ponds was shown on Figure 2-7 in Section 2.3.1.4.2 and Figure 2-9 in 
Section 2.3.1.9 of the Draft SEIS and the use of the infiltration ponds to dispose of treated wastewater in Phase I are 
discussed in Section 2.3.1.9 of the Draft SEIS. The engineering design of the infiltrations ponds has not yet been prepared by 
RCR, but the design would need to show that the ponds have the capacity to percolate the maximum discharge volume 
expected during Phase I. This response applies to Phase I.   

Wastewater Permits and Easements 

152-16 If it isn’t approved, where will the wastewater be discharged, and what are the long-term effects of these discharges? 
The EIS should provide details on how this water will be managed throughout mine operations, closure and post-closure, and 
demonstrate that the company has a guaranteed plan in place before the ROD is issued. The EIS should not identify a 
preferred alternative if it is unable to demonstrate how discharges would be managed long-term. 

152-16  It is our understanding that the diffuser also requires approval from Avista for an easement to access the site, and 
Avista has repeatedly stated that it will not issue that authorization. What are the necessary steps for approval of the diffuser? 

164-4 The DSEIS, as in the 2001 EIS, recommends that wastewater be treated and discharged to Cabinet Gorge Reservoir. 
This will require a discharge permit from DEQ, which the company does not have, as well as an easement from Avista, 
which is also not in hand. 

217-2  The overview of Alternative V (Section 2), references the plan for a treated wastewater discharge pipeline 
connecting to the LCFR diffuser and a contingency make-up water well within the Cabinet Gorge Reservoir Avista Project 
Area. This reference, along with others, to these structures, may give the impression that no further approvals are needed for 
their realization. We suggest noting that other reviews and approvals would be needed once Phase 2 plans are finalized, 
which could include approvals from other agencies as well as Avista (as a landowner). 

269-1 Discharge into the river may never happen. Avista has reservations about the water volume and water quality into 
the river during production and into perpetuity. They may not grant an easement. 

276-1 The EIS states that treated water will be either infiltrated into ponds or piped into the Clark Fork River. Avista has 
reservations about the water volume and water quality into the river during production and into perpetuity and has not 
granted an easement for a discharge pipe. 

280-1 Avista may not grant an easement, as they have reservations about the water volume and water quality draining into 
the river during production and into perpetuity. 

343-2 Avista had published an engineering survey of the possibility of direct discharge of mine waste water (treated, or 
not?) into the Clark Fork River below the Noxon Rapids Dam. Avista had extreme concerns about any kind of diffuser pipe 
in the river due to extreme forces present during high flows resulting in there being no adequate method to anchor any such 
diffuser pipe in the river. Avista also had major concerns about any waste water discharge pipeline crossing the Avista right 
of way along the river.  Avista would require a nearly failsafe network of sensors, automated valves and other controls to 
handle any spill or broken pipeline. How are these issues being handled by Hecla in their planning? 

Response: KNF agrees that a discharge permit would need to be obtained from DEQ to discharge treated water to the Clark 
Fork River; this was discussed in Sections 1.5 and Section 3.7.1.3 of the Draft SEIS. KNF also agrees that Avista would need 
to grant an easement to allow the wastewater discharge pipeline to cross Avista’s property and may have certain requirements 
that it will impose on RCR. If RCR could not obtain an easement from Avista, it would need to submit an alternative plan for 
water disposal, and KNF would need to evaluate the effects of this alternative plan. The KNF would assess whether the 
alternative plan would require substantial revisions to the analysis conducted in the existing EIS and would conduct 
additional NEPA analysis if there were substantial changes in the alternative plan that were relevant to environmental 
concerns or if the new plan constituted significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and 
bearing on the proposed action, as required by 40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1). 

6830 Surface Water Quality > Surface Water Quality - Phase II Construction and Operations (continued) > Comment 
about stormwater control 

164-7 The DSEIS says the mine operator will construct stormwater retention and sediment basins designed for 100-year 
flood events (DSEIS 2.3.1.2). . . Designs for stormwater retention at this mine should be able to withstand a probable 
maximum flood. 
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128-2 Wastewater runoff, especially regarding the evolving weather patterns we are now and will be experiencing as a 
result of climate change, is poorly provided for. This will result in first, poisoning of Rock Creek and then the leaching into 
the Clark Fork River and then on into Lake Pend Oreille. 

152-29 According to the DSEIS, a seepage collection pond would be constructed near the buttress of the paste tailings dam 
to collect wastewater captured by the finger drains at the base of the tailings facility.  It is proposed to be constructed to meet 
a 100-year/24-hour storm event.  Montana DEQ and the U.S. Bureau of Land Management have stated that designing mine 
facilities to accommodate a 100-year/24-hour storm event is insufficient to address the more frequent large storm events 
associated with climate change. The EIS should consider a design for this facility that will provide more certainty, given its 
proximity to the River and to Rock Creek. Where are the engineering designs for this facility? How large is this facility? 
What volume of wastewater will it hold? How will it be lined? What is the expected water quality of the wastewater that will 
be stored in this facility? 

157-7 A seepage collection pond would be constructed near the buttress of the paste tailings dam to collect wastewater 
captured by the finger drains at the base of the tailings facility, and is proposed to meet a 100-year/24-hour storm event. 
Montana DEQ and the U.S. Bureau of Land Management have stated that designing mine facilities to accommodate a 100-
year/24-hour storm event is insufficient to address the more frequent large storm events associated with climate change. The 
EIS should consider a design for this facility that will provide more certainty, given its proximity to the Clark Fork River and 
to Rock Creek. 

Response: See Issue code 6806 response.   

6831 Surface Water Quality > Surface Water Quality - Phase II Construction and Operations (continued) > Comment 
about effects of accidental spills 

155-11 The conversion of forest roads to year-round industrial use for mine operations and ore haul constitutes a major 
change in circumstances and potential environmental impact, but it the environmental impacts of road runoff and potential 
transportation-related spills are not adequately addressed in the SEIS. 

155-14 The SEIS does not address the expected outcomes of accidents and spills of haul mining waste and fuel that can be 
expected as a systematic result of in any intensified, long-duration industrial operation like mining haul. 

Response: Potential effects to streams due to the movement of sediment from roads was described in the 2001 FEIS, and in 
Section 4.7.3.4.2 and Appendix N of the Draft SEIS. Additional information was added to Section 4.7.3.4.3 of the Final SEIS 
regarding the effects of spills that may occur along roads in the mine area. This response applies to all of the mine phases.   

6834 Surface Water Quality > Surface Water Quality - Phase II Construction and Operations (continued) > Comment 
about effectiveness of mitigation 

155-10 The Draft EA states that mine haul will continue through the winter months. What specific measures will the Forest 
Service impose to ensure that road maintenance and operating procedures do not result in damage to or inadvertent 
circumvention of road design features intended to protect surface waters? 

155-10 Hence the primary mitigation measure proposed by the Forest Service in the Draft EA to reduce road dust has the 
possible contravening effect of increasing sediment generation and delivery by water transport and related means. 

Response: Information was added to Section 4.7.3.4.5 of the Final SEIS regarding the effects of winter-time road use and 
water use for dust suppression on roads to surface water quality. This response applies to all of the mine phases.   

6835 Surface Water Quality > Surface Water Quality - Phase II Construction and Operations (continued) > Comment 
about cumulative effects 

152-32 The cumulative impact of all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable discharges must be calculated and analyzed 
in the revised DSEIS. Under the CWA, additional discharges of a parameter into a water impaired for that parameter is not 
allowed, absent detailed compliance schedules not applicable here. Friends of Pinto Creek v. EPA, 504 F.3d 1007 (9th Cir. 
2007). 

342-2 No permits for the proposed Rock Creek Mine should be issued until there is a thorough analysis of the cumulative 
impacts of the two (RC and Montanore) mines on the lakes in the Cabinet Wilderness. 

Response: Additional discussion was added to Section 4.7.8.4 of the Final SEIS regarding cumulative impacts of past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions affecting water quality in and near the study area. Impaired streams in or 
downstream of the study area and TMDLs affecting the project and other reasonably foreseeable future actions were 
discussed in Section 3.7.1.4 of the Draft SEIS. The cumulative effects of the Rock Creek and Montanore mine projects to 
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CMW lakes are discussed in Section 4.7.8.2 of the Draft SEIS. The 3D groundwater flow models for both projects would be 
refined and rerun after data from the evaluation phases for each mine were incorporated into the model. Following additional 
data collection and modeling, the predicted impacts on CMW lakes in the study area may change. This response applies to all 
of the mine phases.   

6836 Surface Water Quality > Surface Water Quality - Phase II Construction and Operations (continued) > Comment 
about regulatory compliance 

149-17 What happens if HECLA cannot use the Clark Fork River as a discharge point? Will either of these amounts of 
water then go to an infiltration pond? 

Response:  The analysis in the Draft SEIS and Final SEIS assumes that DEQ would permit the discharge of treated water to 
the Clark Fork River. If this did not occur, and a different means of disposing of treated water was proposed that would be 
expected to result in impacts substantially different from or greater than was discussed in the Final SEIS, than additional 
environmental impact analysis under NEPA would be required.   

152-12 In addition, Table 1-2 does not include the required point source discharge permit requirements for all road culverts. 
See Northwest Environmental Defense Center v. Brown, 640 F.3d 1063, 1070-71 (9th Cir. 2011) (culverts directing 
stormwater flows are point sources subject to NPDES permitting) overturned on other grounds Decker v. Nw. Envtl. Def. 
Ctr., 133 S.Ct. 1326 (2013). Although the Supreme Court overturned Brown on other grounds, the culverts-as-point-sources 
rule remains. 

Response: Permit requirements for road culverts were included under “DEQ Stormwater Permit MT0031763” in Table 1-2 
of Section 1.6.3 the Draft SEIS; this table was updated in the Final SEIS. Section 4.7.3.4 of the Draft SEIS in the Stormwater 
Control section discussed RCR’s application for coverage under an individual stormwater permit (MT0031763) for road 
construction, utility installation, and construction of the Phase I adit portal. A determination and public notice for the Phase I 
construction stormwater permit was issued by DEQ on July 31, 2015. Public comments were received and DEQ issued the 
final permit for 31 outfalls in Miller Gulch, Rock Creek, West Fork Rock Creek, and tributaries to Rock Creek and West 
Fork Rock Creek in June 2016. As required for the stormwater permit, RCR submitted a Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan to DEQ in 2013 that addresses sediment control on existing access roads by installing sediment-control measures 
associated with development of a borrow material site in a previously disturbed area adjacent to NFS road #150, installing a 
buried powerline and water pipeline in the access road to avoid disturbing new areas, and installing arch culverts at three 
locations. 

152-32 The statement that it is the responsibility of the state of Montana to meet the load capacity and Idaho water quality 
numeric standards at the border, does not relieve the Forest service of its duty to minimize environmental impacts and protect 
public resources. The Forest Service should not depend on a future, hypothetical wastewater permit being issued. 

Response:  See Issue 6803, response to comment 108-1.   

157-16 There are no MPDES permit applications or permits in place for this discharge [to the Clark Fork River] and 
therefore there is no mixing zone yet calculated. . . Also, the assumption that the load capacities in 2012 were below the 
TMDL cannot be determined without providing both the river flow at the time of the measurement and whether the 
concentrations were total recoverable or dissolved. 

Response: It is correct that an MPDES permit for discharge of treated mine wastewater to the Clark Fork River for the 
project has not been issued by DEQ, so there is not yet an approved mixing zone in the river for such a discharge. See Issue 
3602 response to comment 152-32 regarding the Idaho TMDLs for cadmium, copper and zinc.  

152-17 According to the DSEIS, water from the mill will be treated and ultimately discharged to the Clark Fork River via a 
diffuser. (Table p. 2-47) shows that mill water bleed off and mill reservoir excess water, estimated at over 300 gpm, is 
expected to be discharged to the Clark Fork River. The predicted discharge of mill bleed-off and excess mill reservoir water 
contradicts the zero-discharge requirements of EPA’s New Source Performance Standards for copper milling operations 
using froth-flotation (the milling method here). Subject to minor exemptions not applicable here: “[T]there shall be no 
discharge of process wastewater to navigable waters from mills that use the froth-flotation process alone, or in conjunction 
with other processes, for the beneficiation of copper, lead, zinc, gold, silver, or molybdenum ores or any combination of these 
ores.” 40 CFR 440.104(b)(1). Any discharge from the mill would violate the new source performance standard in the CWA 
requirement and could not be authorized. The USFS has not demonstrated how the proposed project meets the New Source 
Performance Standards for copper milling operations using froth-flotation. It should be noted that the JFEIS for the 
Montanore Mine show that the “net precipitation” exemption to the zero discharge requirement does not apply to this area. 
JFEIS at M-378. As such, the USFS cannot authorize any operation that would result in any discharge from the mill 
(including any discharge routed through other facilities). 
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157-15 Mill water bleed-off and mill reservoir excess water, estimated at over 300 gpm, is expected to be discharged to the 
Clark Fork River (DSEIS Table 2-47). The predicted discharge of mill bleed-off and excess mill reservoir water contradicts 
the zero-discharge requirements of EPA’s New Source Performance Standards for copper milling operations using froth-
flotation (the milling method to be used at Rock Creek. Any discharge from the mill would violate the CWA new source 
performance standard in the CWA requirement and could not be authorized. The USFS has not demonstrated how the 
proposed project meets these performance standards. The JFEIS and FEIS for the Montanore Mine show that the “net 
precipitation” exemption to the zero-discharge requirement does not apply to this area. As such, the USFS cannot authorize 
any operation that would result in any discharge from the mill (including any discharge routed through other facilities).  

Response: Additional information was added to Sections 3.7.1.3 and 4.7.9.1.2 of the Final SEIS to clarify that process 
wastewater from copper mines that use froth flotation for milling is not allowed to be discharged to state surface waters 
except in two circumstances: 1) in areas of net precipitation (where precipitation and surface runoff within the paste tailings 
facility area exceeds evaporation), or 2) when the buildup of contaminants in the process water circuit significantly interferes 
with ore recovery (bleed water). Precipitation and surface runoff within the paste tailings facility area would sometimes 
exceed evaporation, as shown for an average year in Table 2-5. When annual precipitation falling on the facility exceeded 
annual evaporation, a volume of mine drainage or process wastewater equivalent to the difference between annual 
precipitation and annual evaporation may be discharged subject to the applicable federal ELGs (40 CFR 440.102). If RCR 
needed to discharge process, RCR would make the required demonstration in a MPDES permit application prior to discharge 
and the DEQ would determine if such discharges complied with 40 CFR 440.104(b)(2)(ii). . 

6837 Surface Water Quality > Surface Water Quality - Phase II Construction and Operations (continued) > Comment 
about effects of tailings  

150-1 Schafer underestimates the potential migration of mine contaminants from the impoundment to downgradient 
groundwater. Among other issues, the model does not consider movement of seepage along preferential pathways that could 
move rapidly to Rock Creek, which is immediately downgradient of the proposed impoundment. 

150-2 Natural depressions under the proposed tailings impoundment are mentioned but are not included in the conceptual 
model. Schafer notes that finger drains placed in these depressions would capture some of the seepage (Schafer, 2014, p. 1). 
Tailings seepage could easily move along this preferential pathway that is immediately under the impoundment and quickly 
become runoff to Rock Creek. During snowmelt, tailings seeps could form, especially along the less thick margins of the 
facility, and seepage could move overland to Rock Creek. 

151-11 Simply stated, they do not understand the flow paths to the river but the difference in conductivity suggests there 
would be a wide range in breakthrough times for contaminant to actually reach the river. Without such an understanding, the 
DSEIS can simply not make accurate predictions of how the proposed mine could affect discharge to the river including not 
understanding where contaminants would enter the river. 

Response: The seepage model (Schafer 2014) specifically accounted for preferential flow pathways by varying the path 
length from 5 feet to 50 feet (Table 2 of Seepage Model Report) with a most probable path length of 10 feet. The lacustrine 
sediments average 50 feet thick so when a shorter path length is used, it represents preferential flow. The finger drains that 
would be placed beneath the tailings would collect any water that flows along the tailings/lacustrine system boundary and this 
water would be directed to a collection pond where it would be recycled for use in the process or treated after closure. 
Therefore, natural depressions do not present a risk of tailings solution discharge to surface water because of the containment 
provided by drains and the collection system. Variable travel times are not included in the conceptual model because when 
some of the solution moves more slowly, this has the tendency of reducing predicted loading and concentration in 
groundwater. Therefore, variable travel times were ignored not because of a lack of understanding of the system, but because 
assuming uniform travel time is the more conservative approach. 

6838 Surface Water Quality > Surface Water Quality - Phase II Construction and Operations (continued) > Comment 
about monitoring 

157-7 More frequent water quality monitoring is needed since quarterly water quality sampling is insufficient to identify 
and respond to water quality impacts in a timely manner. 

269-1 Water testing is done 4 times per year by the mine. DEQ tests 4 times a year and notifies the mine before testing. 
Results are shared. Self-monitoring and advance notifications are open to manipulation. 

269-2 DEQ monitoring should be random, without notice and include testing at the height of spring run-off.  Mine closure 
should be enforced immediately, which is rarely done, if water quality standards are not met.  Avista should be included in all 
water test results. 
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Response: It was stated in Section 1.6 of Appendix K of the Final SEIS that a third-party contractor would complete all 
required water monitoring. Section 1.6.3 of the Draft SEIS stated that all surface water sites would be monitored for flow and 
water quality monthly, and continuous flow recorders would be operated at key locations in each stream basin. The Draft 
SEIS contained the conceptual framework for development of a water resources monitoring program for the project. RCR 
would submit a final monitoring plan and, if appropriate, update the current plans outlined in the Rock Creek Evaluation Adit 
License Application (RCR 2010) for approval by KNF and DEQ prior to project startup. This plan would provide specific 
details on when and where surface water monitoring would occur. This response applies to all of the mine phases.   

6840 Surface Water Quality > Surface Water Quality - Closure/Post-closure > Suggested new analysis 

130-1 To date no study of the long term, cumulative impacts to Lake Pend Oreille have been conducted, thus the Draft 
SEIS is giving an inadequate analysis of the Rock Creek Mine’s long term impacts. 

Response: It was stated in Section 4.7.3.4.2 of the Draft SEIS in the section on discharges from the wastewater treatment 
plant that DEQ would consider all TMDL requirements for the Clark Fork River below the discharge point for the plant and 
for Lake Pend Oreille during MPDES permit of the wastewater treatment plant. MPDES permitted effluent limits would be 
required to prevent further impairment of the Clark Fork River at the MT/ID border and Lake Pend Oreille. There would be 
no uncontrolled, untreated discharges of mine drainage or process wastewater directly to surface water during exploration, 
construction, or mine production. As discussed in Section 4.7.3.3.4 of the Draft SEIS, if the mine and adits were plugged 
after mine closure, and if the mined area were hydraulically connected to area springs and/or streams, then water may flow 
from the mine void to these springs and/or streams, but it is not expected that effects to water quality would be measurable. 
Additional information was added to Section 4.7.3.4.4 of the Final SEIS on surface water quality effects due to plugging the 
mine and adits after mine closure, including effects to the Clark Fork River and Lake Pend Oreille.   

6843 Surface Water Quality > Surface Water Quality - Closure/Post-closure > Comment about analysis 

152-7 According to the DSEIS, the closure phase for options 2 and 3 could involve plugging the adit and allowing the 
groundwater to move downgradient from the mine void via fractures. If the area to be mined is currently hydraulically 
connected to area springs and/or streams, then as the mine void filled with water, those connections would be reestablished. 
The DSEIS states that it is unlikely there would be measureable effects on springs or stream water quality downgradient of 
the mine void.  The DSEIS provides insufficient data or analysis to support the assertion that spring and stream quality are 
unlikely to be affected at closure or to demonstrate that wilderness waters will not be degraded.  

Response: Additional discussion of this possible post-mining effect to springs and surface water was added to Sections 
4.7.3.3.5 and 4.7.3.4.4 of the Final SEIS.   

6845 Surface Water Quality > Surface Water Quality - Closure/Post-closure > Comment about effects of wastewater 
treatment and discharge 

Wastewater treatment in perpetuity and effects to Clark Fork River and Lake Pend Oreille 

151-32 The DSEIS must disclose the need for treatment in perpetuity if only the mine adits are plugged. 

176-2 There will be a perpetual discharge from the mine into the Clark Fork River. This will require continued monitoring 
and maintenance. The perpetual discharge should be eliminated 

343-2 Waste water to be treated ‘In Perpetuity’: Whenever I see this statement in an official document relating to waste 
water discharge from a mine or any other source, I just shake my head. How on earth can this boilerplate nonsense be used as 
a description of a program of mitigation for any type of illegal discharge into the ground, a spring, a creek, a river or the 
ocean.  Please define perpetuity in the context you put forth in your DSEIS. Please give an example of a working treatment 
system that will function as designed ‘in perpetuity’. 

110-1 The Draft SEIS is inadequate in that it does not address impacts of the “perpetual discharge of pollutants” to the 
Clark Fork River and therefore into Lake Pend Oreille which sources approximately 80% of its water from the Clark Fork. 

119-1 To me, nothing is as frightening as the looming contamination of the Clark Fork River and thence Lake Pend 
Oreille. I’ve read the latest DSEIS and it clearly misses this point. It dismisses the impact to Idaho’s waters by ignoring the 
cumulative, long-run effect of the mine’s essentially perpetual pollution. 

120-1 The extensive work that has been done to the Clark Fork River to clean and repair it to a natural fish habitat would 
be destroyed by adding water ad it from the mine seven days a week, 354 days a year. Any minute additions of chemicals, 
minerals, can harm what has been accomplished. 
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122-1 The mine will result in a perpetual discharge of nutrients and heavy metals to the Clark Fork River and ultimately 
Lake Pend Orielle. 

162-1 The long-term, cumulative impacts of daily discharge has never been addressed. 

167-1 This mine plans a perpetual discharge of polluted waste water into The Clark Fork River and the analysis of the 
impacts of that discharge into Lake Pend Oreille is still missing. 

169-1 Please do not dismiss the impact of the proposed Rock Creek mine to Idaho waters. The DSEIS does not consider 
the cumulative impacts to Lake Pend Oreille from the inevitable and perpetual pollution of the mining activities in a pure 
water and wildlife area. 

182-1 By dismissing impacts to Idaho’s waters, the DSEIS does not take into account the cumulative, long-term impacts to 
Lake Pend Oreille from the mine’s perpetual pollution. 

191-1 There is no consideration for the cumulative effects the mine will have on Lake Pend Oreille. 

197-1 We strongly believe that the DSEIS has not studied or has not taken into account the cumulative impacts to the lake 
from the Rock Creek Mine’s perpetual pollution. 

249-1 The Draft Supplemental EIS dismisses impacts to downstream waters in Idaho when it claims, “No impacts to Idaho 
waters are expected.” Unfortunately, the mine still plans to create a perpetual discharge of pollutants to the Clark Fork River. 
By dismissing impacts to Idaho’s waters, the DSEIS does not take into account the cumulative, long-term impacts to Lake 
Pend Oreille from this perpetual pollution. 

252-1 No consideration of cumulative impacts to Lake Pend Oreille from the mine’s perpetual pollution 

278-1 If, as your Rock Creek DEIS states, water coming from the mine will have to be treated in perpetuity, who in the 
world will be treating it? 

291-1 The Draft Supplemental EIS dismisses impacts to downstream waters in Idaho when it claims, “No impacts to Idaho 
waters are expected.” Unfortunately, the mine still plans to create a perpetual discharge of pollutants to the Clark Fork River. 
By dismissing impacts to Idaho’s waters, the DSEIS does not take into account the cumulative, long-term impacts to Lake 
Pend Oreille from this perpetual pollution. 

84-1 Tell the Forest Service: to disclose the amount of water that could be discharged untreated to the Clark Fork River; 
[to] eliminate the perpetual discharge or require a bond to cover the perpetual treatment of wastewater.  

94-1 To disclose the amount of water that could be discharged untreated to the Clark Fork River.-Eliminate the perpetual 
discharge or require a bond to cover the perpetual treatment of wastewater. 

215-1 Disclose the amount of water that could be discharged untreated to the Clark Fork River. Eliminate the perpetual 
discharge or require a bond to cover the perpetual treatment of wastewater. 

316-1 Disclose the amount of water that could be discharged untreated to the Clark Fork River. Eliminate the perpetual 
discharge or require a bond to cover the perpetual treatment of wastewater. 

340-1 To disclose the amount of water that could be discharged untreated to the Clark Fork River. Eliminate the perpetual 
discharge or require a bond to cover the perpetual treatment of wastewater. 

Form Letter C-1 The Supplemental EIS predicts that no impacts to Idaho waters are expected, but this is inaccurate and 
misleading. Predictions about the volume of wastewater to be discharged may have changed, but the mine will still generate 
pollutants, including heavy metals, that are destined for Lake Pend Oreille. To date, no study of the long-term, cumulative 
impacts to Lake Pend Oreille has been conducted, leading to an inadequate analysis of the mine’s impacts. 

Response: Section 1.6.6.2 stated that “Reclamation may include requirements to collect and treat mine-impacted waters, and 
site maintenance and monitoring for as long as necessary to ensure the protection of environmental resources.” Section 
1.6.6.2.3 disclosed that for purposes of a reclamation cost estimate for establishing a bond amount, the estimate would 
include the amount of money that must be put in an interest-bearing account (trust account) on Day 1 of a mining operation 
so that it would provide sufficient revenue to pay for all future water treatment capital and operating costs. The time frame 
for water management and treatment at Rock Creek currently is unknown, but the KNF and DEQ estimate it may be decades 
or more. For the Rock Creek Project, the KNF and DEQ have projected the water treatment costs over 100 years. This time 
frame is consistent with federal guidelines contained in the USDA Economic and Environmental Principles and Guidelines 
for Water and Related Land Resources Implementation Studies (USDA 1983). Section 4.7.3.2.6 of the Draft SEIS stated that 
if plugs were placed near the intersection of the adits and mine void, allowing drainage from the adits only, then there would 
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be adit discharge water that would be treated and discharged until MPDES permitted effluent limits were met. Section 
4.7.3.2.6 of the Final SEIS was changed to state that the discharge of treated water to the Clark Fork River would occur may 
be decades or possibly more than 100 years. It was stated in Section 4.7.3.4.2 of the Draft SEIS in the section on discharges 
from the wastewater treatment plant that DEQ would consider all TMDL requirements for the Clark Fork River below the 
discharge point for the plant and for Lake Pend Oreille during MPDES permit of the wastewater treatment plant. MPDES 
permitted effluent limits would be required to prevent further impairment of the Clark Fork River at the MT/ID border and 
Lake Pend Oreille. No water with concentrations of any parameter above MPDES permitted effluent limits could be 
discharged untreated to the Clark Fork River.   

6848 Surface Water Quality > Surface Water Quality - Closure/Post-closure > Comment about regulatory compliance 

152-32 Further, reliance on perpetual treatment fails to ensure that the Project can be fully reclaimed, fails to determine the 
timeframe for Project operations and completion (see 36 CFR Part 228), and otherwise violates the Organic Act, the Mining 
and Minerals Policy Act, and their implementing regulations. 

Response: Treatment of mine water until it met MPDES permitted effluent limits would not violate the Organic Act, which 
states that waters within national forest boundaries may be used for domestic, mining, milling or irrigation purposes, as 
governed by state or federal law. Treatment of mine water until it met MPDES permitted effluent limits would not violate the 
Mining and Minerals Policy Act, which encourages mining and the reclamation of mined land “so as to lessen any adverse 
impact of mineral extraction and processing upon the physical environment that may result from mining or mineral 
activities.” Long term treatment of mine water does not conflict with 36 CFR Part 228. 36 CFR Part 228 (g) states that upon 
exhaustion of the mineral deposit or at the earliest practicable time during operations, or within 1 year of the conclusion of 
operations, unless a longer time is allowed by the authorized officer (emphasis added), operator shall, where practicable, 
reclaim the surface disturbed in operations by taking such measures as will prevent or control onsite and off-site damage to 
the environment and forest surface resources including control of water runoff and isolation, removal or control of water 
runoff. 36 CFR Part 228 was discussed in Sections 4.7.9.1.1 and 4.9.5.1.1 of the Draft SEIS.   

6900 Groundwater Quantity > Groundwater Quantity - Phase I > Suggested new analysis 

152-51 The SDEIS should estimate the volume of water that will be consumptively used by the Rock Creek Project, and the 
reduction in total water yield from the Cabinet Mountains at the various stages of mine operations. 

157-14 The DSEIS should specify what the total amount of water loss will be, and the cumulative loss when combined with 
the Montanore Mine. The volume of water that will be consumptively used by the Rock Creek project, and the reduction in 
total water yield from the Cabinet Mountains at the various stages of mine operations, should be estimated in the DSEIS. 

152-54 The EIS should specify what the total amount of water loss will be. 

152-54 The EIS should specify . . . the cumulative loss when combined with the Montanore Mine. 

Response: Groundwater lost from the watershed due to the project would include groundwater inflow to the mine, 
groundwater pumped from the contingency well located near the Clark Fork River, groundwater pumped for domestic water 
use at the facilities, tailings seepage captured by the underdrain system, and runoff captured by both the tailings facility and 
mill site. Water added back to the watershed would include treated water discharged to the Clark Fork River. The difference 
between the losses and the gains would represent the consumptive use of water by the project. Based on the water balance 
presented in Section 2.3.1.9, the annual average consumptive loss of water would be 472 gallons per minute during the 
operational phase. Therefore, based on the assumptions used to derive the water balance, it is anticipated that during 
operation of the mine, the Rock Creek Project would consume 761 acre-feet of water per year. The consumption of water 
during the Evaluation Phase and Construction Phase would likely be much less than that consumed during operations. During 
the reclamation phase, only a small amount of water would be consumed and the majority of any water pumped from the 
mine would be treated and discharged to the Clark Fork River. The mine inflow values are based on the 3D groundwater 
model which would be revised based on data collected during Phase I. Section 2.3.1.9 was revised in the Final SEIS to reflect 
this estimate. The total consumptive use of water by the Montanore Mine project, located on the east side of the divide in a 
different watershed, was not disclosed so the total water consumption by both projects was not estimated, however, it is also 
not known whether both projects would be operated simultaneously. 

6902 Groundwater Quantity > Groundwater Quantity - Phase I > Suggested new monitoring 

151-43  The evaluation adit plan should include piezometers be installed away from the adit. The piezometers should 
include pressure transducers for continuous monitoring of pressure head. They should be installed at several levels in the 
faults to assess changing vertical gradients, either with multiple port completions or with nested construction. Piezometers 
should also be established in the bedrock at appropriate intervals along the adit; these should also include the ability to 
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monitor multiple levels. Finally, a piezometer with multilevel capabilities should be installed up to directly beneath Cliff 
Lake. The piezometers just specified should be monitored for a minimum of two years. Afterwards, RCR should assess: 

o Variations in head 

o Seasonal recharge 

o Permeability/conductivity/storativity of the bedrock and faults 

In order to improve the assessment of these parameters, a means of doing a pump test should be devised with pumping off of 
a vertical well installed from the adit. Pumping such a well and monitoring the piezometers should allow assessment of 
parameters and of connectivity among fractures. 

Response: KNF agrees with this comment. These type of data were contemplated and discussed during the preparation of the 
Draft SEIS.  Section 1.6.3 of Appendix K was revised in the Final SEIS to include a list of specific hydrogeologic data that 
would be required, such as provided in the comment. RCR would be required to submit a detailed monitoring/data collection 
plan to the agencies prior to starting Phase I. 

6903 Groundwater Quantity > Groundwater Quantity - Phase I > Comment about analysis methods 

Phase I hydrogeologic data collection 

151-5 The proposed evaluation adit monitoring and exploration plan is insufficient to collect adequate hydrogeologic data 
to improve the estimates. This is because only a small portion of the adit will extend below the water table and because the 
proposal does not include sufficient monitoring of heads near the adit or in the faults. 

151-12 The adit will not access sufficient aquifer to provide adequate details to improve the modeling into the future. Most 
of the adit will lie above the water table (Hydrometrics 2014, p 4-7) so it will not closely measure saturated properties of the 
rock and will not provide useful data to improve the parameterization of the model. 

151-42 The adit may not provide substantial useful data simply because a long portion of it will be above the water table 
(Hydrometrics 2014). Only a short portion of the adit will have inflows for RCR to monitor. Hydrometrics (2014) predicted 
that up to 13 gpm would be the mine inflow to the evaluation adit. Considering that the same model predicted inflows to the 
Phase 2 adit and mine to be in the hundreds of gpm, the evaluation adit is providing much too little stress to the system to 
provide sufficient useful hydrogeologic data. 

Response: Most of the adit would be more than 500 feet below the surface, as shown in Figure 3-6 of the Draft SEIS. Phase I 
would consist of more exploration than just driving the evaluation adit, since its main objective is to evaluate the ore body. 
The evaluation adit would be a means of reaching the ore body where additional drilling would be used to reach more distant 
portions of the ore body. As described in Section 1.6.3 of Appendix K, RCR would be required to obtain certain hydrologic 
data from below the water table during Phase I to support a reanalysis of the hydrogeology.  Refer to the response to 
comment 151-43, Issue 6902 for the type of data that would be collected. 

Phase I GDE monitoring 

151-41 In several locations, the monitoring plan specifies that monitoring will be limited to areas identified as being 
potentially affected. For example, the groundwater dependent ecosystem inventory (GDE) would be limited to “the 
maximum drawdown predicted by the 3D model”(DSEIS, p K-23). The monitoring plan should recognize that the design of 
the model domain limited the extent of the predicted drawdown. 

Response: Regardless of the size of the model domain, the extent of drawdown would be limited by the lowest elevation of 
the ore body. The designated areas for the GDE inventory are well outside of this limitation, including drainages beyond the 
maximum extent of drawdown. This is consistent with a statement made in comment 151-14. 

6905 Groundwater Quantity > Groundwater Quantity - Phase I > Comment about effects of adit inflows 

151-42 Measuring inflow would not be useful unless the head above the adit is also known. The only way to make this data 
useful is to install horizontal or even vertical piezometers emanating from the adit to measure the water pressure around the 
adit. With knowledge of the driving pressure, RCR could calculate an average and variable conductance along the adit. That 
type of information would be transferable to the model of the operations adit. 

Response: Refer to the responses to comments 151-43 of Issue 6902, and the response to comments of Issue 6903.  

120-1 Drilling should not be near any faults. Copper Lake Fault and Moran Fault are in the area. With the increase in 
earthquakes in the Northwest, this is not a safe practice. These fault lines could break under high pressure lines causing 
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subsidence, or additional unknown water flows taking the mine adit water with it eventually ending up in the water systems 
to the lake. 

Response: Section 3.5.4.1.1 of the Draft SEIS discussed the faults mentioned in the comment, which are believed to be 
inactive, having ceased movement tens of millions of years ago. Drilling near and/or through faults is a common practice 
without any consequences.  Increased earthquake activity due to man-made activities is typically the result of injecting fluids 
at high pressures into deep formations. This activity would not occur at this site. 

6920 Groundwater Quantity > Groundwater Quantity - Phase II Construction and Operations > Suggested new 
analysis 

151-13 The DSEIS should present drawdown maps assuming that the setback mitigation is decreased. Instead of a 1000 foot 
setback from Cliff Lake, the simulation should be run with just a 100 foot setback because the fault location may not be 
known accurately and because RCR may be allowed without future NEPA analysis to decrease the setback. AT this time, the 
analysis would essentially just show the effect of increasing the size of the mine void since it is unknown whether the mining 
would affect the permeability of the remaining buffer; if so the impacts could be even greater. 

109-2 As stated, I am concerned about the vast quantities of water that will be used to operate the mine, and the subsidence 
that may result from the withdrawal of those amounts from the area. 

Response: It is premature to construct drawdown maps as suggested by the commenter. As discussed in Section 3.7.3.1 of 
the Draft SEIS, After Phase 1 data was analyzed, the KNF and DEQ would determine whether the buffer(s) should be 
increased, decreased, or remain the same. At that time, drawdown with or without the buffers would be analyzed. Because 
groundwater that would be produced by the mine would be from hard crystalline rock, subsidence due to groundwater 
withdrawals would not occur. This type of subsidence occurs in unconsolidated or poorly consolidated sedimentary materials, 
where the material can compact once the buoyancy effect of water is removed. 

6921 Groundwater Quantity > Groundwater Quantity - Phase II Construction and Operations > Suggested new 
mitigation 

217-3 Section 4.11.2.2: We suggest adding language to this section that emphasizes that, depending on the outcome of 
further analysis, hydrologic plugs, grouting, and other means to limit any loss of streamflow in the EFBR and Rock Creek 
may be identified during Phase I and required for Phase II development. 

Response: The text in Section 4.11.2.2 was revised in the Final SEIS. 

151-23 The DSEIS should also analyze the impacts on groundwater flows of obtaining the initial water for the Mill 
Reservoir.  

Response: Water directed to the storage pond at the mill site would come primarily from mine inflow. There would not be 
any other sources of groundwater for this pond. 

6922 Groundwater Quantity > Groundwater Quantity - Phase II Construction and Operations > Suggested new 
monitoring 

151-44 Section 1.16 of the monitoring plan requires that RCR mine only within “its valid existing rights and that the 
underground mine development adhered to required buffer zone boundaries”. This requirement is to prevent the mine from 
breaching the faults or otherwise potentially increasing the potential for the mine to cause surface waters or shallow 
groundwater to drain into the mine. The monitoring plan fails however to require detailed mapping of the location of the 
fault. A buffer can only work if both sides of it are known. The plan must include horizontal drilling to accurately locate the 
fractures associated with the fault. 

Response: Refer to the response to comment 152-16, Issue 6726.  Drilling ahead during mining would identify water-bearing 
faults and fractures that would potentially result in mine inflows that could be avoided.  However, not all faults are water-
bearing. 

151-44 The groundwater flow action plan regarding adit inflows is grossly inadequate. “If mine and adit inflows greater 
than 800 gpm occurred over a 2-month period, RCR would notify the agencies within 5 working days” (DSEIS, p K-34). It is 
not clear whether “over a 2-month period” means continuously or not. If RCR should notify the agencies within five day, two 
months is much too long a time to trigger reporting. 800 gpm inflow would indicate a gross error in the understanding and 
modeling of the hydrogeology. If the inflow exceeds predicted by 20% for a week, RCR should report it and very soon the 
agencies and RCR should assess why the model was wrong. This is doubly important because of the effect mine inflows have 
on the mine water balance. 
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Response: The text in Appendix K was modified to adjust the period of high mine inflows.  The issue is not whether the 
model was wrong, but rather requiring agency supervision of possible mitigations to reduce high mine inflow.  As stated in 
the model report and Draft SEIS, the model cannot predict localized areas of high inflow, but rather provided estimates of 
average inflows over the life of the mine.   

152-58 The DSEIS states that if mine and adit inflows greater than 800 gpm occurred over a 2-month period, RCR would 
notify the Agencies within 5 working days. RCR would then implement excess water contingency plans such as grouting and 
treatment at the wastewater treatment plant. This plan is too vague and doesn’t provide for a timely response. The 
contingency plan should provide for a maximum level at which they provide immediate response, and a specific plan should 
be in place for immediate implementation. 

Response: Appendix K Section 1.6.7.1.2 of the Final SEIS was revised to relate the action level flow rate to two times the 
model-predicted inflow for each phase of mining, rather than using a specific inflow value.  Also, the period over which a 
higher inflow rate was observed was shortened to 30 days and the agency notification to one day. It is likely that short-term 
higher inflow rates would be encountered due to intersecting water-bearing fractures that could last for several days, but after 
draining, would either stop flowing or reach an equilibrium at a lower flow rate.  The action level and duration would be 
designed to alert the agencies of sustained mine inflows that are significantly greater than predicted values.  This action level 
would be reconsidered after obtaining additional hydrologic data and analysis after completing Phase I, so that the action 
level would be appropriate for this specific hydrologic setting. 

6925 Groundwater Quantity > Groundwater Quantity - Phase II Construction and Operations > Comment about 
effects of underground storage reservoir 

157-14 More detail is needed to understand and evaluate this water storage process. . . The SEIS should provide details on 
where and how the groundwater monitoring would be placed to evaluate whether seepage occurs. 

164-3 The SDEIS says that excess water encountered during mining will be stored underground (SDEIS 2.3.1.91), but it 
doesn’t indicate where, how this will occur nor how this might ultimately affect local groundwater or permitted discharges. 

Response: During Phase I, temporary storage of mine inflow groundwater would be in small mined-out areas adjacent to the 
adit. The primary purpose of these storage areas would be to provide water for exploration activities, such as drilling. As 
explained in Section 4.7.3.3.3 of the Draft SEIS, where possible, the water storage areas would be placed in areas of the mine 
that were below the water table. The direction of groundwater flow would be toward the storage area and seepage would not 
be an issue. Otherwise, monitoring wells would be placed around the storage areas to detect any impact due to seepage 
losses. During Phase II, water would be temporarily stored in shallow sumps or reservoirs at various locations, depending on 
mining activities. The purpose of the water storage would be to accommodate seasonal increases in inflow and/or upsets in 
the treatment plant. Temporarily stored water would eventually be sent to the mill or to the treatment plant. Section 2.3.1.9.1 
was revised in the Final SEIS to improve clarity. 

6926 Groundwater Quantity > Groundwater Quantity - Phase II Construction and Operations > Comment about 
effects of mine and adit inflows and groundwater drawdown 

151-4 Extent of dewatering drawdown: The drawdown caused by mine dewatering would impact stream baseflow, the 
extent of perennial reaches in high mountain streams, springs and mountain lakes. The predicted drawdown is very uncertain 
due to the uncertainty in the bedrock hydrogeologic properties. It will likely drain groundwater through the mountain to the 
level of the mine void and adit, at least seasonally. 

151-14 The modeling predicted the maximum drawdown effects would be reached 35 years after closure. The DSEIS 
presents no proof that that is correct. DSEIS Figure 4-4 presents the drawdown map presumably for the high permeability 
scenario. The expansion beyond the drawdown show for the end of mining (Figure 2) is mostly limited to a closer approach 
to the East Fork of Rock Creek. The effects on baseflow, discussed in the next section, are maximized at this time reflecting 
that the drawdown affects the streams, which may actually limit the expansion of drawdown by providing additional flow. 
The other factor that limits the expansion is simply the extent of the mountain. The water table cannot be lowered below the 
mine the drawdown cannot expand beyond the point that the mine level intersects the ground surface. It can and does 
intercept flows. 

Response: In predicting future groundwater responses to various activities, one seldom has “proof,” but rather using all 
available information, a simulation of the likely response of the groundwater system was presented in the Draft SEIS.  This 
simulation would be rerun after obtaining additional data during Phase I to confirm the effects analysis in the SEIS, improve 
the prediction and reduce the uncertainty.  Otherwise, the KNF agrees with these comments.  
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6927 Groundwater Quantity > Groundwater Quantity - Phase II Construction and Operations > Comment about 
changes in baseflow 

151-16 The DSEIS’ definition of and description of baseflow is inaccurate which makes predictions made in the SDEIS 
regarding streamflow also inaccurate. Specifically, “[b]aseflow is defined as the volume of flow in a stream channel that is 
not derived from surface runoff but rather from groundwater seepage in the channel” (DSEIS, p 3-92). This is correct but the 
additional discussion of the stream being at baseflow from mid-July to early October (Id.) or November through March (Id.) 
imply that the lowest flows that occur in the stream are baseflow. If baseflow is all groundwater discharge, it is part of the 
streamflow at all times of the year regardless of the amount of discharge occurring. In fact, baseflow is usually higher during 
high flow events even if runoff is much more. This is because the short pathway from recharge sites to the streams allow all 
areas of the watershed to be contributing water to groundwater discharge and baseflow. The effects of mine dewatering on 
baseflow will occur at all times although runoff may mask the impacts during wetter periods. 

151-17 In summary, the proportion that baseflow represents of streamflow depends on the aquifers potentially discharging 
to the streams. 

151-17 As just noted, significant flow may come from shallow groundwater which could be affected by drawdown, either in 
losing flow to the shallow groundwater or in having water drawn from it. 

151-17 Drawdown will affect groundwater discharge at all flow rates, not just the lowest. 

151-35 The comparison of premining baseflows shown in DSEIS Table 4-7 is not meaningful since presumably each model 
used similar recharge and if the inflow to each model domain is the same, so must be the outflow. 

336-4 The potential impacts of the mine on baseflows are likely to be greater than predicted due to the importance of 
bedrock groundwater. From page 4-38, “The actual potential for impacts would depend on the extent to which these reaches 
are supported by groundwater flow from the deeper bedrock system”. And, “Flow measurements, some of which were made 
subsequent to completion of the 3D model, in the East Fork Rock Creek above Rock Lake and East Fork Bull River above St. 
Paul Lake suggest that baseflow in these reaches is maintained by bedrock groundwater.” 

336-4 Development of the adits and mine could affect groundwater flow, further increasing the uncertainty and difficulty 
of predicting reductions of baseflows in area streams. From page 4-47: “Blasting during development of the adits and mine 
void and the presence of a mine void may redistribute stress that could affect local groundwater flow in fractures around the 
mine and adits.” 

151-4 Impacts on baseflow: baseflow changes due to a decrease in reach length into which the groundwater discharge so 
the reported changes are much less the further downstream the monitoring point. There are few baseflow measurements and 
the model-simulated discharges are not calibrated to actual flow measurements. The predicted impacts are simply simulated 
changes to simulated baseflows. 

Response: Where necessary, the text in this section was revised to clarify the discussion about baseflow.  Certainly, baseflow 
or the bedrock groundwater contribution to area streams occurs 365 days per year (See the diagrammatic hydrographs in 
Section 3.7.4.1 of the Final SEIS).  Because surface derived flows would likely mask any changes to bedrock baseflow 
during much of the year, any changes to the bedrock component of baseflow would be difficult to measure during higher 
flows.  Only during periods of low flow, when area stream flow is dominated by bedrock contributions, would it be possible 
to detect reductions in baseflow.  If mine dewatering were to result in a reduction in the bedrock groundwater contribution to 
a stream, the reduction would occur 365 days per year, but may only be measurable during periods of low flow, as described 
in the Final SEIS. The difficulty in identifying changes to the bedrock groundwater contribution to streams would be 
detecting actual changes within the natural year to year variability of baseflow.  The model simulation was calibrated to 
available flow measurements, which tended to be near the mouth of each major watershed. 

151-19 For example, the model predicted baseflow for Rock Creek above the confluence with the Clark Fork River is 7.8 
cfs for the higher permeability scenario (DEIS Table 4-8) and the model predicted baseflow with dewatering at the end of 
operations is 7.5 cfs. This loss rate may hardly be perceptible but these rates are the cumulative model discharge to the reach 
above the measuring point, which was estimated for a steady state condition representative of very dry conditions on the 
watershed. Because the water table is likely highly variable, it is likely that groundwater discharge is much higher during 
wetter years and some periods of dry years. Much of this higher discharge would also be diverted as mine dewatering and 
therefore the model grossly underestimates dewatering impacts to baseflow by ignoring most of what baseflow contributes to, 
including high elevation intermittent reaches and much additional baseflow during wetter years. 

Response: The basic assumption in this comment is that the bedrock water table varies considerably seasonally and that 
correspondingly, the mine inflow would vary considerably seasonally.  The Troy Mine experienced large seasonal variation 
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in inflow, primarily via specific structures connected to the surface. Much of the large spring inflows were directly from 
snowmelt and surface runoff, rather than a large increases in the bedrock groundwater levels. The Libby Adit does not 
experience significant seasonal inflows. Head data collected from fractures within the Libby Adit vary seasonally on the 
order of 10 feet, so one would not expect large variations in changes to bedrock groundwater baseflow. Data collected during 
Phase I would be used to determine whether the Rock Creek Mine would experience large seasonal swings in inflow and 
whether this would impact changes in bedrock sourced baseflow. 

6928 Groundwater Quantity > Groundwater Quantity - Phase II Construction and Operations > Comment about 
effects on mine area springs and seeps 

151-20 The DSEIS modeling of baseflow and impacts to springs should be improved by considering transient recharge and 
seasonal variability in the water table under both pre-mine and with-mine conditions. 

Response: Mine dewatering would be expected to potentially impact bedrock baseflow contributions to streams. Although 
the bedrock component of baseflow contributes water to streams 365 days a year, flow in streams is dominated by surface 
water runoff and/or baseflow from shallow ground water sources for most of the year. The numerical modeling looked at 
steady-state conditions which was adequate to investigate impacts during low flow periods. For comparison, the Libby Adit 
does not experience significant seasonal fluctuations in inflow and has observed seasonal head variations of about 10 feet. 

157-8 The model analysis does not include analysis of any of the headwater streams and only provides an estimated impact 
far downstream from where the largest effects are predicted to occur. This is inadequate for determining impacts to 
groundwater- dependent ecosystems from dewatering associated with the mine. . . The DSEIS does not contain sufficient 
baseline data or analysis of the impacts to springs, groundwater dependent ecosystem wetlands, fens, riparian areas and other 
groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDEs) in the area that would be affected by mine operations. 

176-1 The flows of Wilderness streams will be impacted by the mine, including the East Fork Bull River, Copper Gulch, 
and the East and West Fork Rock Creek. The DSEIS fails to quantify impacts to these headwater streams. Groundwater to 
recharge these streams will be diverted to the mine after closure, causing perpetual impact. Since these are Outstanding 
Resource Waters and these impacts must be quantified and minimized. 

Response:  As described in Section 4.7.2.3.1 of the Final SEIS, the model predicted and reported changes in baseflow for the 
upper watersheds, but because baseflow in the upper watersheds was not confirmed and the model was not calibrated to any 
flow measurements in the upper watersheds, KNF did not include any quantitative analysis for these areas. However, if 
bedrock supported baseflow is demonstrated to occur in the various upper watersheds, the percentage changes predicted by 
the model provide a general sense of the baseflow reductions that could result from mine dewatering. Data collected during 
Phase I would be used to provide a more quantitative prediction with less uncertainty. With respect to GDE analysis, this 
information would be collected during Phase I. 

6929 Groundwater Quantity > Groundwater Quantity - Phase II Construction and Operations > Comment about 
effects on wilderness lakes 

108-1 There is clearly a major risk that the planned drilling and excavation could literally drain Copper Lake and Cliff 
Lake. 

151-21 In general, the DSEIS does not present sufficient data or information to accurately estimate impacts to the lakes, 
including Cliff Lake, due to the proposed mining. 

152-52 The EIS should evaluate the potential effects to St. Paul Lake of reduced inflow from the mine and cumulative 
effects of Rock Creek and Montanore. 

152-53 What are the potential adverse effects to biological activity in St Paul Lake resulting from a reduction in 
groundwater inflow? How will the dewatering effects be mitigated? 

344-2 The DSEIS should be withdrawn until sufficient data to predict impacts on wilderness lakes, including Cliff and St. 
Paul Lakes, have been collected. The proposed buffers intended to protect the lakes from dewatering are not based in science 
due to a lack of data. Uncertainties in how ground water may be affected by mine development mean that impacts from 
dewatering may have more adverse effects than those considered. 

Response: All available data and observations to date suggest that Cliff and Copper lakes are perched above the regional 
water table and not connected hydraulically to the deeper bedrock groundwater, and therefore, would not be impacted by 
mine dewatering. The results of modeling of Cliff Lake are consistent with this conclusion. However, given uncertainty in the 
model, a conservatively large buffer around and beneath the lake was established to prevent impacts to the lake. Hydrologic 
data collected both at the surface and in the subsurface during Phase I, would be used to reevaluate the hydrology of Copper 
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and Cliff lakes. The buffer could be adjusted, either increased, decreased, or remain the same, based on the new analysis. St. 
Paul Lake is in a different hydrologic situation. As described in Section 3.7.4.10 of the Final SEIS, St. Paul Lake is located 
on a permeable moraine and receives water from both bedrock groundwater springs and surface water runoff. As surface 
water runoff decreases through the year, bedrock groundwater springs continue to contribute water to the lake. In average and 
dry years, St. Paul Lake completely drains, indicating that the leakage rate through the moraine is greater than the input of 
bedrock groundwater. If mine dewatering were to reduce bedrock groundwater upstream from the lake, the lake may drain 
earlier. In wetter years, any reduction in bedrock groundwater would not likely be noticeable. 

6943 Groundwater Quantity > Groundwater Quantity - Closure/Post-closure > Comment about analysis 

151-15 The flow path figures (Hydrometrics 2014, Figures 4-13, -14) also show that during pre-mine conditions most of the 
flow emanating from the mine void area reach the headwaters of the streams and also that the decreased flow due to the mine 
will be to the headwaters. Disclosure of the reduction in baseflow at points far downstream fails to disclose how the mine 
dewatering has substantial effects on flows in the headwaters (see section 3.4 for much more discussion). 

151-19 The DSEIS should present a graph showing the impacts due to dewatering with distance from the headwaters to the 
monitoring points in Tables 4-8 and 4-9. 

Response: As described in Section 4.7.2.3.1 of the Final SEIS, the model predicted and reported changes in baseflow for the 
upper watersheds, but because baseflow in the upper watersheds has not been confirmed and the model was not calibrated to 
any flow measurements in the upper watersheds, KNF did not include any quantitative analysis for these areas. However, if 
bedrock supported baseflow is demonstrated to occur in the various upper watersheds, the percentage changes predicted by 
the model provide a general sense of what baseflow reductions could result from mine dewatering.  Data collected during 
Phase I would be used to provide a more quantitative prediction with less uncertainty for the upper watersheds.   

6945 Groundwater Quantity > Groundwater Quantity - Closure/Post-closure > Comment about changes in baseflow 

151-15 Differences between Hydrometrics Figure 4-13 (Option 1) and Figure 4-14 (Option 2) indicate that drainage from 
the mine adit would primarily affect the East and West Forks of Rock Creek. Figure 4-13 did not suggest effects to the West 
Fork but Figure 4-14 shows a substantial lessening of the flow path density. This indicates that the model predicts Option 2 
will allow most of the flow loss to the Bull River tributaries will recover but the losses to Rock Creek will be increased. 

151-16 Closure option 3 is predicted to limit perpetual dewatering of the high elevation streams. It would minimize the 
fluctuation in water table near the lakes expected during mine dewatering. It would also decrease the chance that treatment of 
drainage water in perpetuity would be required. 

Response:  KNF agrees with the comments.  At this time, RCR maintains all three adit closure options. 

6951 Groundwater Quantity > Groundwater Quantity - Closure/Post-closure (continued) > Comment about 
effectiveness of mitigation 

152-30 The DSEIS does not provide data or analysis on mitigation for groundwater drawdown, or even whether it can be 
effectively mitigated with the proposed grouting, setbacks or plugs. The Forest Service engineer evaluating the potential to 
mitigate dewatering effects at the Montanore Mine by grouting concluded that it wasn’t effective over the long-term. Werner 
(2014) states that the service life of concrete and grout is variable depending on the materials used in the concrete and grout 
mixes, construction specifications, and environmental conditions. As a result, there is no documented consensus on design 
life due to the multitude of variables affecting bulkhead longevity. A reasonable estimate is about 100 years. The Montanore 
Mine Joint FEIS (Volume 2, p. 612) also highlights the ineffectiveness of grouting: The effectiveness of grouting over the 
long term (i.e., 100 years or more) is uncertain. Limited information is available on the functionality of fracture grouting in 
mines once mining is completed, and there are no data on the design life of grout in an underground flooded environment. 
The uncertainty of constructed concrete bulkheads also would apply to fracture grouting. 

Response: KNF agrees that the service life of concrete and grout beyond 100 years and the effectiveness of grouting over the 
long-term are uncertain. If grouting was used to reduce mine inflows to minimize impacts to stream baseflow, it would be 
used as a mitigation during operations. Once mining was completed (approximately 30 years) and the mine was allowed to 
refill with water (assuming the mine was fully plugged at closure), the life expectancy of grout would not be an issue because 
its failure would not have any impact at that time. If other closure options were selected, discharge from the mine would be 
monitored and if discharge were to significantly increase, suggesting grout failure, RCR would be required to mitigate the 
increase. 

6952 Groundwater Quantity > Groundwater Quantity - Closure/Post-closure (continued) > Comment about cumulative 
effects 
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83-5 Use of the terms “cumulative” and “adding” in the SEIS is misleading, as it does not appear that a direct summation 
of model outputs was performed. A comparison of model outputs highlights large differences between individual modeling 
results that do not appear to have been accounted for in the “cumulative” total. 

83-5 There is a substantial amount of uncertainty about what impact the Rock Creek Mine will have on water resources in 
the project area, particularly when combined with the estimated effects of the Montanore Mine. The discussion is centered 
primarily on reductions in baseflow for Rock Creek, East Fork Bull River, and Bull River. 

83-5 Until it is clear how the cumulative effects of groundwater drawdown are quantified, it seems that making 
quantitative or qualitative estimates about baseflow reductions would only produce uncertain results that should not be the 
sole resource for assessing environmental impacts. 

Response: Because the modelling performed by each of the two proposed mines was done independently, it is not possible to 
directly “add” the respective model results, without making certain assumptions.  For example, the MMC modeled both 
mitigated and unmitigated scenarios and RCR only modeled unmitigated scenarios.  Although the pre-mining results of the 
models were reasonably close, certain assumptions were made, as described in the Section 4.7.8 of the Final SEIS, regarding 
adding the results of each model to provide the predicted cumulative impacts of the two mines. 

83-5 Figure 75 of Montanore’s FEIS presents cumulative groundwater drawdown during the time of maximum baseflow 
change (post-closure). Of notable interest is the region north of Rock Lake and the area around St. Paul Lake. Both of these 
areas are predicted to have significant drawdown, up to greater than 1,000 feet, as presented in the FEIS for the Montanore 
project. However, these same areas show either none or very minimal groundwater drawdown during the same time period 
when presented in Figure 4-4 of the SEIS for the Rock Creek Project. 

100-1 I am concerned about the cumulative hydraulic effect of two mines operating within what is a relatively small area. 

Response: The Montanore mine, located beneath St. Paul Pass, would be at a much greater depth below the ground surface 
than the Rock Creek mine, and as a result would have the potential for greater drawdown than the Rock Creek mine. Figure 
4-4 of the Final SEIS does not show cumulative drawdown from both mines, but rather depicts predicted groundwater 
drawdown from only the Rock Creek mine which would be located some distance from the St. Paul Pass area. Because 
drawdown that would result from the Rock Creek mine would be limited by the elevation of the ore body, groundwater 
drawdown would be somewhat limited in extent and would not extend to the north, as shown in the figure.   

7002 Surface Water Quantity > Surface Water Quantity - Phase I > Suggested new monitoring 

217-1 Data collection during Phase I should result in the mapping of the extent of perennial reaches and determining the 
timing of intermittency in the East Fork Bull River (EFBR) and Rock Creek. 

Response: Section 1.6.4 of Appendix K of the Final SEIS were revised to clarify that mapping of the extent of perennial 
reaches and an evaluation of the timing of stream flow intermittency in Rock Creek, East Fork Bull River and other streams 
in the project area would occur prior to Phase II.   

7008 Surface Water Quantity > Surface Water Quantity - Phase I > Comment about regulatory compliance 

157-14 The DSEIS states that water encountered in the evaluation adit will be run through a biotreatment system and an ion 
exchange treatment plan and then discharged in three 1- acre infiltration ponds in the paste tailings facility discharge 
footprint. The mine does not have a permit for these discharges. 

Response: Discharge of treated water meeting state groundwater quality standards is approved under DEQ’s Exploration 
License #00663 for Phase I. Discharges to groundwater from mining operations subject to operating permits under the 
MMRA are not subject to groundwater permit requirements (75-5-401(5), (MCA). 

7020 Surface Water Quantity > Surface Water Quantity - Phase II > Suggested new analysis 

Effects to stream baseflows 

151-19 The DSEIS must present accurate streamflow surveys in the headwaters to verify (or recalibrate) the model 
simulations. 

151-19 The DSEIS should simulate monitoring points above the locations presented. At least two simulated monitoring 
points should be added above the current sites. At least one should be a point where the mine impact is to almost dry the 
stream. 

152-20 The EIS for the proposed Montanore Mine conducted hydrologic analysis on the impacts to watershed streams, and 
this should be done for the proposed Rock Creek Mine. 
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217-1 Projected reductions to baseflow are currently being assessed at the mouths of EFBR, Bull River and Rock Creek. 
Because of the complicated hydrology of these streams, potential reductions to flow should be evaluated at multiple locations 
(including the mouth) within each sub-watershed so that reductions can be better quantified at a local scale (e.g., river km 10-
11). 

The impacts on stream flow were not quantifiable at the sub-basin scale in the upper reaches because of model uncertainty. 
An evaluation adit (Phase I) has not yet been completed for the Rock Creek Project, so available information is not sufficient 
to develop a more quantitative modeling assessment. The data needed to advance the model to allow reliable quantitative 
estimates include the following:  establishing the water table elevation in the vicinity of the ore body, collecting information 
to determine the hydrologic relationship between groundwater in the proposed mine area and the surrounding streams, 
collecting data on the major fault zones that intersect the Rock Creek ore body, and determining the rate of inflow to the adit 
and the amount of drawdown produced in the surrounding bedrock system. Section 4.7.2 of the SDEIS stated that the KNF 
concluded that additional information was not essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives and is not necessary to 
evaluate the reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on surface water and groundwater for the following reasons. 

7021 Surface Water Quantity > Surface Water Quantity - Phase II > Suggested new mitigation 

151-19 There must also be a plan to monitor and mitigate the flows during mining. 

Response: The plan for monitoring stream flows and mine inflows is described in Sections 1.6.5 and 1.6.6 of Appendix K in 
the Draft SEIS. Mitigation to stream flows was discussed in Section 4.7.7 of the Draft SEIS. Additional information was 
added to Section 4.7.7 of the Final SEIS regarding mitigation of effects to stream baseflows and to Appendix K regarding 
action levels for stream flow changes. This response applies to all of the mine phases.   

7024 Surface Water Quantity > Surface Water Quantity - Phase II > Comment about effects of drawdown on 
streamflows 

151-4 Impacts on high mountain streams: mine dewatering should overall lower the water table which natural fluctuates 
hundreds of feet. It affects high mountain streams due to the connection between the mine and shallow groundwater through 
fractures. The effect will be to change the reaches of the streams into which groundwater could discharge, increasing the 
periods of time or length of streams that the headwater streams are either dry or have very low flows. 

151-18 These predicted changes in baseflow do not tell the whole story because most of the flow is lost near the upper 
reaches of the streams where the cumulative loss is a much larger proportion of the baseflow in the stream, which would of 
course increase from the headwaters downstream. 

151-19 The DSEIS fails to disclose impacts on the headwaters streams, including East Fork Bull River, Copper Gulch, and 
the East and West Fork Rock Creek. The DSEIS must disclose the reach of streams that will go dry more frequently due to 
dewatering. 

151-19 The upper limits of headwater streams may be dry for substantially longer time periods than disclosed in the DSEIS 
even though the cumulative decrease in baseflow at some downstream point is only a few percent. Mine dewatering will also 
lower the lowest point to which the water table descends naturally, thereby decreasing the length of the stream that is 
perennial. 

157-18 The DSEIS fails to describe the impacts of the proposed project on natural systems as a result of dewatering of 
wilderness rivers, streams and groundwater dependent ecosystems, and the adverse effects to the fish and wildlife that these 
systems support. 

164-3 Although modeling indicates the East Fork of the Bull River will experience reductions during low flows, the 
agency concludes, without evidence, that this impact will not be significant. 

281-2 The largest effect of the proposed project on hydrology would be the potential for lowering stream flows by the 
diversion of groundwater by the mine. The most pronounced impacts would be to the high elevation portions of headwater 
streams in the wilderness. The DSEIS fails to disclose impacts on these headwaters streams, including East Fork Bull River, 
Copper Gulch, and the East and West Fork Rock Creek. The mine plan calls for allowing the underground mine void to drain 
freely at closure resulting in a perpetual discharge of water to the Clark Fork River, and virtually ensuring that water needed 
to recharge wilderness streams and lakes will be continuously diverted. 

152-34 The Forest Service claims that the 3D groundwater model “cannot be used to quantify exact changes in baseflow in 
the upper watersheds because a number of model input parameters are not well defined and because pre-mining baseflow 
measurements in the upper watersheds were not available for model calibration.” DSEIS 4-38. As a result, the DSEIS 
presents estimates of baseflow reductions for only three stream locations within the entire project area, all of which are 
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relatively low-elevation downstream locations where flows are at their highest. See DSEIS Fig. 4-3 (map of reported 
baseflow locations); Tbls. 4-9 (chart of predicted base flow changes at maximum drawdown, showing effects at three stream 
locations), 4-15 (showing maximum drawdown at same three locations from cumulative effects of Rock Creek and 
Montanore Mines); see also DSEIS 4-38 (acknowledging that “changes in streamflow may be more significant in the small 
headwater drainages adjacent to the mine site” than in the downstream reaches for which results are reported in the DSEIS). 

Response: Section 4.7.3.2.2 of the Draft SEIS described the effects to streamflows due to mine inflows, including qualitative 
descriptions of effects to the headwater streams in the study area during the various mine phases. The Draft SEIS disclosed 
that the stream reaches that may have the largest predicted changes in baseflow proportional to pre-mine baseflow are 
Chicago Creek, South Basin Creek, North Basin Creek, and the East Fork Bull River above St. Paul Lake. This section also 
stated that impacts from dewatering the mine and adits may be expressed in other ways, such as a change in the elevation at 
which streams have perennial flow. Mine dewatering may result in a trend toward perennial flow beginning at a lower 
elevation in the affected drainages. Another potential effect would be that in stream reaches where surface flow is 
intermittent, baseflow reduction may result in periods with no surface flow occurring more frequently and lasting longer. See 
Issue 7020 response. This response applies to all of the mine phases.   

7025 Surface Water Quantity > Surface Water Quantity - Phase II > Comment about effects of drawdown on 
wilderness lakes 

120-1 If all the flows of the streams in the area are reduced, and the small lakes above the mine lose water that is a huge 
impact on the areas resources, environmental impacts, and wildlife. 

151-4 Impacts on mountain lakes: if the deep bedrock groundwater connects to shallow groundwater that supports 
mountain lakes, including Copper and Cliff Lakes, dewatering will at least decrease the inflow to the lakes and at worst drain 
the lakes. The DSEIS presents little evidence supporting the claim there will be no effect. Because of the high transmissivity 
fault zones connecting the surface to deep bedrock groundwater, there is a high likelihood that draining or drawing water 
from the fault zones could either drain the shallow groundwater or divert groundwater from the lakes. 

176-1 The Rock Creek Mine will dewater the Wilderness. This will impact Cliff Lake and St. Paul Lake. The DSEIS 
claims that Cliff Lake will not be affected, but the modeling fails to consider the dewatering from springs and seeps that fill 
this lake. The DSEIS dismisses dewatering to St. Paul Lake stating that it will be difficult to determine how much is due to 
natural variation. Based on this, the DSEIS doesn’t actually present enough information to predict the impact on these lakes. 
The mine should not be approved without further study on these protected outstanding Resource Waters. 

281-2 The DSEIS claims that Cliff Lake will not be affected by the predicted regional dewatering that the mine will cause. 
The DSEIS also dismisses dewatering impacts to St. Paul Lake, stating that it will be difficult to determine how much the 
lake’s water fluctuation is due to natural variation. In doing so, the contribution of groundwater, especially to Cliff Lake, is 
being ignored. The modeling conducted to predict impacts to Cliff Lake fails to consider the diversion of water from springs 
and seeps that naturally charge wilderness lakes. Not enough information is actually presented to be able to predict the extent 
of dewatering on wilderness lakes. 

Response: The effects to the wilderness lakes were discussed in Sections 4.7.3.1 and 4.7.3.2.3 of the Draft SEIS. The 3D 
model predicted no effects on lakes in the CMW due to mine inflows except St. Paul Lake. Because St. Paul Lake is located 
on permeable glacial material, the lake level fluctuates seasonally, filling in the spring and draining through the summer 
months. Deep bedrock groundwater may provide year-round flow to the lake from tributaries upstream of the lake, but the 
existing flow rate from bedrock appears to be insufficient to maintain the lake level after surface water inflow ceases. There 
are no specific data from Cliff Lake to confirm that any of the input into the lake is from deep bedrock groundwater that 
would be affected by mining. Given this uncertainty, a conservatively large buffer around and beneath the lake was 
established to prevent impacts to the lake. Hydrologic data collected both at the surface and in the subsurface during Phase I 
would be used to reevaluate the hydrology of Copper and Cliff lakes. The buffer would be either be increased, decreased, or 
remain the same, based on the new analysis.   

7031 Surface Water Quantity > Surface Water Quantity - Phase II (continued) > Comment about effectiveness of 
mitigation 

157-15 The contingency plan should provide for a maximum level at which immediate response is provided, and a specific 
plan in place for immediate implementation. More importantly, the DSEIS does not provide for mitigation measures that will 
ensure protection of water resources within the CMW. 

Response: The discussion of mine inflow monitoring and actions that would occur if inflows were greater than expected was 
revised in Section 1.6.10 of Appendix K of the Final SEIS. This response applies to all of the mine phases. See response to 
comment 152-58 under issue code 6922.   
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152-36 The EIS should provide analysis on the importance of these headwater streams, and the potential inability to 
mitigate the impacts to these systems. 

Response: Details about the importance of a particular natural resource such as headwater streams are not material to the 
description of the potentially affected environment or the analysis of potential effects of the Rock Creek Project. Section 
4.7.2.1 explained why the information collected and the analysis methods described in that section were adequate to evaluate 
and disclose reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on surface water and groundwater resources in the analysis 
area and to make a reasoned choice among alternatives. See response to comment 157-15 immediately above regarding 
mitigation.   

7032 Surface Water Quantity > Surface Water Quantity - Phase II (continued) > Comment about cumulative effects 

176-1 The Montanore Mine will impact many of these same streams, as well as St. Paul Lake. Since the Forest Service has 
given a Record of Decision to approve the Montanore Mine, the effects of both mines must be considered before giving the 
same approval for the Rock Creek Mine. This is not considered in the DSEIS. 

278-1 It is unbelievable that your document ignores the cumulative impacts of two huge mines being developed only miles 
apart. Each mine will disrupt the water table and headwaters of innumerable wilderness creeks and springs. 

Response: The cumulative effects to water resources of the two mine projects were discussed in Section 4.7.8 of the Draft 
SEIS.   

7033 Surface Water Quantity > Surface Water Quantity - Phase II (continued) > Comment about regulatory 
compliance 

132-1  The Cabinet’s wilderness steams are protected by the State of Montana as “Outstanding Resource Waters” and 
depleting them would violate water protection laws. 

296-1 It is probably illegal and open to lawsuits since the Cabinet Wilderness streams are protected by the State of 
Montana as “Outstanding Resource Waters.” Depleting their volume to any degree violates those water protection laws. 

152-36 Any adverse impacts to any affected water (and certainly any baseflow reductions of 10% or more) would violate 
the CWA, Organic Act, NFMA, Montana water quality law, and their implementing regulations. 

152-36 The predicted reductions in flow trigger the nondegradation provisions in Montana’s Water Quality Act, and require 
nondegradation review for waters outside of the Wilderness, and are prohibited for Outstanding Resource Waters within the 
wilderness. 

Response: Under the Montana Water Quality Act (75-5-316, MCA), DEQ may not grant an authorization to degrade 
outstanding resource waters, which includes waters within (but not outside of) the CMW. The nondegradation rules 
(17.30.701 to 718) apply to high quality waters, including streams in the project area outside of the CMW. Section 17.30.715 
lists changes in surface water quality that would be considered nonsignificant, including activities that would increase or 
decrease the mean monthly flow of a surface water by less than 15 percent or the seven-day 10 year flow by more than 10 
percent. This response applies to all of the mine phases.   

7101 Water Rights > Surface Water > Comment about analysis 

152-15 The DSEIS states that RCR holds two beneficial water use permits for a maximum appropriation of 40 gpm and 
12.5 acre feet per year, and that “these permits would not be adequate for all RCR water use requirements.”  It states that 
RCR will have to obtain beneficial water use permits to appropriate water for all RCR water use requirements. (P. 2-40) 
According to the DSEIS the mine will require 3,052 gpm at full production – vastly more than the RCR appears to have the 
authority to use.  Please specify the volume of additional water that will require a beneficial use permit in all stages of mine 
operations. Are there other water use permits or instream flow permits that would be affected?  DNRC has been requiring 
new water use permit applicants in the lower Clark Fork River to mitigate their water use. How will this be handled for RCR?  
Will mitigation be required, and how? 

152-16 The SDEIS must disclose where the additional water will be obtained to provide for water use in the mine 
(groundwater/surface water), and the effects of diverting that water for mine consumption. 

152-17 Considering the highly speculative nature of the water balance model, the EIS should include thorough analysis of 
alternatives. For example, according to the DSEIS, if other water sources are inadequate for mill operational needs, RCR will 
use a makeup water well in the Clark Fork River alluvium adjacent to the discharge capable of supplying full makeup water 
requirements (p. 2-43). The EIS fails to say whether RCR has a water right for that water, or analyze the effects of this water 
removal. 
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152-17 There are substantial unknowns and uncertainties that preclude the effective analysis of this project, including that 
the company hasn’t secured beneficial uses for the water it needs for mine operations.  For example, according to the DSEIS, 
if other water sources are inadequate for mill operational needs, RCR will use a makeup water well in the Clark Fork River 
alluvium adjacent to the discharge capable of supplying full makeup water requirements (p. 2-43). The EIS fails to say 
whether RCR has a water right for that water, or analyze the effects of this water removal. 

157-14 The DSEIS must disclose how much water will be required in all stages of mine operations, where the additional 
water will be obtained (groundwater/surface water), and the effects of diverting that water for mine consumption including 
other water use permits or instream flow permits that would be affected. 

Response: KNF agrees that RCR does not have adequate water rights at this time for all of its beneficial water use needs, 
such as drilling, milling, and dust suppression. Table 2-5 in Section 2.3.1.9 of the Draft SEIS provides average annual water 
needs for the mine during each phase. The possible sources of additional water were discussed in Section 2.3.1.9 and listed in 
Section 4.8.1 of the Draft SEIS. Section 3.8.1 of the Draft SEIS stated that an application for beneficial water use permit 
requires proof that there is water physically and legally available at the proposed point of diversion in the amount requested. 
Senior water rights have an earlier priority date and claimants who hold them have a higher priority to divert water from a 
stream or waterbody than those with more junior rights. If a senior water user would be adversely affected by a new use, the 
application must include specific conditions that the new water user is willing to accept to eliminate or mitigate potential 
adverse effect on senior water rights holders. RCR would have to demonstrate that it avoided or mitigated any adverse effect 
that could reduce water availability to senior surface water and groundwater users before receiving a beneficial use permit. 
Avoidance or mitigations of adverse effects to nearby surface water and groundwater rights are discussed in Section 4.8 of 
the Draft SEIS. The potential effects of using a makeup well in the Clark Fork River alluvium were discussed in Section 
4.8.3.2.   

7102 Water Rights > Surface Water > Comment about effects 

4-1 How will the high volume of water use proposed by the Rock Creek Mine impact the water availability to the 
community within 20 to 50 miles of the proposed mine? 

164-3 Though the DSEIS says there are no existing water rights within what the agency determines is the groundwater area 
the mine will influence, it leaves unidentified all surface water use rights that occur downstream in the Bull River, Rock 
Creek drainages and the lower Clark Fork . . . Because some of the Rock Creek project’s groundwater-use, (as well as that of 
the Montanore Mine) could deplete surface flows in tributaries, the project will be required to mitigate for losses to any 
existing senior water right. We could not find any details for proposed mitigation in the DSEIS. 

Response: The effects to surface water and groundwater rights that may potentially be affected by the project were discussed 
in Section 4.8 of the Draft SEIS. RCR would have to demonstrate that it avoided or mitigated any adverse effect that could 
reduce water availability to senior surface water and groundwater users. Avoidance or mitigations of adverse effects to 
nearby surface water and groundwater rights are discussed in Section 4.8 of the Draft SEIS.   

7114 Water Rights > Groundwater > Comment about regulatory compliance 

152-16 Will the mine require a water use permit to use groundwater inflow entering the underground tunnels for its 
beneficial use in the mill operations? Has the mine secured that water right? When and how will that process occur? 

164-3 The SDEIS says up to 3,052 gallons per minute of groundwater will be needed for milling and other consumptive 
uses, but it doesn’t say when or if the mining company will or can receive a groundwater use permit from Montana DNRC. 

Response: Section 2.3.1.9 of the SDEIS states that during full production, the mill would require 3,052 gpm of process 
water, which would predominantly be from water stored in the mill reservoir along with concentrate water return and water in 
ore due to dust suppression of the ore. Most of this water flow would come from the mill reservoir (2,999 gpm on average); 
the rate collected from groundwater in the mine and adits is estimated to be during an average year between 299 and 531 gpm 
during production (see Table 2-5).  Section 3.8.2 of the FEIS was updated to state that in 2014, RCR applied for a water right 
for mining purposes for use at the mill, concentrate dewatering facility, the paste plant/thickener, tailings facility, wastewater 
treatment plant, and dust suppression. The DNRC stated that this application is one of several water right applications needed 
to operate the mine, and that others may include a permit for precipitation falling on the tailings facility and mill reservoir, a 
permit for captured stormwater runoff, a permit for seepage from the tailings facility if groundwater other than tailings 
seepage is being intercepted, a permit for any potable wells, and a permit for a makeup well for the process loop (DNRC 
2016b). The flow rate currently requested is 531 gpm, diverted volume requested is 857 acre-feet per year, and period of use 
is from January 1 to December 31. The total diverted volume would be 100% consumed from the source. RCR would store 
up to 130 acre-feet of water within the mine at any point in time. RCR’s water right application (76N 30068837) was 
determined by DNRC to be correct and complete in March 2016 (DNRC 2016a). DNRC completed a Preliminary 
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Determination to Grant Permit on June 22, 2016 (DNRC 2016b). Under the Forest Service/State of Montana Reserved Water 
Rights Compact (85-20-1401 Article IV B.1., MCA), an applicant is required to show proof of federal authorization before 
the application for a new appropriation of water or a change of appropriation will be considered correct and complete when a 
state permit is required prior to a new appropriation of water, including groundwater, or a change of appropriation, and a 
federal authorization is required to occupy, use, or traverse NFS lands for the purpose of diversion, impoundment, storage, 
transportation, withdrawal, use, or distribution of water for the appropriation or change of appropriation.  

7303 Wetlands and Nonwetland Waters of the US > Wetlands and Nonwetland Waters of the US > Comment about 
analysis 

Concern about headwater streams and GDEs 

152-9 The DSEIS asserts that indirect effects on wetlands due to mine dewatering were estimated using the 3D model to 
assess changes in baseflow of streams and springs near the mine (DSEIS, p. S-28) but it doesn’t include analysis of any of the 
headwater streams. It only provides an estimated impact far downstream from where the largest effects are predicted to occur. 
This is inadequate for determining impacts on groundwater dependent ecosystems from dewatering associated with the mine. 
The DSEIS also asserts that the reduction in flows would have negligible effects on the wetland vegetation along stream 
reaches because of the continued hydrologic support from surface runoff and precipitation. This assertion is unsupported by 
any documentation. 

Response: As described in Appendix K, pre-operational data would be collected during Phase I. RCR would use the 
evaluation adit data to supplement, confirm, refine, and modify, if necessary, data assumptions and analyses conducted in the 
Draft and Final SEIS and the 2001 FEIS. Information collected during construction of the evaluation adit would be used to 
develop and direct monitoring programs and mine designs during operations.  

Before the Phase II construction started, RCR would update the 3D groundwater model, incorporating the hydrologic and 
geologic information collected during Phase I. Effects on surface water resources would be reevaluated by the GWTAG, and 
other TAGs (described in Section 2.3.1.3.1), if appropriate, based on the revised modeling. The KNF would assess whether 
the new data would require substantial revisions to the analyses conducted in support of the selected alternative that are 
relevant to environmental concerns.  

A third-party contractor funded by RCR would conduct a GDE inventory of areas potentially affected by mine or adit 
inflows. In 2016, potential GDE’s in the Phase 1 GDE Inventory Boundary were reviewed to determine if they qualified as 
GDEs and to collect pre-operational data (Morrison-Maierle 2016). Five sites that were reviewed during the 2016 review 
qualified as GDEs; vegetation, water quality, and macroinvertebrate data were collected following the Forest Service’s 
Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems: Level II Inventory Field Guide (USFS 2012b). Additional areas would be inventoried 
in 2017. Following the inventories for both Phase I and Phase II, RCR would submit to the Agencies for approval a GDE 
Monitoring Plan for important GDEs found during the inventory. The GDE Monitoring Plan would specify monitoring 
locations and frequency based on inventory data, the local hydrogeology, and proximity to the mine or adit voids. The plan’s 
objective would be to effectively detect stress to flora and fauna from effects on surface water or groundwater due to mine 
dewatering so that mitigation can be implemented to minimize such stress. The plan would be submitted to the Agencies for 
approval after the Phase I and Phase II GDE inventories were completed and early enough for data to be collected at least 1 
year prior to Phase I for the area potentially affected by Phase I activities, and during the first year of Phase I construction for 
the area potentially affected by Phase II activities. Headwater streams would be included in the GDE monitoring, and effects 
from dewatering of the mine would be determined after monitoring. GDE inventory and monitoring was discussed in detail in 
Section 1.6.3.2 of Appendix K of the Draft and Final SEIS. 

If the evaluation adit data indicates significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and 
bearing on the proposed action or its impacts, additional NEPA analysis would be conducted and all appropriate facility 
designs and mine plans would need to be modified and approved by the KNF and other appropriate permitting agencies. 
Because baseflows are only a part of the flows in headwater streams, analyses were not needed to document that spring flows 
during snow melt and precipitation events would still provide hydrologic support for wetlands along headwater streams.  

7304 Wetlands and Nonwetland Waters of the US > Wetlands and Nonwetland Waters of the US > Comment about 
effects to GDEs 

152-9 The EIS does not provide adequate baseline data on GDEs; it defers analysis of the effects of groundwater 
drawdown until after the evaluation phase; and fails to identify any mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts. 

152-34 Given the uncertainties associated with modeling, the data collection needs to take a conservative approach and 
analyze the effects on all groundwater dependent ecosystems, including the maximum dewatering effects predicted by 
modeling efforts. 
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152-51 The DSEIS does not contain sufficient baseline data or analysis of the impacts to springs, groundwater dependent 
ecosystem wetlands, fens, riparian areas and other groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDEs) in the area that would be 
affected by mine operations, such as groundwater drawdown. The DSEIS establishes that groundwater drawdown during and 
after mining is a significant concern, and therefore we expect that impact to groundwater dependent ecosystems should also 
be a significant concern. Without monitoring information on GDEs over a long enough period of time to understand natural 
variability, it is impossible to evaluate the impacts of the various alternatives on important resources, including those within 
the Wilderness. 

152-56 Vegetation surveys on all potentially effected GDEs (including wetlands, fens, and riparian areas) must be included 
in the EIS to characterize these important resources and evaluate potential impacts. 

152-57 The DSEIS does not contain sufficient baseline data or analysis of the impacts to springs, groundwater dependent 
ecosystem wetlands, fens, riparian areas and other groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDEs) in the area that would be 
affected by mine operations, such as groundwater drawdown. The DSEIS establishes that groundwater drawdown during and 
after mining is a significant concern, and therefore we expect that impact to groundwater dependent ecosystems should also 
be a significant concern. Without monitoring information on GDEs over a long enough period of time to understand natural 
variability, it is impossible to evaluate the impacts of the various alternatives on important resources, including those within 
the Wilderness. 

Response: Because of the uncertainty associated with 3D groundwater model predictions, monitoring would be conducted 
after the Phase I evaluation phase to determine potential effects on GDEs. GDE monitoring was discussed in Section 1.6.3.2 
of Appendix K of the Draft and Final SEIS. GDEs would be inventoried in the area of maximum drawdown predicted by the 
3D model. As discussed in Section 2.3.1.3 of the Draft and Final SEIS, additional NEPA analysis would be conducted if 
warranted by the results of the Phase I evaluation. A mitigation plan would be developed and approved by the Agencies if 
monitoring data indicated substantial effects on GDEs as discussed in Section 1.6.3.2 of Appendix K of the Draft and Final 
SEIS. See response to issue 7303. 

7305 Wetlands and Nonwetland Waters of the US > Wetlands and Nonwetland Waters of the US > Comment about 
effects 

Jurisdictional Wetlands Impacts 

152-9 Since there is no 404 permit application or a 404 permit authorization, it is impossible to determine if there will be 
impacts, and what kind or how many acres of impacts there would be to the 17.8 acres of jurisdictional waters confirmed 
during the Jurisdictional Determination. 

Response: Impacts on both isolated and jurisdictional wetlands were presented in Section 4.10.2.1 of the Draft and Final 
SEIS.  For Alternative V, none of the 17.8 acres of jurisdictional wetlands are within the disturbance area and none of those 
wetlands would be impacted. Only 3.5 acres of isolated, non-jurisdictional wetlands within the disturbance area would be 
impacted. Determining wetland impacts for an EIS does not require a 404 permit application or 404 permit authorization. An 
applicant can request 404 permit authorization any time prior to the placement of dredged or fill material into wetlands or 
other waters subject to Corps jurisdiction.  

Tailings Transport Impact 

152-14 The EIS must provide more detailed information of both options and analyze the potential impacts. How many 
waterways and wetlands will be affected, which ones? What are the potential impacts of burying the tailings pipeline in 
wetlands or underneath waters of the U.S.? 

Response: As discussed in Section 4.10 of the Draft and Final SEIS, pipelines constructed for tailings transport would not 
impact any wetlands or streams because they would either be placed on a bridge that spans the wetland and stream or 
constructed using a technique that tunnels underneath the wetland and stream; both methods would avoid all impacts on 
wetlands and streams.   

7306 Wetlands and Nonwetland Waters of the US > Wetlands and Nonwetland Waters of the US > Comment about 
effectiveness of mitigation 

152-55 The SDEIS provides no mitigation measures to offset the impacts to water resources, including GDEs, particularly 
in the Wilderness, if monitoring activities identify impacts as a result of groundwater drawdown. 

Response: A mitigation plan would be developed and approved by the Agencies if monitoring determined substantial effects 
on GDEs as discussed in Section 1.6.3.2 of Appendix K of the Draft and Final SEIS. See response to issue 7303. 
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7307 Wetlands and Nonwetland Waters of the US > Wetlands and Nonwetland Waters of the US > Comment about 
cumulative effects 

152-40 The SDEIS fails to describe the cumulative effects to groundwater dependent ecosystems by the proposed Rock 
Creek Mine and Montanore Mine. The Montanore Mine ROD (Attachment 3, p. 40) and Rock Creek DSEIS both propose to 
collect baseline data to characterize these resources after the ROD has been issued. 

152-50 The DSEIS does not contain an analysis of the cumulative effects on seeps and springs. (P 4-144) states “Potential 
cumulative effects on seep and spring vegetation from Montanore Project to be discussed when groundwater analysis 
available.” 

Response: Section 4.10.8 of the Final SEIS was updated to include a discussion of cumulative effects on seep and spring 
vegetation. See response to issue 7303 for comments about the GDE monitoring that RCR would be required to conduct. 

7308 Wetlands and Nonwetland Waters of the US > Wetlands and Nonwetland Waters of the US > Comment about 
regulatory compliance 

152-9 The DESIS cannot assume that an Individual Permit will not be required. The Corps’ Individual Permit (IP) is used 
for projects proposing extensive impacts or impacts to rare or special aquatic types. Generally speaking, the Corps’ IP is 
always used for projects that propose impacts equal to or greater than one (1) acre of wetland or stream. The Corps can, at 
their discretion, elevate any project to be reviewed as an Individual Permit. Individual Permits require the evaluation of U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers applications under a public interest review and the environmental criteria set forth in the Clean 
Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. If Avista and FERC approve the discharge diffuser line onto the streambed of the 
CFR, or if there is more than 1 acre of impacts, an Individual Permit may be required. In addition, MDEQ would have to 
issue a 401 Water Quality Certification for a Corps Individual permit. 

152-10 DSEIS, Page xxi, Appendix F: “404(b)(1) No longer needed. The Corps determined an individual 404 permit for the 
Rock Creek Project is not necessary.” Comment: This is incorrect. The ACOE stated that some proposed actions in the 
project MAY BE eligible for a nationwide permit. 

152-10 The USACE also concluded that all Project related stream crossing activities are to be regulated pursuant to the 
Nationwide Permit program . . . Without a permit application, this determination cannot be made. 

157-4 The Draft SEIS states (S-27) that “None of the 17.8 acres of jurisdictional wetlands would be impacted...”. 
However, there is no 404 permit application or permit authorization to support this statement. . . the Corps has not yet made 
any determination on a 404 permit or a final decision on whether a NWP or Individual Permit will be required. 

Response: The Corps is a cooperating agency for this project and was consulted throughout the preparation of the Draft and 
Final SEIS. The Corps provided pre-application guidance on May 2013 indicating that a Section 404 individual permit would 
not be needed but that access road upgrades, culverts, and the in-stream diffuser may be authorized under a Section 404 
nationwide permit (See Section 1.6.2 of the Draft and Final SEIS). Request for nationwide permit authorization often requires 
a pre-construction notification from the applicant prior to impacts. If the Corps determines that an individual permit is 
required during future consultation or after submittal of the pre-construction notification for a nationwide permit, the 
applicant would submit an application for an individual permit at the appropriate time.  

7400 Aquatic Life and Fisheries > Water Quantity > Suggested new analysis 

152-52 The Rock Creek DSEIS (P. 4-49 and 4-55) predicts that groundwater drawdown will also reduce flows into St. Paul 
Lake.  Baseline data on aquatic and invertebrate life in St. Paul Lake is needed, and the EIS should evaluate the potential 
effects to St. Paul Lake of reduced inflow from the mine and cumulative effects of Rock Creek and Montanore. 

Response: St. Paul Lake was described in Section 3.7.4.8 of the Draft SEIS. The major source of water to the lake is 
snowmelt, and the lake level fluctuates considerably because it is underlain by relatively high permeability moraine material, 
and becomes completely dry during extended periods of little or no precipitation. Section 4.11.2.2 of the Draft SEIS stated 
that St. Paul Lake may be affected by mining, but effects may be difficult to separate from the large natural lake level 
variations. The lake level may lower more quickly during dry years if and when the only source of water to the lake is 
bedrock groundwater. As discussed in Section 3.11.4.3 of the Draft SEIS, prior to 1934, when stocking of cutthroat trout in 
St. Paul Lake began, fish were absent from St. Paul Lake (Carlson, pers. comm. 2016). Existing fish populations have been 
supported by stocking in previous years. During periods of drought, extremely low lake levels may result in fish mortality 
due to naturally low lake levels in combination with direct and indirect effects of mine dewatering, may result in fish 
mortality. Assuming that FWP continues to stock St. Paul Lake as in previous years, any increased fish mortality in St. Paul 
Lake would likely be mitigated by stocking. See response to Issue 4100 for comments about adequacy of baseline data.  
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7401 Aquatic Life and Fisheries > Water Quantity > Suggested new mitigation 

341-2 We particularly note the concerns of fish and aquatic biologists regarding impacts from decreased surface and 
groundwater levels. We urge that the operating permit be written to incorporate recommendations from Montana FW&P and 
the USF&WS and other consulting biologists, to better analyze and mitigate impacts from lower water levels. 

Response: Potential impacts to aquatic life were disclosed in Section 4.11 of the Draft SEIS and pages 3-66 to 3-85 of the 
2001 FEIS. The KNF consulted with FWP and USFWS during preparation of the 2001 FEIS and the SEIS (See Chapters 6 
and 7 of the 2001 FEIS and Section 5.3 of the Final SEIS). As described in Section 2.3.1.16 of the Draft and Final SEIS, the 
aquatics and fisheries mitigation plan was prepared and implemented in cooperation with the FWP, USFWS, KNF, and DEQ 
and would comply with the seven Terms and Conditions of the 2007 BO Supplement for bull trout (Appendix E), and any 
subsequent BO Supplement issued by the USFWS.  

Section 1.9 of Appendix K of the Final SEIS included a conceptual Aquatics and Fisheries Monitoring Program and 
addressed all monitoring items required by the Terms and Conditions of the 2007 BO Supplement. Aquatic and fisheries 
monitoring would be coordinated with water quality and streamflow monitoring. To ensure early detection of any surface 
water reductions potentially caused by the mine, potentially affected springs, streams, and seeps would be periodically 
monitored as specified in the Groundwater Dependent Ecosystem Inventory and Monitoring Plan in Appendix K. Additional 
groundwater monitoring may be necessary to comply with the Terms and Conditions for implementing the Reasonable and 
Prudent Measures in the 2007 BO Supplement and would be incorporated into the appropriate monitoring plans as needed. 
Prior to Phase II Construction, RCR would submit a plan to monitor groundwater effects as they relate to bull trout habitat 
requirements that would be subject to USFWS approval. 

7403 Aquatic Life and Fisheries > Water Quantity > Comment about analysis 

Analysis of Unavoidable Effects 

152-52 This section fails to provide adequate information and analysis on the Unavoidable Adverse Effects to aquatic life 
and fisheries. 

Response: Thank you for your comment. Section 4.22.8 and Section 4.22.10.1 of the Draft SEIS disclosed the unavoidable 
adverse effects to aquatic life and fisheries and bull trout. 

Effects of Discharge 

164-4 For the sake of NEPA disclosure, the SDEIS should detail the expected water quality limits in the discharge permit, 
as well as explain how the discharge quality could affect coldwater species, especially migrating bull trout that are likely to 
stage in or near the plume created by the discharge. 

Response: Effects of discharge of treated water from the wastewater treatment plant were discussed in Section 4.7.3.4.3. 
Section 4.11 and Section 4.13 were updated in the Final SEIS to cross-reference Section 4.7.3.4 and incorporate its overall 
conclusions. The response to Issue 1206 explains details of discharge permitting. Section 4.11.2.3 stated that treated 
wastewater would be discharged to a permitted outfall in the Clark Fork River. The treated discharge would meet MPDES 
permitted effluent limits protective of aquatic life. RCR has not applied for a new MPDES permit for discharges to the Clark 
Fork River and the DEQ has not calculated MPDES permitted effluent limits. Compliance with the MPDES nutrient and 
other water quality requirements for the discharge permit would ensure that aquatic life and aquatic habitat changes from 
water quality impacts were minimized. 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. The Aquatic Life and 
Fisheries Monitoring Plan (Appendix K) would include monitoring of impacts on benthic macroinvertebrates, fish 
populations, and periphyton, as well as metals accumulations in fish tissues. Implementation of the Contingency Action Plan, 
as described in the Water Resources Monitoring Plan in Appendix K, would ensure that effects on aquatic resources were 
minimized. 

Effects on Avista’s Habitat Improvement Activities 

109-2 Also not addressed are the impacts on the fisheries improvements made via the Clark Fork Relicensing Agreement. 

164-2 The SDEIS acknowledges very little of the advancements and millions of dollars invested in research, habitat 
improvements and population benefits that have occurred since the 2001 FEIS was completed. In fact, many elements of the 
proposed mining plan and the analysis completed for the 2001 FEIS affecting aquatic communities, despite new information, 
remain unchanged. 
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157-13 The Draft SEIS fails to analyze the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the Rock Creek Mine and Montanore 
mines on these recovery efforts required by FERC and the Settlement Agreement. 

164-4 We are disappointed that the forest apparently didn’t closely evaluate some of the details and results of native fish 
restoration activities that have occurred in the years since issuance of the FEIS, some of which have improved national forest 
resources. 

217-1 The first concern stems from the potential for reduced streamflow or other habitat deficiencies to impact Avista and 
cooperators’ efforts in maintaining and enhancing local Bull Trout populations. 

268-1 The Rock Creek Project should not be allowed to possibly adversely affect the good work that has been done and 
continues to be required of Avista re: the fisheries and Clark Fork River water quality, especially regarding bull trout. This 
does not make sense and is patently unfair. 

310-1 Avista has been a faithful community steward contributing an enormous amount of time and money to fisheries 
mitigation and maintaining healthy standards for the Clark Fork River. The Rock Creek Project should not be allowed to 
possibly adversely affect the good work that has been done and continues to be required of Avista re: the fisheries and Clark 
Fork River water quality, especially regarding bull trout. 

152-53 A tremendous amount of time and resources has been invested by Avista under its Settlement Agreement for long 
term FERC relicensing for bull trout recovery efforts in the lower Clark Fork Basin. The EIS fails to analyze the direct, 
indirect and cumulative effects of the Rock Creek Mine and Montanore Mine on these recovery efforts and the Settlement 
agreement. How will the adverse effects of streamflow reductions, including loss of habitat, impacts to temperature, loss of 
groundwater upwellings for spawning, affect the bull trout recovery efforts underway? How will this be mitigated? 

Response: Avista has not completed any restoration work in the Rock Creek drainage. Any ongoing effects of Avista-funded 
or implemented activities (see Section 2.5.1.4.1 of the Draft and Final SEIS) were incorporated into the affected environment 
for aquatic life and fisheries described in Section 3.11 of the Draft and Final SEIS, which included the most recent available 
data from Avista, FWP, and other sources. Any effects on Avista’s programs in the other affected drainages were therefore 
taken into account in the analysis of potential direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the Rock Creek Project described in 
Section 4.11. 

7404 Aquatic Life and Fisheries > Water Quantity > Comment about effects on habitat 

103-1 The mine will almost surely have a negative effect on fish & other aquatic life in the affected streams in the area. 

152-51 The 3-d model identified the stream reaches that may have the largest predicted changes in baseflow as Chicago 
Creek, South Basin Creek, North Basin Creek and the East Fork Bull River above St. Paul Lake. (p. 4- 194), and states that 
there would be minor water quantity-related effects on aquatic habitat in Chicago Creek, South Basin Creek, and North Basin 
Creek. Habitat in these tributaries is less available and of lower quality relative to their overall respective watersheds. 
Changes in baseflow may directly affect the quantity of aquatic habitat. Baseflow reductions could magnify or create new 
seasonal migration barriers in stream reaches in the study area. Groundwater drawdown could also decrease the capacity of 
groundwater to moderate stream temperatures. 

Response: The effects to aquatic life and fisheries noted in the above comments were disclosed in Section 4.11 of the Draft 
SEIS. 

7405 Aquatic Life and Fisheries > Water Quantity > Comment about effects on fish 

275-1 Avista, in particular, should be a big player in the permitting process. They have put a large effort and many dollars 
into the fisheries in the Noxon Rapids Dam and downstream, in compliance with their Relicensing Agreement. 

Response: Avista, formerly Washington Water Power, has actively participated in the Rock Creek Mine permitting process 
for the last 20 years. As disclosed in Section 1.5 of the Draft SEIS, Avista’s approval of a pipeline easement would be needed 
to allow construction of a water discharge pipeline and makeup water well that would be located within the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission Project boundary for Cabinet Gorge. Avista would consult federal and state agencies, as well as the 
Clark Fork Management Committee. The Aquatics and Fisheries Monitoring Program in Section 1.9 of Appendix K of the 
Final SEIS explains that RCR would coordinate with FWP and Avista to determine the appropriate sampling locations and 
avoid potential impacts on fish from duplicative sampling. Other coordination with Avista is described in Section 2.3.1.16: 
“RCR would be required to implement a stream habitat enhancement program to improve the ability of bull trout to move 
throughout the year in Rock Creek and increase habitat availability and diversity for migratory and resident bull trout 
populations. Whenever possible, these mitigations would be coordinated with work being done by Avista or the local 
watershed council to avoid duplication of efforts”. 
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7424 Aquatic Life and Fisheries > Water Quality > Comment about sediment effects 

152-19 How will this sediment and reduction in LWD recruitment impact Rock Creek’s beneficial uses and bull trout 
habitat? 

152-39 What impact will the clearing of 36 acres have on large woody debris in the Rock Creek drainage? What additional 
amount of sediment will be released to the stream due to these activities? How will it affect the impaired status of Rock 
Creek? What impacts will this have on bull trout? 

155-6 In my opinion the SEIS and supporting documents, such as the Salmon Environmental Services report (2013), 
underestimate the lasting impact of sediment accumulation in Rock Creek and West Fork Rock Creek and are overoptimistic 
about sediment recovery, especially in the lower- radiant mid-reaches that likely historically offered a rich variety of 
spawning, rearing, and adult migration and holding habitat for bull trout and other fishes. 

152-19 The clearing of 36 acres for the power line will create sediment and less enlarge woody debris (LWD) recruitment, 
which will further impair Rock Creek. Rock Creek is listed for “other anthropogenic substrate alterations from silviculture 
activities.” This clearing will result in impacts that are in direct conflict with the Forest Plan direction. 

Response: As discussed in Section 4.7.3.4 and Section 4.11.2.4.2 of the Draft SEIS, some vegetation along streams would be 
cleared for the powerline at utility corridor crossings on Rock Creek and West Fork Rock Creek, but less than a fraction of 
1% of the affected streamside habitat along Engle Creek, Rock Creek, and West Fork Rock Creek would be cleared. 
Implementation of measures listed in Section 4.11.2.4.2 would minimize temporary (except for the removal of hazardous 
trees) powerline construction impacts. Section 4.11.2.4.2 of the Final SEIS was revised to clarify that impacts from utility 
corridor clearing on large woody debris recruitment would be negligible, as would any associated increases in sediment. 

As stated in Section 4.7.9.1.3 and Section 4.11.9.3.2 of the Draft SEIS, Alternative V would be consistent with the 2015 KFP 
direction pertaining to water resources and riparian habitat. A detailed analysis of the consistency of Alternative V with the 
2015 KFP direction is available in the project record. 

As disclosed in Section 4.11.2.3 and 4.13.3.1 of the Draft SEIS, implementation of Phase I sediment mitigation would reduce 
the current sediment load by about 234 tons per year, which would be about 218 tons per year more than required to mitigate 
Phase I effects. To achieve the total estimate of 400 tons per year needed for mitigation of the entire mine project, additional 
sediment mitigation of about 165 tons per year would be required during Phase II of the Rock Creek Project. RCR would 
submit a final sediment mitigation plan to the KNF, DEQ, and USFWS for approval, and offset in aggregate 400 tons of 
annual fine sediment loading to Rock Creek by mitigating sediment sources in the West Fork Rock Creek basin and in the 
mainstem floodplain of Rock Creek before the end of the Rock Creek Project construction period. With the required 
mitigation, changes in sediment would improve bull trout habitat and not affect aquatic life in the Rock Creek watershed. 
Additional information was added to the Effectiveness of Mitigation sections of Sections 4.11 and 4.13 regarding the 
effectiveness of the proposed sediment mitigations on bull trout habitat and aquatic life (see also response to Issue 6805 for 
comments about sediment recovery).  

7444 Aquatic Life and Fisheries > Riparian Areas > Comment about effects 

Comment about Effects of Hazardous Tree Clearing 

152-38 Comment: What are hazardous trees? How many trees will actually be removed? What percentage of these trees are 
old-growth trees? What is “minimal vegetation removal?” If old growth is cleared, how will this be mitigated? 

4-143 Comment: What are hazardous trees? How many trees will actually be removed? What percentage of these trees are 
old-growth trees? What is “minimal vegetation removal?” If old growth is cleared, how will this be mitigated? 

Response: The following definition of hazardous trees was added to the glossary in the Final SEIS: “Hazardous trees are 
trees that could interfere with or fall into the transmission line or associated facilities.” As described in Section 2.3.1.15 of the 
Draft SEIS, RCR would prepare a Vegetation Removal and Disposition Plan prior to Phase II Construction that addressed the 
potential uses of trees and other vegetation removed from areas to be disturbed. The plan would detail disposition and storage 
plans during mine life. Large or whole pieces of timber could also be used to enhance or create fisheries habitat in Rock 
Creek according to the aquatics and fisheries mitigation plan described in Section 2.3.1.16 of the Draft SEIS. Section 2.3.1.15 
of the Final SEIS clarified that hazardous trees would be identified prior to construction of the Phase II powerline and during 
routine maintenance inspections and that clearing of hazardous trees and tall shrubs would continue until the powerline was 
decommissioned. Section 4.12.2.1.5 of the Draft and Final SEIS disclosed that Alternative V of the Rock Creek Project 
would result in the loss of less than 1 acre of old growth habitat. At the forestwide and local scale, this impact to old growth 
would be negligible. 
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Comments about Effects on RHCAs 

155-14 It appears (but I was unable to confirm this directly) that some RHCAs in the area of the West Fork Rock Creek 
headwaters may have been reduced in size in the SEIS after determining that the adjacent streams are intermittent or seasonal 
flow and non-fish bearing . . . while narrowing the RHCAs might reduce the superficial appearance of intersection of streams 
with roads, in actual fact this change does NOT reduce the risk of sediment delivery. Rather it may increase it, because with 
narrower RHCAs less riparian vegetation may remain undisturbed to buffer sediment delivery via dust and sediment laden 
runoff. 

155-14 Given the inherent difficulty, and often futility, in successfully mitigating sediment delivery and other impacts of 
roads located within or directly adjacent to RHCAs, especially given massive increases in use, including during wet seasons, 
why were not road relocations proposed for key high risk segments? 

Response: Following issuance of a Final EIS on the 2015 KFP (KNF 2013b), in January 2015, the Regional Forester 
approved a new forest plan for the KNF (USFS 2015a, 2015b), which incorporated the 1995 INFS and establishes new 
management direction. All activities authorized by the Forest Service after the plan implementation date (February 17, 2015) 
must be in conformance with the applicable plan direction, as described at 36 CFR 219.15 of the 2012 Planning Rule. 2015 
KFP criteria used to determine RHCAs were described in Section 3.11.1.5 of the Draft SEIS. The NFS road #150 was 
realigned to avoid RHCAs to the maximum extent practicable. 

The effects of potential sediment delivery on aquatic life and fisheries, including bull trout, in Rock Creek were disclosed in 
Section 4.11.2.3 and 4.13.3.1 of the Draft SEIS. See response to Issue Code 7424.  

7451 Aquatic Life and Fisheries > Influence of Climate Change > Comment about effect 

155-7 The SEIS discussion of climate change effects on stream flow (SEIS 4-116-117) is inadequate, outdated, and 
obscures a highly likely adverse cumulative effect of mine-caused reductions in stream baseflow compounding the effect of 
likely climate-driven flow reductions. 

Response: Information provided in Section 3.11.8 and Section 3.13.2.9 of the Draft SEIS about predicted summer air and 
stream temperatures in upper watersheds was updated in the Final SEIS to disclose more recently available information from 
Isaak et al. (2016a) for the CMW, as well as new information from Isaak et al. 2016b. The overall conclusions about the 
influence of climate change on Alternative V effects on aquatic resources and bull trout in Section 4.11.2.7 and Section 
4.13.3.1.4 of the Draft SEIS did not change in the Final SEIS, based on the best available information. Climate change 
modeling predicts an increase in temperature of study area streams (Isaak et al. 2016a); however, due to numerous factors 
affecting stream temperatures and the changing stream temperature regime, as well as model uncertainty, it is difficult to 
predict precisely how climate change may alter stream temperature, or to what magnitude and extent stream temperatures 
may change. It is difficult to predict how aquatic resources in the Rock Creek study area would respond to the forecasted 
regional effects of climate change..  

7500 Biodiversity > Biodiversity > Suggested new analysis 

Mountain Goat and Climate Change 

152-47 Include an analysis of the impacts of climate change on mountain goats, and how these impacts would be 
exacerbated by the mine. 

Response: Information on the impacts of climate change on mountain goats was clarified in Section 3.12 of the Final SEIS. 
Climate change may cause trees to grow at higher elevations which would reduce alpine habitat available to mountain goats. 
Climate change also may increase the ambient temperature which could result in mountain goats moving to higher elevations 
to avoid summer heat.  

7501 Biodiversity > Biodiversity > Suggested new mitigation 

Bighorn Sheep 

152-40 Appropriate mitigation measures should be taken to protect the Berray Mountain Herd given the downward 
population trend of bighorn sheep in the Cabinet Mountains. 

Response: The information presented in Section 4.12.7 of the Draft and Final SEIS was adequate to assess the effectiveness 
of mitigation measures for bighorn sheep. Grizzly bear mitigation measures in Alternative V would benefit many other 
species, including bighorn sheep. Mitigation measures outlined in the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan also would benefit 
bighorn sheep. Mitigation measures for wildlife and threatened and endangered species were described in detail in Section 
2.3.1.16 of the Draft and Final SEIS  
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Fisher 

147-13 Further modifications should be included to reduce impacts to fishers. 

Response: The information presented in Section 4.12.7 of the Draft and Final SEIS was adequate to assess the effectiveness 
of mitigation measures for fishers. Constructing wildlife crossing structures along NFS road #150 would reduce the habitat 
fragmentation effect of the road by providing an opportunity for fishers to pass under the road and would reduce the potential 
for fisher mortality due to vehicle collisions. Mitigation measures for grizzly bears also would benefit fishers. Mitigation 
measures for wildlife and threatened and endangered species were described in detail in Section 2.3.1.16 of the Draft and 
Final SEIS. 

7503 Biodiversity > Biodiversity > Comment about analysis 

Mountain Goat 

152-42 Estimates of population sizes and descriptions of summer and winter habitat use and movements by mountain goats 
are outdated. Without accurate estimates of the size of the mountain goat herds in the CMW, it is impossible to document the 
mine’s impacts. Statements regarding stable population numbers should be backed up with current data. 

152-42 The conclusions in the SDEIS related to impacts to goats and their habitat cannot be verified without sufficient 
documentation, not only of the current goat herd sizes, but of movements and habitat use, and habitat quality. The 
information presented in the 2001 FEIS describing summer and winter habitat use is based on a 1980 study by Joslin. 
Although mountain goats do not rapidly pioneer to new areas, they can be found at any elevation. The information presented 
in the FEIS is nearly 40 years old, and based on one study. 

Response: See response to Issue 4200. Information on mountain goat populations in the Rock Creek area was provided in 
Section 3.12.3.2 of the Draft and Final SEIS. 

7504 Biodiversity > Biodiversity > Comment about effects 

Wolverine 

147-14 With all this in mind, we are therefore concerned with the negative impacts from this project on the small population 
of wolverines in the Cabinets. 

Response: See comment response 4200. Section 4.12.2.2.2 of the Final SEIS disclosed project impacts on wolverines. No 
surface disturbance would occur within mapped maternal wolverine habitat. 

Mountain Goat 

152-44 In addition to a decrease in habitat effectiveness, the project would result in direct habitat loss and habitat 
fragmentation. Habitat fragmentation can lead to isolation of herds, reduction in suitable habitat, a loss of connectivity and 
increased energy expenditure to reach suitable habitat, a reduction in fitness, and increased predation. Alteration of habitat 
within mountain goat areas may cause animals to abandon an area and use less suitable locations. 

152-44 The Rock Creek project would result in disturbance to mountain goats, which constitutes an indirect habitat loss that 
affects habitat effectiveness and may affect the health of individuals and the population. 

Response: The information in Section 4.12.2.2.3 of the Draft SEIS was adequate to address impacts on mountain goats from 
the project. Impacts on mountain goats were disclosed in Section 4.12.2.2.3 of the Draft and Final SEIS. Effects on mountain 
goats were also addressed on pages 4-168 and 4-169 of the FEIS. Clarification was added to Section 4.12 of the Final SEIS to 
explain that available data on and the approaches used by the KNF in analyzing potential effects were based on the best 
available information for the study area. The KNF determined that the baseline data and methods used were adequate to 
evaluate and disclose reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on vegetation and wildlife in the study area, and to 
enable the decision makers to make a reasoned choice among alternatives. 

Other Issues 

129-1 I am not convinced wildlife currently inhabiting the Cabinet Wilderness will remain once the blasting and fracking 
begins vibrating and concussing underneath them and through the water they swim in. 

Response: Impacts on wildlife, including noise impacts, were disclosed in Section 4.12.2 of the Draft and Final SEIS. Effects 
on wildlife species in general were also disclosed on page 4-163 of the FEIS. RCR would not be conducting any fracking in 
association with the Rock Creek project. 
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7505 Biodiversity > Biodiversity > Comment about effectiveness of mitigation 

Harlequin Duck 

152-41 The effectiveness of this mitigation plan, given the level of proposed industrial activity in this corridor and increased 
traffic and human presence, is purely hypothetical. How will the effects to harlequin ducks be monitored? Has baseline data 
on the breeding population been collected? How will you detect impacts to this population, and what changes will be made if 
the mitigations do not effectively reduce disturbance, and therefore cause abandonment of natal streams by harlequin ducks? 
How will you effectively restrict access on Road 150 by private landowners? What constitutes reasonable access by 
landowners and the public? Isn’t it likely that when the public demands access, the Forest Service will grant it? Why is the 
travel plan being deferred to a post-NEPA timeframe? How will flow reductions in mainstem Rock Creek impact Harlequin 
ducks? Harlequin Ducks have been shown to be sensitive to stream flow reductions. Due to their low reproductive output, the 
loss of even a few pairs will have a significant impact on the population. 

Response: Baseline conditions for harlequin ducks are described in Section 3.12.3.1 of the Draft and Final SEIS. A 
forestwide monitoring program for sensitive species, including harlequin ducks, is currently being implemented by KNF. 
Monitoring and inventory of the lower Clark Fork subpopulation shows a small but stable breeding group with a maximum of 
15 breeding pairs. Information on the KNF’s forestwide monitoring program for sensitive species, including harlequin ducks, 
was in the Section 1.8.3 of Appendix K of the Draft and Final SEIS. Information on road closure monitoring was in Section 
1.8.4 of Appendix K. Access by private landowners will not be restricted. The effectiveness of mitigation was discussed in 
Section 4.12.7 of the Draft and final SEIS. Additional mitigation measures to protect harlequin ducks under Alternative V 
would effectively mitigate impacts by reducing human presence and vehicle traffic near duck habitat and by reducing the risk 
of hazardous materials spills into Rock Creek. Water quality monitoring would help determine the effectiveness of spill 
prevention. These mitigation measures would reduce impacts, but some increase in human presence, traffic, and risk of 
hazardous spill would still occur. The wildlife monitoring program includes monitoring for harlequin ducks and would help 
document the effectiveness of harlequin duck mitigation measures. The additional mitigation measures for harlequin ducks 
would only be implemented under Alternative V. If impacts on harlequin ducks are found to be greater than those disclosed 
in the 2001 FEIS, RCR would be required to reduce or minimize those impacts. 

Mountain Goat 

152-46 Mitigation and monitoring plans should be revisited once adequate baseline data on population size, habitat use, and 
habitat quality are collected. 

152-46 Mitigation measures appear to be limited to monitoring and road closures enacted for grizzly bears. The FEIS 
mentions the closure of Government Mountain Rd. 150 in Alternative V instead of the upper section of Road 2741, Chicago 
Peak Road, as proposed in Alternative IV. Closure of Chicago Peak Rd. might be more beneficial to mountain goats because 
they are known to use the Chicago Peak area and the area near the border of the CMW. In addition, because part of 
Government Mountain Rd. is private, the road cannot be closed to all traffic. . . monitoring of mountain goats is proposed as 
mitigation, but the SDEIS acknowledges that baseline data for mountain goats is insufficient to determine impacts once they 
occur. . . The Draft SEIS states that a wildlife mitigation and monitoring plans would be modified using selection criteria for 
the air-intake ventilation adit site in the CMW that would help minimize impacts to mountain goat habitat. 4- 40. What does 
this mean? Some explanation should be provided. 

Response: Information on mountain goat populations in the Rock Creek area was in Section 3.12.3.2 of the Draft and Final 
SEIS. Winter range maps for mountain goat were prepared for a memo describing the ungulate winter range in the study area 
resource form (2015a) and are available included in the project record. The information presented in Section 4.12.7 of the 
Draft and Final SEIS was adequate to address the effectiveness of mitigation for mountain goats. The wildlife monitoring 
program would include monitoring of mountain goat populations and would assist the KNF in determining the effectiveness 
of mitigation.  

As described in Section 2.4.6 of the Draft and Final SEIS, in Alternative V, if determined reasonable by the KNF and DEQ, 
RCR would implement other ventilation techniques before obtaining approval to construct the wilderness adit/portal. If it 
were necessary to construct the air-intake ventilation adit in the CMW, RCR would conduct a detailed study verified by a site 
visit with the KNF and DEQ to evaluate variations in topography and rock formations. The text on pages 2-92 and 4-142 of 
the Draft SEIS stating that “using selection criteria for the air-intake ventilation adit site in the CMW that would help 
minimize impacts on mountain goat habitat” has been clarified as follows: “If it was deemed necessary to construct the air-
intake ventilation adit in the CMW, RCR would conduct a detailed study verified by a site visit with the agencies prior to 
excavation to evaluate variations in topography and rock formations. Other site-selection criteria would consider impacts on 
mountain goat habitat.” 
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7506 Biodiversity > Biodiversity > Comment about cumulative effects 

Mountain Goat 

152-44 The Rock Creek Project, in combination with the Montanore Project and other proposed mining activity, would 
result in cumulative impacts to mountain goats and to the Rock Peak herd in particular. These impacts could include 
displacement, use of less suitable habitat resulting from displacement, degradation and direct loss of suitable habitat, health 
affects due to stress, increased predation, increased human caused mortality, and a reduction in reproductive rates, goat herd 
size, and vigor. None of this has been discussed in any detail. 

152-45 Although an acknowledgment of impacts from reasonably foreseeable activities is made in the SDEIS and in the 
2001 FEIS, there appears to be no real discussion of what this would mean for mountain goats in the CMW. The discussion 
of cumulative impacts in the Montanore FEIS is a little more detailed 

152-46 A detailed analysis of impacts to mountain goats from the cumulative impacts of multiple mining projects and other 
activities such as tree harvest, road building, gravel operations, and recreational pursuits should be conducted. This analysis 
should consider a scenario in which construction activities and/or operation phases of the Rock Creek and Montanore mines 
overlap. 

Response: The information presented in Section 4.12.8 of the Draft and Final SEIS was adequate to assess the cumulative 
impacts on native ungulates, including mountain goats. Cumulative effects on mountain goats from the Montanore Mine were 
also analyzed on page 4-172 of the FEIS. Thirty-five years of disturbance caused by the two mines could result in a decline 
of herd abundance, health and occurrence in some traditional ranges. 

Other Issues 

103-1 Two mines & associated activities in that area are sure to have more deleterious effect on the wildlife of the area 
than does the Troy mine alone. 

Response: Cumulative impacts on wildlife were disclosed in Section 4.12.8 of the Draft and Final SEIS. Section 2.5 of the 
Final SEIS described past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions that may contribute to cumulative impacts, including 
the Montanore Project.  

7600 T&E Species > Bull Trout > Suggested new analysis 

150-6 Under these conditions, site-specific toxicity testing on bull trout should be conducted to evaluate allowable 
increases, especially in cadmium concentrations, from the Rock Creek Project. 

152-28 It is critical that the groundwater quality downgradient of the tailings impoundment be adequately characterized to 
protect bull trout habitat in Rock Creek. The 2006 Biological Opinion acknowledged that groundwater infiltration of metals 
contamination to Rock Creek may result from the project, and that impacts to groundwater quality from waste rock seepage, 
tailings seepage, tailings impoundment structures and underground mine pool, during operations and upon closure of the 
mine, are expected. It also stated that if the metals concentrations are elevated in the groundwater and then flow to Rock 
Creek, aquatic organisms may be adversely impacted. (2006 Bi-OP B-75) 

152-47 The DSEIS must present information and analysis on the effect of these metal concentrations on bull trout 
persistence in Rock Creek. The DSEIS states that “[t]he potential effects of Alternative V on nutrient conditions and 
dissolved metals in Rock Creek are discussed in more detail in Section 4.11, Aquatic Life and Fisheries,” id., but no relevant 
discussion of metals impacts on bull trout were found there. 

157-13 Information and analysis on the effect of these metal concentrations on bull trout persistence in Rock Creek must be 
presented. 

Response: Section 4.7.2.6 of the Draft SEIS stated that there would be no uncontrolled, untreated discharges to surface water 
during exploration, construction, or production, so increases in metal concentrations in study area streams are not expected. 
This issue was discussed in Section 4.7.3.4 of the Draft SEIS. Section 4.11 and Appendix K of the Draft SEIS describe 
monitoring of metals in fish tissue and sediments, and mitigation that would be implemented to prevent adverse effects to 
bull trout. Existing water quality and aquatic life data would be supplemented with additional data collected and analyzed 
prior to the initiation of Phase I and prior to the initiation of Phase II. The Aquatics and Fisheries Monitoring Program (see 
Section 1.9 of Appendix K) would be coordinated with water quality and streamflow monitoring and would include sampling 
and analysis of fish tissue to monitor metal concentrations in fish. The Water Resources Monitoring Plan includes monitoring 
of cadmium and other metals in potentially affected streams. The Aquatics and Fisheries Monitoring Plan may be modified 
by the Agencies to address any concerns that may be indicated by the data.  
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7601 T&E Species > Bull Trout > Suggested new mitigation 

Descriptive subheading goes here if needed; delete if not 

149-6 The question then becomes; knowing the mine will have impacts on the Rock Creek bull trout fisheries, why hasn’t 
the Kootenai National Forest /USFS filed for in-stream water flows to protect this fish? NO water; no fish! 

310-2 The Kootenai National Forest fails to protect bull trout by securing an in-stream water right for fisheries. 

100-1 What about bull trout? (is there an in-stream water right for fisheries?) 

109-2 Bull trout would fail to be protected without securing an in-stream water right for fisheries. 

268-2 The Kootenai National Forest fails to protect bull trout by securing an in-stream water right for fisheries. 

5-1 The real habitat for Bull Trout is WATER period. With a personal 44 year history in Rock Creek I know there isn’t a 
lot of it in certain places (like the lower reaches). So I was wondering, if you folks are responsible for protecting the habitat, 
has the US Forest Service protected it to the extent of securing an in-stream reservation of water in Rock Creek? If not, my 
question is why not? 

Response: Implementation of the bull trout mitigation plan described in Section 2.3.1.16 of the Draft and Final SEIS, 
including the Terms and Conditions of the 2007 BO Supplement for bull trout, would adequately protect bull trout habitat; 
therefore, the KNF does not intend to seek an instream reservation of water in Rock Creek for Bull Trout in association with 
the Rock Creek Project.   

7602 T&E Species > Bull Trout > Suggested new monitoring 

217-3 Page 4-79: The effect of possible spills or pipeline ruptures on water quality, as well as the need for a quick response 
as per a Phase-specific spill plan was mentioned. However, the weekly frequency of monitoring pipelines and the lack of any 
specified methods appeared insufficient to address the aforementioned need for quick response in the face of potentially large 
impacts. This is critical given the Terms and Conditions (7. c.) of notifying the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service within 24 
hours of any emergency situations that may be detrimental to Bull Trout. In light of the potential need to maintain a pipeline 
and diffuser for an extended period of time following the cessation of mining activities, more stringent monitoring and 
contingency protocols should be established and tested prior to abandonment of the operation and suggest adding detail as to 
how this will be approached in Section 1.9.9 of Appendix K. 

Response: Measures incorporated in Alternative V to reduce the potential for spills or pipeline ruptures were described in 
Chapter 2 of the Draft SEIS. Tailing, process water, and ore concentrate pipelines would be double-walled with leak 
detection. Impacts from spills of ore concentrate would be minimized by piping to an enclosed rail loadout facility. At stream 
crossings, all utilities and pipelines including tailings pipelines would either be placed on bridges that spanned all wetlands 
and waters of the U.S. or bored beneath all wetlands and waters of the U.S. All pipelines would be encased in a larger steel 
pipe at creek crossings to prevent spills to streams in the event of a pipeline leak or rupture. In addition, in Alternative V, 
NFS Road #150 was realigned away from Rock Creek to reduce impacts to RHCAs, which would reduce the potential for a 
spill of mill reagents, petroleum products, or pipeline rupture. 

As described in Section 2.3.1.16 of the Draft and Final SEIS, the aquatics and fisheries mitigation plan was prepared and 
implemented in cooperation with the FWP, USFWS, KNF, and DEQ and would comply with the seven Terms and 
Conditions of the 2007 BO Supplement for bull trout (Appendix E). RCR would be required to submit an assessment of 
accident risk related to haul routes for mine vehicles. The assessment would identify areas that pose the greatest risk to bull 
trout and make recommendations for additional measures and responses to minimize risk. To reduce the risk of vehicles and 
their contents from reaching Rock Creek in the event of an accident, barriers would be installed at two bridges and one 
culvert along NFS road #150. Section 1.9 of Appendix K of the Final SEIS included a conceptual Aquatics and Fisheries 
Monitoring Program and addressed all monitoring items required by the Terms and Conditions of the 2007 BO Supplement. 

As described in Section 1.9.9 of Appendix K of the Draft SEIS, RCR prepared a Pipeline Monitoring, Maintenance, and 
Emergency Response Plan for the Evaluation Adit (RCR 2010), which would be updated in a Phase II Spill Plan, to be 
provided by RCR to the KNF for review and approval prior to commencing Phase II. A material recovery plan would be 
developed for each individual stream. RCR would store on-site the materials and supplies required to conduct the appropriate 
level of first response such as silt fence, oil booms, contamination supplies, and excavation equipment. Mitigations and 
recommended monitoring for several likely spill or accident scenarios would be developed as part of an Emergency Action 
Plan prior to mine operation. This would facilitate the process should a spill or accidental discharge of toxic or hazardous 
material occur. In the event of an accidental discharge of toxic or hazardous materials or sediments, supplemental monitoring 
may be required by the KNF and DEQ if there is a reasonable possibility that the environment could be adversely affected. 
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Mitigations and recommended monitoring for several likely spill or accident scenarios would be developed as part of an 
Emergency Action Plan prior to mine operation, when final mine. This would facilitate the process should a spill or 
accidental discharge of toxic or hazardous material occur. Given the measures incorporated into Alternative V to minimize 
the risk of spills or pipeline ruptures and the detailed plans that RCR would be required to implement, the frequency of 
pipeline monitoring described in Appendix K is sufficient to protect aquatic life and fisheries. 

7603 T&E Species > Bull Trout > Comment about analysis 

Effects of roads and timber harvest 

147-7 It also fails to fully assess the role of road and timber harvesting at local and watershed scales. 

147-8 This project proposes to improve and build roads within prime bull trout habitat, jeopardizing the species recovery 
and persistence. 

147-8 The project will construct/enhance multiple stream crossings of Rock Creek and East Fork Rock Creek. At the local 
scale these stream crossings will degrade habitat, reduce connectivity, and increase recreational access to the already 
threatened populations of bull trout within the project area. At a landscape scale road construction and timber harvesting can 
also negatively affect bull trout persistence. 

147-9 This project will require some large scale clearing of timber, jeopardizing the quality of bull trout habitat. The 
SDEIS failed to adequately consider these impacts on bull trout habitat and persistence, in direct violation of NEPA. 

Response: An assessment of sediment sources in Rock Creek was completed by Salmon Environmental Services in 2012 and 
referenced in Sections 3.7 and 3.11 of the Draft SEIS. Existing sediment conditions in Rock Creek were also described in 
Appendix N of the Draft SEIS. 

As discussed in Section 4.11.9.3.2 of the Draft SEIS, Alternative V would be consistent with 2015 KFP direction pertaining 
to riparian habitat, many of which are designed to address the potential effects of roads and timber harvesting, such as Road 
Management Guideline RF-3. Alternative V restoration components that would contribute toward achieving forestwide 
desired conditions for riparian habitat are described in Section 4.11.9.3.2 and in the Aquatics and Fisheries Mitigation Plan in 
Section 2.3.1.16. 

In Alternative V, the rerouting of a segment of NFS road #150 away from Rock Creek would improve riparian conditions. 
The Alternative V mill site disturbance boundary and the NFS road #150 realignment were modified from the original design 
described in the 2001 FEIS to avoid RHCAs. Compliance with RF-3 would be achieved by controlling sediment delivery 
through BMPs on new or reconstructed roads, reconstructing drainage features on existing roads if necessary, and, if 
determined by the KNF to be necessary, obliterating and reclaiming a portion of NFS road #150B after mine closure. Road 
design features and BMPs designed to INFS riparian goals include paving a reconstructed segment of the main access road 
and paste tailings facility service road; gravelling improved segments of main access roads; performing regular maintenance 
of unimproved roads, to be specified in the RMP to be developed by RCR; constructing bridges on main stream crossings 
versus culverts; and, where the Phase I powerline and pipeline would cross Rock Creek, jacking or drilling the conduit under 
the stream. Implementation of the sediment mitigation plan described in Section 2.3.1.16, Monitoring and Mitigation Plans 
would minimize sediment delivery from roads to streams. Sediment and runoff from all disturbed areas would be minimized 
through the use of BMPs developed in accordance with the Forest Service’s National Best Management Practices for Water 
Quality Management on National Forest System Lands. 

Adequacy of Data and Analysis 

83-6 The limited data presently available predicts mining operations will have a detrimental impact bull trout habitat, but 
the magnitude of this impact remains unclear. 

83-6 The SEIS only qualitatively describes the projected effects to bull trout. The document suggests that substantial 
habitat loss is not anticipated, but it hasn’t been quantified either (Page S-23). 

123-1 The DSEIS acknowledges reduction in stream flows that would occur in Rock Creek, East Fork of Rock Creek, East 
Fork of Bull River, and Bull River, but contains no real analysis of the impacts to bull trout numbers. 

146-1 This may require...a thorough and updated analysis of the effects on bull trout and bull trout habitat. 

147-10 In sum, this project impacts populations and critical habitat of bull trout in a manner that has not been adequately 
analyzed, and fails to adequately assess the best available scientific information in determining if this project will jeopardize 
bull trout. 
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152-35 While the three stream locations for which the DSEIS does report estimated base flow reductions - Rock Creek 
above the confluence with the Clark Fork River, East Fork Bull River above the confluence with the Bull River, and Bull 
River above the confluence with the Clark Fork River - are insufficient for the agency to take the required “hard look” at 
impacts to bull trout, 

155-5 Recognizing the fundamental critical importance of water supply and streamflows to bull trout and other aquatic life, 
the present analysis provides no reasoned basis for concluding the impacts of the Rock Creek Mine on bull trout habitat will 
be small, tolerable, or feasibly mitigated. 

155-6 In fact the deferral of the analysis of impact of streamflow losses on bull trout to a future “Phase 1 Evaluation”. . . 
seems a clear abrogation of the agency’s duty under NEPA to disclose the foreseeable likely effects of the complete series of 
linked actions that constitutes the Rock Creek Mine project. 

155-6 Finally, considering the recognized importance of streamflow limitations to bull trout in the affected streams, the 
absence of a systematic analysis of the effects of anticipated flow depletions on populations and persistence of bull trout and 
other fishes in the East Fork Bull River and Rock Creek and its tributaries in the SEIS seems like an inexplicable and 
considerable oversight, especially considering the Biological Opinion of the USFWS remains that the project will adversely 
affect both bull trout and bull trout critical habitat (SEIS 4-169). 

157-11 The Rock Creek DSEIS lacks even a qualitative assessment of the impact that predicted base flow reductions will 
have on bull trout habitat availability. . . Given that Bull trout critical habitat extends substantially upstream of these reported 
flow monitoring locations, and the USFS’ acknowledges that flow impacts may be more severe in the upstream habitat areas, 
the agency has not presented sufficient information to analyze impacts of stream dewatering on bull trout. . . Yet the Draft 
SEIS appears contains no quantitative or qualitative analysis of the impact these predicted flow reductions will have on 
affected bull trout populations or their habitat. 

181-1 The EIS predicts reductions in stream flows in bull trout habitat in Rock Creek, East Fork Rock Creek, East Fork 
Bull River, and Bull River, but it contains no real analysis of the impacts to bull trout or bull trout habitat. The Forest Service 
must take a hard look at how local and core-area populations in the project area will respond to the impacts of dewatering, 
increased temperature, sediment and water pollution, 

182-2 The DSEIS acknowledges reductions in stream flows will occur in bull trout habitat in Rock Creek, East Fork Rock 
Creek, East Fork Bull River, and Bull River, but contains no real analysis of the impacts to bull trout numbers. 

197-1 While acknowledging reductions in stream flows will occur in bull trout habitat in Rock Creek and Bull River and 
their tributaries, the DSEIS contains no real analysis of the impacts to bull trout numbers. 

235-1 I believe there is not enough study on the dewatering of the headwater streams and wilderness lakes. This will have 
a huge impact on the struggling bull trout in these headwater streams. Again, I do not believe there has been adequate study 
to determine the impacts on the bull trout population 

291-2 The DSEIS acknowledges reductions in stream flows will occur in bull trout habitat in Rock Creek, East Fork Rock 
Creek, East Fork Bull River, and Bull River, but contains no real analysis of the impacts to bull trout numbers. 

310-1 Impacts to bull trout due to admitted reductions of stream flows in bull trout habitat in Rock Creek, East Fork Rock 
Creek, East Fork Bull River, and Bull River have not been properly studied. 

336-4 It cannot be concluded that the Rock Creek mine will not adversely affect bull trout spawning and rearing in area 
streams including the EFBR based on the 3D model results presented in the DSEIS. Therefore, the DSEIS for the Rock Creek 
mine should be withdrawn until the impacts on baseflows for area streams can be more accurately quantified, and the 
consequent impacts on bull trout spawning and rearing determined. 

Form Letter B-1 Dewatering of native trout-filled streams: The EIS predicts that the mine will reduce stream flows in bull 
trout strongholds, including Rock Creek, East Fork Rock Creek, East Fork Bull River, and Bull River, yet it does not fully 
analyze impacts to bull trout or its habitat. Please take a hard look at how local and core-area populations in the project area 
will respond to the impacts of dewatering, increased water temperature, sediment and water pollution, and the substantial 
cumulative threat of the proposed Rock Creek and Montanore mines. 

Form Letter D-1 Dewatering of the overlying streams that support threatened bull trout. The EIS acknowledges that 
reductions in stream flows will occur in bull trout habitat in Rock Creek, East Fork Rock Creek, East Fork Bull River, and 
Bull River, but it contains no real analysis of the impacts to bull trout or bull trout habitat. The U.S. Forest Service must take 
a hard look at how local and core-area populations in the project area will respond to the impacts of dewatering, increased 
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temperature, sediment and water pollution, and the substantial cumulative threat of the proposed Rock Creek mine and 
Montanore mine (proposed on the east side of the wilderness). 

Response: Section 4.13.2 of the Draft SEIS disclosed that due to the uncertainty associated with mine-related groundwater 
and surface water effects described in Section 4.7, Water Quantity and Quality, and because streamflow-habitat relationships 
have not been defined for study area streams, the discussion of Rock Creek Project effects on bull trout is largely qualitative. 
The rationale for the qualitative analysis is described in two memos available in the Rock Creek Project record and 
referenced in Section 4.13 of the Draft SEIS (KNF 2014b, 2014c); the conclusions from KNF 2014c are shown below: 

 “The 3D model would be refined and rerun after data from the Phase I evaluation were incorporated into the model (see the 
Water Resources Monitoring Plan in Appendix K of the DSEIS). Following additional data collection and modeling, the 
predicted impacts on surface water resources in the analysis area, including simulation of mitigation measures, would likely 
change and may have greater certainty.  

The Water Resources Monitoring Plan in Appendix K of the DSEIS also includes an intensive long-term monitoring of stream 
temperatures and seasonal instream flows in order to detect any mining-induced changes in the groundwater system. The 
KNF anticipates the updated model, when coupled with Phase I monitoring, will be sufficient to determine if a causal link 
between the project and any effect on the bull trout or bull trout critical habitat is reasonably certain.” 

As discussed in Section 4.11 and Section 4.13 of the Draft SEIS, the data available and methods used are adequate to 
evaluate and disclose reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on aquatics and fishery resources in the study area. 
See response to Issue 4100 for comments about adequacy of baseline data and incomplete or unavailable information. 

As discussed in Section 4.13.8.1, RCR has implemented or would implement the Terms and Conditions 2007 BO 
Supplement (Appendix E of the Draft and Final SEIS), and any subsequent BO Supplement issued by the USFWS. These 
Terms and Conditions are considered appropriate to minimize impacts of incidental take of bull trout. The Conceptual 
Aquatics and Fisheries Monitoring Plan in Appendix K of the Draft and Final SEIS would be refined prior to Phase II 
construction. As described in the Terms and Conditions in the 2007 Supplement to the 2006 Biological Opinion (2007 BO 
Supplement), would include a metal monitoring plan and groundwater monitoring plan. The USFWS would participate as an 
advisor, as needed, on issues related to water resources, aquatics, and fisheries monitoring. The USFWS would advise the 
KNF in developing the Water Resources and Aquatics and Fisheries Monitoring Plans. 

In March 2017, the KNF submitted a Supplemental BA for bull trout and bull trout critical habitat to the USFWS 
summarizing information pertinent to bull trout or its critical habitat collected since the 2007 BO Supplement was issued. 
The KNF is undergoing formal Section 7 consultation with the USFWS.  

Differences between Analyses for Rock Creek and Montanore Projects 

152-54 Even though it may be difficult to quantify potential effects on bull trout, that doesn’t defer the agency’s obligation 
to analyze the potential effects. Some of the difficulties in analyzing potential impacts are a direct result of the lack of 
baseline data and analysis that has been done for this EIS. Data on existing streamflows and baseflows, synoptic sampling, 
and habitat analysis could be used to calculate streamflow-habitat relationships, and should be included in this EIS. Similarly, 
the Montanore EIS used best available science to estimate the effects of dewatering on the overlying streams and lakes. 
Although as we noted in our comments on Montanore, the Montanore EISs suffer from a number of flaws, however, at a 
minimum, the Rock Creek EIS must contain the same analysis as Montanore. 

152-34 Given that bull trout critical habitat extends substantially upstream of these reported flow monitoring locations, see 
DSEIS Fig. 3-15 (map of designated critical habitat in project area), and the Forest Service’s acknowledgment that flow 
impacts may be more severe in the upstream habitat areas, the agency has not presented sufficient information to analyze 
impacts of stream dewatering on bull trout. See 40 C.F.R. § 502.22. Further, once again, any claim that such data cannot be 
presented or developed is undermined by the fact that the Forest Service presented quantitative estimates of base flow 
reductions for higher-elevation stream reaches in its analysis of the Montanore Mine. See Montanore Mine Joint Final EIS, 
Tbls. 99-101 (showing predicted flow reductions at stream locations within Cabinet Mountains Wilderness and downstream 
waters). 

152-34 The DSEIS asserts that predicted baseflow reductions cannot be translated into quantitative estimates of bull trout 
habitat loss. See DSEIS 4- 49, 4-150 (“potential impacts on bull trout critical habitat related to changes in water quantity 
from Alternative V cannot be quantified”). This is inconsistent with the Forest Service’s analysis of Montanore. The 3D 
groundwater model developed for Montanore appears to rest on the same types of data and modeling methodology used for 
Rock Creek. For Montanore, the Forest Service and FWS used the 3D groundwater modeling results and a “wetted useable 
area” analysis to quantify habitat losses that are likely to result from predicted base flow changes. See Montanore Mine 
Aquatic BiOp at 93-95 & Tbl. 5. The Forest Service should conduct a comparable analysis of Rock Creek habitat impacts. 
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The DSEIS lacks even a qualitative assessment of the impact that predicted base flow reductions will have on bull trout 
habitat availability. 

Response: The explanation for the qualitative assessment of effects to bull trout due to changes in water quantity and the 
explanation for different analysis approaches used for the Rock Creek and Montanore Projects is described in a memo 
available in the Rock Creek Project record and referenced in Section 4.13 of the Draft SEIS (KNF 2014b). In summary, 
potential changes to headwater streams are not currently quantifiable given the significant uncertainty in model assumptions. 
While the Rock Creek and Montanore Projects have many similarities, they differ significantly in their elevations, 
hydrogeologic and structural settings. The Montanore modeling assessment was able to verify at least fundamental 
hydrologic characteristics through data collected primarily from the Montanore’s existing Libby Creek evaluation adit and 
from other observations. Thus, the Montanore model was been calibrated to a greater extent than the Rock Creek model due 
to baseline data collected from Montanore’s evaluation adit. This calibration allowed them to disclose potential effects of the 
proposed Montanore Project on base flows at the sub-basin level. 

Hydrometric’s model report stated that “a predictive quantitative assessment of potential impacts for the Rock Creek Project 
will require further detailed hydrogeologic characterization during the development of the Phase I Evaluation Adit. Until that 
work is complete, the ability to conduct a conventional calibrated modeling analysis is limited as key hydrologic 
characteristics of the groundwater system cannot be verified in the immediate ore body area.”…“as requested by the Forest 
Service, the results of this analysis provide a qualitative indication of impact potential, rather than a quantitative basis for 
defining impacts to surface water and groundwater at specific locations.” The model report also says that “Additional 
hydrologic characterization in the ore body area during the Phase I Evaluation Adit development will refine the model input 
assumptions, narrow the uncertainty in the analysis of potential impacts and clarify the need for specific mitigation measures. 
The focus of the current effort is to develop a model framework that will provide a preliminary assessment of impacts, 
examining in particular the potential for impacts during the Evaluation Adit phase of development, and to identify critical 
information that can be collected during the Evaluation Adit development to refine the model’s ability to assess impacts prior 
to proceeding with further Phase II mine development.” Until the model was refined and impacts to streamflows near the ore 
body were quantifiable, a wetted useable area analysis of possible habitat changes cannot be completed.   

7604 T&E Species > Bull Trout > Comment about effects of changes in streamflow 

Descriptive subheading goes here if needed; delete if not 

136-1 Also the reduction in stream flow would affect bull trout numbers and have a considerable negative effect on our 
trout fishing tourism industry. 

137-1 The dewatering of the uniquely pristine streams that are vital to the successful protection of the Bull Trout 
populations is unacceptable. 

152-34 The impacts from dewatering may also result in a reduction of groundwater upwellings that bull trout prefer for 
spawning, which should be evaluated. 

155-3 Loss of surface flows from tributaries to East Fork Rock Creek and East Fork Bull River as a result of mining-
caused changes in mountain groundwater is the most grave, lasting, and largely irreversible threat to bull trout and other 
water resources from the proposed Rock Creek Mine. 

155-3 Therefore even small incremental adverse changes, such as streamflow reductions anticipated under mine 
development proposals, stand a good chance of driving these populations into permanent extinction (with no nearby 
populations viable enough to seed future recolonization should habitat at some time in the distance future improve enough to 
support that). 

155-5 The losses of surface water, especially during low flow conditions in summer, fall and winter that are most critical to 
bull trout and other fishes, could within reason be much larger than disclosed in the SEIS. 

157-10 The impacts from dewatering may also result in a reduction of groundwater upwellings that bull trout prefer for 
spawning, which should be evaluated. 

164-5 All these findings speak to the point that any additional reduction in flows caused by this mine in Rock Creek will 
be harmful. 

164-5 The SDEIS includes no evidence demonstrating that the depletions modeled for the Rock Creek and Montanore 
projects won’t have an adverse effect on baseflows or on critical areas of groundwater upwelling, both which are critical to 
spawning success and survival of bull trout. 
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176-1 The dewatering of Wilderness streams will impact habitat for threatened bull trout. These streams are critical for the 
survival of the bull trout in the Clark Fork Bull Trout Recovery Area. Further studies are needed to determine the effects on 
the bull trout from reduced stream flows, increased temperatures, and increased sediment in these streams. 

268-2 Impacts to bull trout due to admitted reductions of stream flows in bull trout habitat in Rock Creek, East Fork Rock 
Creek, East Fork Bull River, and Bull River have not been properly studied, and therefore, should not be allowed. 

Response: Potential effects to bull trout from groundwater drawdown were described in Section 4.13.3.1 of the Draft SEIS. 
The modeling analysis cannot be used to quantify changes in baseflow and aquatic habitat at specific locations because a 
number of model input parameters are not well defined and because it is not currently possible to verify the accuracy of the 
results. As discussed in Section 4.7.2.3, Groundwater Quantity, the model would be refined and rerun after data collected 
during Phase I were incorporated into the model. Following additional data collection and modeling, the predicted impacts on 
surface water resources and aquatic life in the study area, including simulation of mitigation measures, may change and 
model uncertainty would decrease. As discussed in Section 4.7.2.6 of the Draft SEIS, due to the numerous factors affecting 
stream temperatures and the constantly changing stream temperature regime, it is difficult to predict how mine project effects 
may alter stream temperature, or to what magnitude and extent stream temperatures may change.  

As discussed in Section 4.13.8.1 of the Draft SEIS, RCR has implemented or would implement the Terms and Conditions 
2007 BO Supplement (Appendix E of the Draft and Final SEIS) and any subsequent BO Supplements provided by the 
USFWS. These Terms and Conditions are considered appropriate to minimize impacts of incidental take of bull trout. The 
Conceptual Aquatics and Fisheries Monitoring Plan in Appendix K of the Draft and Final SEIS would be refined prior to 
Phase II construction, As described in the Terms and Conditions in the 2007 Supplement to the 2006 Biological Opinion 
(2007 BO Supplement), would include a metal monitoring plan and groundwater monitoring plan. The USFWS would 
participate as an advisor, as needed, on issues related to water resources, aquatics, and fisheries monitoring and would have 
approval authority for the Water Resources and Aquatics and Fisheries Monitoring Plans. 

7605 T&E Species > Bull Trout > Comment about water quality effects 

155-14 What is the effect of project activities, including industrial haul on roads, on the risk of wildfire ignition in the 
project area? In general, frequency of wildfire ignitions increases with intensified human use and industrial activity. A high-
severity fire during severe summer drought could cause adverse impacts on temperature and sediment in critical bull trout 
habitat (Isaak et al. 2009, Goode et al. 2012) far above and beyond the direct impacts of the direct effects of the project 
disclosed in the SEIS. Moreover, wildfire that reduces forest cover in Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas could greatly 
reduce the effectiveness of these areas as buffers against sediment delivery, chemical spills, and other project impacts to 
streams. 

Response: The risk of wildfires in the study area depends on weather conditions and would not change with implementation 
of Alternative V. During periods of extreme or prolonged fire danger, emergency restrictions, including area closures and 
access restrictions, would be imposed on NFS lands, which would reduce the risk of wildfire ignitions. In addition, 
Alternative V measures such as paving the main access route, NFS Road # 150, and using pipelines to transport tailings and 
ore would minimize the risk of wildfire ignitions. 

217-3 Appendix K, Section 1.9.8: This section lacks detail regarding how the effects of the diffuser on Bull Trout will be 
measured. We would like to see how this is might be done, especially considering the Bull Trout density is very low in this 
area. 

217-1 The second concern relates to the lack of a specific plan for resolving the siting of the treated wastewater pipeline 
and associated diffuser within the Cabinet Gorge Reservoir Avista Project Area. 

Response: The in-stream diffuser would discharge treated mine water to the Clark Fork River in accordance with MPDES 
permitted effluent limits and would not exceed water quality standards and applicable nondegradation criteria outside of an 
approved mixing zone. Section 4.7.3.4.1 of the Draft SEIS stated that any discharges to surface water outfalls would be 
required to meet MPDES permitted effluent limits. Monitoring of the outfalls would be required as described in the MPDES 
permits for the project.  

As described in Section 4.13.8.1, the KNF would require RCR to implement Terms and Conditions of the 2007 BO 
Supplement (Appendix E), as approved by the USFWS, prior to surface disturbances that are not related to the evaluation adit 
stage of the Rock Creek Project. This would include the requirement to complete and submit an evaluation of locations for 
the wastewater diffuser in the Clark Fork River. The evaluation would be completed in consultation with the Forest Service, 
DEQ, and USFWS and focus on recommendations to minimize potential effects on migrating or resident bull trout using the 
Clark Fork River habitats adjacent to the mouth of Rock Creek and the spring area immediately upstream. The Terms and 
Conditions of the 2007 BO Supplement are considered appropriate to minimize impacts of incidental take of bull trout. 
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7606 T&E Species > Bull Trout > Comment about influence of climate change 

147-8 USFS’s failure to adequately address future climate change on the recovery of bull trout violates the agency’s duty 
to take a “hard look” at the impacts of the proposed Rock Creek Mine and violates NEPA. 

152-36 The EIS fails to provide data or analysis on the impacts of increased temperature on water resources and aquatic life 
as a result of dewatering and climate change. . . Given the importance of the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness as critical habitat 
for threatened bull trout, and the East Fork Bull River and East Fork Rock Creek’s role as the two most important bull trout 
recovery streams in the lower Clark Fork River region, it is reasonable to take a hard look at the potential cumulative 
impacts. 

152-38 The Rocky Mountain Research Station has already mapped predictions of water temperature increases as a result of 
climate change in the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness Area at this interactive website: 
http://www.fs.fed.us/rm/boise/AWAE/projects/NorWeST.html# (attached). These are major changes that aren’t accounted for 
in the cumulative effects analysis, yet are critical to understanding the potential impacts to threatened bull trout and other 
aquatic species, when considered in conjunction with the adverse, and long-term effects of the proposed Rock Creek project 
on aquatic life, particularly bull trout. 

155-8 In summary, the SEIS fails to consider and disclose the likely cumulative effects of stream low flow depletions from 
mining with anticipated unavoidable streamflow reductions that are highly likely to be simultaneously caused by climate 
warming, reduced mountain precipitation, and increased evapotranspiration demand. 

155-8 Net losses of stream low flows caused by climate together with overlapping mining-related losses from the Rock 
Creek and the adjacent Montanore projects are highly likely to create adverse conditions for bull trout survival in streams that 
presently serve as regional strongholds for the species, including the mainstem, West Fork, and East Fork of Rock Creek and 
the East Fork Bull River. 

311-1 The recent court decision relating to long term effects of climate change and what it encompasses for less water in 
the areas of the mines has not been applied to either the Montanore or Rock Creek Mine. Should winter snowpack decrease 
that will mean less water for the streams. If either mine is allotted the use of X amount of water and there comes a year or 
several years with less total water, that means the mines get their allotment and the streams get even less. The only proper 
solution is that the mines must agree to a reduction in their allotment if the total water available in the area declines. The 
analogy of the wolverine case to what would happen to bull trout in the Cabinet area is highly appropriate and might hold up 
in court. 

Response: For comments about climate change, see response to Issue 7451. For comments about the analysis of effects of 
changes in streamflow on bull trout see response to Issue 7604.  

It is unclear what court decision the commenter is referencing in comment 311-1. The KNF prepared a Final SEIS that 
complies with the District Court Order, NEPA and all applicable local, state, and federal laws.  

7607 T&E Species > Bull Trout > Comment about effectiveness of mitigation 

83-6 There does not appear to be any sort of contingency plan or enforceable regulation to mitigate any unforeseen issues 
that arise. 

149-16 Many of the mitigation requirements the KNF and USFWS have put into the RC biological opinion consists of work 
that Avista is already doing and will continue to do over next 34 years. The proposed RC mine will negate many of the 
mitigations that Avista is currently performing as a result of their Clark Fork Settlement Agreement. The mitigations for bull 
trout the KNF and USFWS have imposed as conditions of the RC mine permit are already being performed. So essentially 
they are giving the proposed RC mine (HECLA) a free ride on someone else’s dime. 

152-47 The SDEIS states that the ongoing fish transport efforts in Rock Creek by Avista may offset any additional barriers 
to fish passage potentially resulting from the Rock Creek and Montanore Project. (P. 4-164) Comment: The SDEIS does not 
provide any data to support this assertion. Regardless of how many fish are transported up the mainstem Clark Fork, those 
fish must have somewhere to go. Genetic analysis shows that these bull trout predominately go to the East Fork of Bull River 
and Rock Creek, yet the adverse effects to these streams could undermine all the AVISTA investment in fish passage to those 
streams. Furthermore, it is inappropriate to rely on Avista to mitigate the impacts of the Rock Creek Mine and Montanore 
Mines. The EIS should provide information on how these impacts could effect the existing bull trout recovery effort and 
Avista Settlement Agreement, and what mitigation measures will be required by RCR to address those impacts. 

152-48 The Rock Creek EIS cannot rely on the mitigation measures for the proposed Montanore Mine, which have yet to be 
finalized, funded or implemented. There is no indication that these mitigation measures will be effective. Overall, for all 
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potentially affected resources, the revised DSEIS must include a full analysis of the effectiveness of all mitigation measures. 
Simple statements that a mitigation measure will be “highly effective,” or “moderately effective,” without the underlying 
scientific support and analysis, does not satisfy NEPA. See, e.g., DSEIS Tables 4- 13, -14. Further, statements that “long-
term effectiveness is unknown”(Table 4-13) are similarly in violation of NEPA. 

155-13 In my opinion the SEIS makes unrealistic and unsupported implicit assumptions about the effectiveness of 
mitigation measures to control ore dust during haul, and therefore profoundly underestimates or ignores the likely effects of 
contamination of the haul corridor and bull trout habitat within or adjacent to the mine haul route. 

155-16 Despite the agencies and project sponsor having had many years to develop the plan outline and scientific and 
technical record for this SEIS, all of these critical steps and mitigation criteria are sidestepped and deferred to future 
decisions by some future technical committee that is given what essentially vague direction to consider impacts and their 
environmental consequences and manage mitigation on a “real time” basis, rather than the essential a priori basis. 

164-6 Finally, it is not appropriate for the forest to consider (SDEIS 4-164) the Avista fish transport project as mitigation 
to offset impacts caused by the mine. 

217-2 We are concerned with the proposal that “The ongoing fish [Bull Trout] transport efforts in Rock Creek by Avista 
may offset any additional barriers to fish passage potentially resulting from the Rock Creek and Montanore Projects, but it is 
unclear to what degree the effects may be mitigated.” Avista and its cooperators’ mitigation actions were not enacted to, and 
should not be considered to, mitigate for the potential impacts of other entities’ actions on Bull Trout in the drainage. 
Furthermore, ongoing fish transport actions do not directly relate to the Bull Trout resident life history component. Therefore, 
we request that any phrasing that suggests Avista’s continuing efforts as possibly mitigating for the potential impacts of 
mining activities be removed. We do understand that the presence of these activities can be considered in the context of 
cumulative impacts to resources. 

Response Avista’s monitoring habitat improvement activities were disclosed in the Draft and Final SEIS to describe the 
affected environment in the study area and are not associated with any mitigation for the Rock Creek project. For comments 
about effects on Avista’s habitat improvement activities, see response to Issue 7403. 

The analysis of the effectiveness of mitigation presented in Section 4.11.7 and Section 4.13.8.1 satisfy the requirements of 
NEPA. As described in Section 2.3.1.16 of the Draft and Final SEIS, the conceptual aquatics and fisheries mitigation plan 
was prepared in cooperation with the FWP, USFWS, KNF, and DEQ to mitigate Alternative V effects and would comply 
with the seven Terms and Conditions of the 2007 BO Supplement for bull trout (Appendix E) and any subsequent BO 
Supplements provided by the USFWS. These Terms and Conditions are considered appropriate to minimize impacts of 
incidental take of bull trout.  

Alternative V includes measures to mitigate mine impacts on surface water quantity and quality that will benefit fisheries and 
aquatics resources. Section 4.7.7 described mitigation measures to reduce impacts on surface water resources in the CMW, 
reduce impacts on stream baseflows, minimize sediment delivery to streams, and reduce or minimize adverse effects on 
surface water quality. Section 4.6.2 described the proposed mine paste tailings facility that would greatly reduce the risk of 
surface water quality impacts from a failure compared with other tailings disposal options. 

The conceptual monitoring plans in Appendix K of the Draft and Final SEIS would be implemented to monitor the 
effectiveness of mitigation and included adaptive management approaches, monitoring action levels, and contingency action 
plans. To ensure early detection of any surface water reductions potentially caused by the mine, springs, streams and lakes 
would be periodically monitored as specified in the Groundwater Dependent Ecosystem Inventory and Water Resources 
Monitoring Plan in Section 1.6 of Appendix K. If any monitoring action levels were exceeded, RCR would implement the 
measures described in Appendix K of the Draft and Final SEIS. 

Aquatic and fisheries monitoring (see the Aquatics and Fisheries Monitoring Plan in Section 1.9 of Appendix K of the Draft 
and Final SEIS) would be coordinated with water quality and streamflow monitoring, and where appropriate, with Avista’s 
monitoring efforts. 

7608 T&E Species > Bull Trout > Comments About Cumulative Effects 

Cumulative Effects of the Rock Creek Project and the Montanore Project 

84-1 The SDEIS should include a cumulative effects analysis of the impacts to bull trout from both the Rock Creek and 
Montanore mines due to dewatering of bull trout streams. 

94-1 The SDEIS should include a cumulative effects analysis of the impacts to bull trout from both the Rock Creek and 
Montanore mines due to dewatering of bull trout streams. 
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132-1 The Rock Creek Mine combined with the proposed Montanore Mine would drastically affect bull trout populations, 
dewatering up to 30 miles on seven different streams. 

152-35 Even the data for those isolated locations indicates a substantial threat: the Forest Service predicts cumulative base 
flow reductions from implementation of the Montanore and Rock Creek mines of 14% at the Rock Creek site, 9% at the East 
Fork Bull River site, and 5% at the Bull River site. DSEIS Tbl. 4- 15. These streams support critically important bull trout 
populations and contain irreplaceable habitat. As the USFWS notes in its November 15, 2011 SDEIS Comment letter, “the 
East Fork of Bull River is the single-most important bull trout spawning and rearing stream in the Lower Clark Fork bull 
trout core area” and “80% of observed bull trout redds in the East Fork of Bull River occur upstream of the wilderness 
boundary.” The USFWS further states that, “Currently, the East Fork Bull River and Rock Creek are the only bull trout 
spawning populations in the Cabinet Gorge reservoir reach in the LCFR. These two local populations represent the strongest 
populations in this reach and maintaining spawning and rearing success in these two local populations is essential to 
maintaining the existing survival status and potential for recovery of the LCFR bull trout core area population.” Montanore 
Biological Opinion (BIOP) at 122. The Montanore SDEIS states that “Any loss of bull trout from these cumulative impacts 
would represent an irretrievable loss of genetic diversity.”(Montanore SDEIS, p. 165) Yet the DSEIS appears to contain no 
analysis - quantitative or otherwise - of the impact these predicted flow reductions will have on the affected bull trout 
populations or their habitat. 

152-47 The Montanore FEIS (Joint FEIS,  Volume 1, p. 472-473) estimates effects to bull trout and bull trout habitat from 
the cumulative effects of the two mines, which are not disclosed in the Rock Creek SDEIS. . . The cumulative effects section 
of the SDEIS fails to provide sufficient information to analyze the cumulative effects of the Montanore and Rock Creek mine 
on bull trout. This information must be collected and analyzed and presented in a NEPA document for public review. 
Mitigation measures to minimize impacts to fisheries must be provided, and the effectiveness of these mitigation measures 
provided. 

157-12 The Montanore FEIS estimates effects to bull trout and bull trout habitat from the cumulative effects of the two 
mines, but these effects are not disclosed in the Rock Creek SDEIS. 

181-1 the substantial cumulative threat of the proposed Rock Creek mine and Montanore mine (proposed on the east side 
of the Wilderness) 

215-1 The SDEIS should include a cumulative effects analysis of the impacts to bull trout from both the Rock Creek and 
Montanore mines due to dewatering of bull trout streams. 

281-3 The SDEIS should include a cumulative effects analysis of the impacts to bull trout from both the Rock Creek and 
Montanore mines due to dewatering of bull trout streams. The company should be required to do a valid assessment of the 
sources of road sediment and mitigate for sediment delivery to Rock Creek before they start generating more sediment. 

316-1 The SDEIS should include a cumulative effects analysis of the impacts to bull trout from both the Rock Creek and 
Montanore mines due to dewatering of bull trout streams. 

336-4 Additionally, the cumulative effects of the Rock Creek mine and Montanore mine on stream baseflows and bull 
trout must be addressed. 

340-1 The SDEIS should include a cumulative effects analysis of the impacts to bull trout from both the Rock Creek and 
Montanore mines due to dewatering of bull trout streams. 

164-5 Avista and the Clark Fork Relicensing Management Team have decided to  continue the brook trout suppression 
efforts for another four years in order to better test the effects of the efforts. Given this promise, it makes little sense for the 
forest to approve any project, especially in concert with the depletion projected for the Montanore project (SDEIS 4-164), 
that could reduce baseflows in the East Fork. 

Response: Potential cumulative effects of the Rock Creek Project and past, current, and reasonably foreseeable actions on 
aquatic life and fisheries and bull trout were disclosed in Section 4.11.8 and Section 4.13.9.2 included a discussion of 
potential effects of Alternative V in combination with the Montanore Project; these analyses satisfy the requirements of 
NEPA and all applicable local, state, and federal laws. For comments about the difference between the analysis approaches 
used in the Rock Creek Project Final SEIS and Montanore Project Final EIS see response to Issue 7603. 

7609 T&E Species > Bull Trout > Comment about regulatory compliance 

83-6 Reducing the uncertainty associated with these models is also critical to the consultation between the Forest Service 
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
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147-7 The BO states that there will be “no adverse modification” to bull trout Critical Habitat. This conclusion, however, 
fails to fully evaluate the impacts of climate change, especially the increasingly important role that healthy cold water 
habitats will play for existing populations to remain viable, and for new populations to expand and track their thermal niche. 

147-10 We ask that the USFS and USFWS re-initiate and complete a formal consultation under section 7 of the ESA 
because the effects of this project may affect bull trout “in a manner or to an extent not previously considered” and because 
the critical habitat designation has changed since the prior BOs were completed. See 50 C.F.R. § 402.16(b), (d). 

152-20 The Forest Service must reinitiate ESA consultation with FWS concerning the effects of mine-induced stream flow 
reductions on Bull Trout. 

152-21 Pursuant to 50 C.F.R. § 402.16, the Forest Service and FWS have a duty to reinitiate consultation under ESA section 
7, 16 U.S.C. § 1536, where, inter alia, “new information reveals effects of the action that may affect listed species or critical 
habitat in a manner or to an extent not previously considered,” 50 C.F.R. § 402.16(b). Pursuant to this regulation, the Forest 
Service must reinitiate ESA consultation with FWS concerning predicted reductions in the base flow of project-area streams 
that are occupied by bull trout and contain designated critical habitat for the species. New data reveal that the Rock Creek 
Mine will significantly reduce base flows in valuable bull trout streams and the effect of such reductions on bull trout was not 
analyzed in the BiOp, including new information contained in the Montanore Aquatic BiOp, FEIS and JFEIS on individual 
and combined/cumulative impacts from the two mines. Further, these data demonstrate that the mine project will affect bull 
trout habitat in the Bull River drainage, which FWS excluded from its analysis in the BiOp based on its determination that the 
project would have no effect on that area. 

152-21 The BiOp acknowledges that “if new information reveals that [a] risk to Rock Creek bull trout is anticipated” 
because of predicted base flow changes, “re-initiation of consultation would be warranted.” That hypothetical has now 
become a reality, as data developed since 2007 reveal that the Rock Creek Mine will cause base flow reductions in project-
area streams that are occupied by and contain designated critical habitat for bull trout, unleashing harmful effects that were 
not considered in the BiOp. 

152-23 In sum, new data developed since the issuance of the Rock Creek BiOp undermine two critical assumptions in the 
BiOp: (1) the assumption that bull trout in the project area will suffer no adverse impacts from mine-induced reductions in 
stream flows, and (2) the assumption that the Rock Creek Mine will have no effect on bull trout or their habitat in the Bull 
River drainage. These data constitute “new information reveal[ing] effects of the action that may affect listed species or 
critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not previously considered,” triggering the Forest Service’s duty to reinitiate 
consultation under ESA section 7. 50 C.F.R. § 402.16(b). 

152-52 The Biological Opinion for bull trout failed to evaluate the impacts to bull trout resulting from the dewatering of 
area streams resulting from groundwater drawdown. 

157-12 New data developed since the issuance of the Rock Creek BiOp undermine two critical assumptions in the BiOp: (1) 
the assumption that bull trout in the project area will suffer no adverse impacts from mine-induced reductions in stream 
flows, and (2) the assumption that the Rock Creek Mine will have no effect on bull trout or their habitat in the Bull River 
drainage. These data constitute “new information reveal[ing] effects of the action that may affect listed species or critical 
habitat in a manner or to an extent not previously considered,” triggering reinitiation of ESA consultation. 

164-6 Based on new information, including predictions that Rock Creek and the East Fork and main Bull River will 
experience lower base flows because of groundwater depletions, designation of these reaches as critical habitat, and the 
potential for increased bull trout occupancy of Cabinet Gorge tributaries because of restoration efforts, that the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service will have to produce a new biological opinion for this native species. 

296-1 It’s a disaster for the threatened bull trout. It will have an effect the bull trout population in the Lower Clark Fork 
River far greater than considered in the BIOP. It will reduce stream flows in some the most significant bull trout streams in 
the region. 

344-1 The importance of the Rock Creek Bull Trout population is more important to the Lower Clark Fork River 
population than considered in the BiOP. Uncertainties in how ground water may be affected by mine development means that 
impacts from dewatering may have more adverse effects than those considered. The DSEIS acknowledges reductions in 
stream flows will occur in bull trout habitat in Rock Creek, East Fork Rock Creek, East Fork Bull River, and Bull River, but 
contains no real analysis of the impacts to bull trout numbers. 

Response: ESA compliance would be ensured through Section 7 consultation. Section 1.5.6 of the Final SEIS describes the 
history of consultation between the KNF and the USFWS on the Rock Creek Project. A final BO on the Rock Creek Project 
was issued by the USFWS on October 11, 2006, which concluded that the preferred alternative would not likely jeopardize 
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the continued existence of the listed entities of grizzly bears or bull trout nor adversely modify critical bull trout habitat. On 
September 27, 2007, the USFWS issued the 2007 BO Supplement regarding effects on grizzly bears from the proposed Rock 
Creek Project and amended the BO for clarification of effects on bull trout. The 2006 BO and 2007 BO Supplement 
considered groundwater interception as a potential adverse effect to bull trout and designated critical habitat. The USFWS 
maintained its conclusions in the 2006 BO. In June 2011, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals upheld the USFWS’s 2006 BO 
and the 2007 BO Supplement on all litigated issues. Comments on the USFWS’s 2006 BO or 2007 BO supplement are not in 
the scope of KNF’s SEIS analysis.   

In March 2017, the KNF submitted a Supplemental BA for bull trout and bull trout critical habitat to the USFWS 
summarizing information pertinent to bull trout or its critical habitat collected since the 2007 BO Supplement was issued and 
the KNF is undergoing formal Section 7 consultation for the Rock Creek Project with the USFWS. 

Appendix K discusses the hydrologic data that would be collected during Phase I Evaluation. As discussed in Section 
4.7.2.3.2 of the Final SEIS, Groundwater Quantity, the model would be refined and rerun after data collected during Phase I 
were incorporated into the model. Following additional data collection and modeling, the predicted impacts on surface water 
resources in the study area, including simulation of mitigation measures, may change and model uncertainty would decrease. 

As discussed in Section 4.13.8.1 of the Final SEIS, RCR has implemented or would implement the Terms and Conditions 
2007 BO Supplement (Appendix E of the Draft and Final SEIS) and any subsequent BO Supplements provided by the 
USFWS. These Terms and Conditions are considered appropriate to minimize impacts of incidental take of bull trout. The 
Conceptual Aquatics and Fisheries Monitoring Plan in Appendix K of the Draft and Final SEIS would be refined prior to 
Phase II construction. The USFWS would participate as an advisor, as needed, on issues related to water resources, aquatics, 
and fisheries monitoring and would have approval authority for the Water Resources and Aquatics and Fisheries Monitoring 
Plans. 

7620 T&E Species > Grizzly Bear > Suggested new analysis 

Connectivity 

147-6 In order to comply with both NEPA and ESA the USFS must evaluate the effects of the proposed action on habitat 
connectivity for grizzly bears. Significant new information about the importance of this area to connectivity has not been 
addressed in any of the relevant NEPA documents associated with this project. 

Response: Information on grizzly bear movements in the CYE (between the Cabinet Mountains and the Yaak portion of the 
ecosystem and between the CYE and other areas) from Kasworm et al. (2015) was added to Section 3.13.3 of the Final SEIS. 
A discussion of the impacts of the Rock Creek Project on habitat connectivity for grizzly bears was added to Section 4.13.3.2 
of the Final SEIS. The agencies’ grizzly bear mitigation plan, discussed in Section 2.3.1.16 of the Draft and Final SEIS, 
includes habitat acquisition and protection to mitigate impacts on grizzly bear movement. In the agencies’ grizzly bear 
mitigation plan, land acquisition would include protecting and improving habitat in key linkage areas, in particular the north-
south corridor. In addition to requiring RCR to acquire perpetual conservation easements on or purchase 2,450 acres of 
replacement grizzly bear habitat, RCR would secure or protect from development and use 100 acres of replacement habitat 
that would enhance the north to south habitat corridor in the Cabinet Mountains. 

7621 T&E Species > Grizzly Bear > Suggested new mitigation 

Mitigation Properties 

83-7 We recommend that ownership of all properties purchased for mitigation purposes be transferred to the U.S. Forest 
Service, been withdrawn from mineral entry, and closed to motorized access. This is necessary in order to maximize the full 
capability of the habitat. 

Response: ESA compliance would be ensured through Section 7 consultation. The KNF submitted a BA Supplement in 
March 2017 and is undergoing formal Section 7 consultation for the Rock Creek Project with the USFWS. For more detail on 
the history of consultation between the KNF and the USFWS on the Rock Creek Project, see response to Issue 7609. As 
discussed in Section 4.13.8.1 of the Final SEIS, RCR has implemented or would implement the Terms and Conditions 2006 
BO and 2007 BO Supplement (Appendix E of the Draft and Final SEIS) and any subsequent BO supplement provided by the 
USFWS. These Terms and Conditions are considered appropriate to minimize impacts of incidental take of grizzly bear. 
Information on the mitigation requirement to acquire perpetual conservation easements or purchase replacement grizzly bear 
habitat was in Section 2.3.1.16 of the Draft and Final SEIS. Details of the process for transferring these lands to the Forest 
Service were described in the mitigation plan in the 2006 BO. 

Grizzly Bear Biologists 
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254-2 To me it seems to border on extortion to ask for a couple grizzly bear biologists for the FWS - a better plan would 
seem to use a few graduate students from MSU, etc. asking for grants to cover the cost. 

Response: RCR would provide funding for two Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks (FWP) grizzly bear management 
specialists and one FWP law enforcement officer for the life of the mine as described in Section 2.3.1.16 of the Draft SEIS 
and Section 2.3.1.16 of the Final SEIS. As discussed in Section 4.13.8.1, RCR has implemented or would implement the 
Terms and Conditions 2006 BO and 2007 BO Supplement (Appendix E of the Draft and Final SEIS), and any subsequent BO 
Supplements provided by the USFWS. These Terms and Conditions are considered appropriate to minimize impacts of 
incidental take of grizzly bear. The Agencies believe this mitigation measure, when combined with the additional mitigation 
measures for terrestrial threatened and endangered species as described in Section 2.3.1.16 of the Draft SEIS would reduce 
mortality risks to threatened and endangered species, including grizzly bears. 

7623 T&E Species > Grizzly Bear > Comment about analysis 

Human Population Increase 

156-6 Nowhere in the Draft SEIS does the Kootenai consider the fact that many mine employees are likely to have a 
spouse or partner, and many of these couples will also have children, raising the number of mine-related people living, 
hunting, and engaging in motorized recreation in bear country - overwhelming both grizzlies, and attempts to protect them. 

156-6 Until KNF does an updated economic and employment analysis of the current labor pool it has little idea what the 
true mine employment breakdown will be and the impacts on grizzlies. 

Response: The information presented in Section 4.14.1.1 of the Draft and Final SEIS was adequate to assess the effects of 
increased employment resulting from the project. Any estimates of numbers of spouse, partners, or children of mine 
employees would be highly uncertain. As discussed in Section 4.13.8.1, RCR has implemented or would implement the 
Terms and Conditions 2006 BO and 2007 BO Supplement (Appendix E of the Draft and Final SEIS), as approved by the 
USFWS. These Terms and Conditions are considered appropriate to minimize impacts of incidental take of grizzly bear. In 
its 2006 BO, the USFWS concluded that the extensive mitigation measures supported a finding that the proposed mine posed 
“no jeopardy” to the grizzly bear because “collectively, the measures would reduce, remove or more than offset the potential 
adverse effects of the proposed action” (USFWS 2006). If monitoring described in Appendix B of the 2006 BO and 
summarized in Appendix K of the SEIS indicated mitigation measures were not effective, as determined by the Oversight 
Committee, contingency mitigation would be implemented. The effectiveness of mitigation for grizzly bears was described in 
Section 4.13.8.2 of the Draft SEIS and Section 4.13.8.2 of the Final SEIS. 

Poaching 

156-7 …the Montanore BiOp at 99 concluded that….FWS then quotes a member of Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks 
(FWP) as saying that such poaching is associated with construction phases, but tends to decline once that’s over “and the 
stable workforce is in place.” Since the BiOp contains no reference, we must assume the statement is one FWP employee’s 
personal opinion with no grounding in science. Furthermore, the unsupported claim that only Construction Phase workers are 
the problem, while Operations Phase employees - many perhaps the same people - are all more likely to abide by the law, 
lacks any credibility whatsoever. And finally, in the unlikely case that the above statement is true, the 426 Construction 
employees and their families still could do significant damage in three years to a population of 25 or fewer grizzlies. 

Response: Comments about the Montanore Project BO are not relevant to the Rock Creek Project and are beyond the scope 
of this SEIS analysis. 

Motorized Access and Displacement 

156-8 The 2011 Motorized Access Management BiOp at A-51 (USFWS 2011) reports that Mattson et al. (1992) found a 
4km displacement around developments . . . When this is done, we see a ZOI around the mine of 18.1 sq.mi. or 11,581 acres - 
plus the NFS road #150 displacement shown in (c) below - 4360 acres. 

156-8 Research specific to the Cabinets by Kasworm and Manley (1991) found that grizzlies were displaced 914m by 
roads . . . The Kootenai must recalculate the entire Zone of Influence and road buffers based upon this Cabinet Mountains 
specific science, and Mattson’s research. In addition, Kasworm and Manley also found a displacement along trails of 122m, a 
finding that we do not see reflected in Draft SEIS calculations. 

156-8 Mattson et al. (1987) determined that major developments in grizzly habitat displaced the bears for a distance of 3 
km . . . When this research finding is applied to Rock Creek, we discover a displacement zone of 6966 acres in addition to the 
445 acres physically disturbed by the mine, for a total of 7411 acres. 
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156-9 Displacement will extend far beyond that impacted by 33 one way trips, and the 73 acres of displacement for roads. 
Further, it’s absolutely clear that the new Construction traffic volume of 363 trips per day (33 trips X 1100%) will displace 
grizzlies well beyond the Kootenai Forest estimates - and that these new acres must be replaced on a 1:1 basis. 

156-14 The correct ZOI is closer to 7411 acres, and displacement along NFS road #150 alone is 4360 acres, for a total 
acreage subject to mitigation of 11,771 acres with a 3km displacement zone, and 16,386 acres with a 4km zone. Nor can the 
Kootenai and FWS claim that because 33 one-way trips per day on NFS #150 already displace grizzlies, that use levels of 
200% - 1100% higher will cause the same level of displacement. 

156-17 It’s important to remember that even where standards are being met, those are the motorized access densities that 
have allowed the average annual mortality rate from 2007-2014 to be an excessive 2.13, even if we assume the super 
population estimate of 48-50 bears is correct (Kasworm 2015 at 30, Kendall 2015 at 1). 

156-17 When we examine the Core Area maps in the Draft SEIS, P: 165 it’s quickly apparent that much of it is “Core” in 
name only, containing many narrow fingers or islands of habitat. 

156-23 Since the USFWS/KNF incorrectly calculated the Zone of Influence for the Rock Creek Mine; buffers along roads; 
mitigation acres required; and since the agencies used the same incorrect assumptions for the Montanore Mine, the Kootenai 
must now correct these figures in formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and calculate the accurate 
impacts and mitigation for the combined mining operations. 

Response: The information presented in Section 4.13.3.2 of the Draft SEIS was adequate to assess the impacts of motorized 
access on grizzly bears. Currently, grizzly bear standards are established by the 2015 KFP, which incorporates the Access 
Amendment. The Access Amendment BO provided an incidental take statement related to grizzly bears occurring inside the 
CYE recovery zone or outside of the recovery zone where recurring grizzly bear use has been documented. The effects of 
access management on grizzly bears in the CYE, including the effects of the Rock Creek Project, were fully considered and 
were part of the environmental baseline considered in the analysis in the Access Amendment BO.  

The analysis presented in Section 4.13.3.2 of the Draft and Final SEIS used core area, OMRD, and TMRD to assess the 
condition of grizzly bear habitat. A core area is an area of high-quality grizzly bear habitat within a BMU that is greater than 
or equal to 0.31 mile from any road (open or restricted) or motorized trail open during the active bear season. Alternative V 
would be consistent with the Access Amendment standards because it would not decrease core area or increase OMRD or 
TMRD. Displacement effects were disclosed in the Threatened and Endangered Species section of Chapter 4 of the 2001 
Final SEIS. Habitat displacement was evaluated based on estimates of the extent of the displacement, or zone of influence of 
Alternative V activities, and the degree to which suitable grizzly bear habitat would be used. Influence zones, disturbance 
coefficients, and compensation levels for Alternative V facilities and access roads were determined based on the Cumulative 
Effects Analysis Process developed by the IGBC (USDA Forest Service 1988a; IGBC 1990). The analysis presented in 
Section 4.13.3.2 of the Draft SEIS and Chapter 4 of the 2001 Final SEIS was consistent with the USFWS 2006 BO and 2007 
BO Supplement, which determined that Alternative V would not likely jeopardize the continued existence of grizzly bears, 
and would result in a net improvement in conditions for grizzly bears. 

General Comment About Analysis 

146-1 This may require...a thorough and updated analysis of the effects on grizzly bears and grizzly bear habitat. 

147-6 USFS must update the analysis in the 2001 FEIS using the best and most recent scientific information on grizzly 
bears as well as the approved plans for the Montanore Mine in order to comply with NEPA and to ensure that the public and 
decision-makers are adequately informed about the impact of this project. 

Response: Section 4.13.3.2 was revised in the Final SEIS to include a discussion of habitat linkages, including information 
from studies by Proctor et al. (2012) and Kasworm et al. (2015). See response to comment 7626 for cumulative effects of the 
Montanore Project. 

7624 T&E Species > Grizzly Bear > Comment about effects 

Traffic Effects 

127-1 During the spring, Rock Creek has some of the highest grizzly bear usage of any area of the Cabinet Wilderness 
Area and intensive heavy truck traffic is certain to have a negative effect on efforts to increase the Cabinet/Yaak grizzly 
populations. 

Response: See comment response 7623. 

Displacement and Mortalities 
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147-4 The USFWS reflects the need for zero mortalities in the 5-Year Review: “Presently grizzly bear numbers are so 
small in this ecosystem that the goal for mortality is 0 human-caused mortalities” (p.17). Nonetheless, the SDEIS does not 
adequately address these effects of the proposed Rock Creek Mine or disclose the fact that the mine will likely cause 
mortalities to exceed this limit. 

156-10 Both BiOps say that they do not “anticipate” the death of cubs due to displacement, but say that it may cause 
“failure to complete a pregnancy” - which by definition is the death of cubs in utero. 

156-10 The Rock Creek BiOp says that it could displace 1-2 adult female grizzlies with consequences for feeding, breeding, 
nutrition, and production of cubs. The Montanore Mine BiOp puts its displacement number at 1-3 adult females, but also 
concludes that there are only 6-7 adult females in the entire Cabinet subpopulation. Thus it’s possible that these two mines 
could displace 70-80% of all Cabinet females. 

Response: The Agencies believe the information presented in Section 4.13.3.2 of the Draft SEIS is adequate to assess 
impacts on grizzly bears. The analysis presented in Section 4.13.3.2 of the Draft SEIS is consistent with the USFWS 2006 
BO and 2007 BO Supplement, which determined that Alternative V would not likely jeopardize the continued existence of 
grizzly bears, and would result in a net improvement in conditions for grizzly bears. The 2006 BO and 2007 BO Supplement 
determined that the proposed conservation measures under Alternative V are reasonably expected to prevent the loss of more 
than one grizzly bear over the life of the mine, thus more than offsetting the anticipated loss from the project (one grizzly 
bear). See also comment response 7623. 

Poaching 

136-1 The Rock Creek Mine would destroy grizzly bear habitat and would displace bears from more than 11000 acres. 
This loss of habitat would place these bears at greater risk for poaching. 

156-23 The Biological Opinions for both mines admit that poaching mortalities are likely to go up during the Construction 
period. What is the likely effect of that combined poaching given Kendall’s (2015) report that, “In the small Cabinet and 
Yaak populations, the difference between growth and decline is 1 or 2 adult females being killed annually or not?” 

Response:  See comment response 7623. 

Habituation and Food Conditioning 

156-10 The 2006 Rock Creek BiOp says that displacement will be short term as females “habituate” to mine activities and 
regain the use of their habitat. This flies in the face of the “best available science” known to every bear manager in NW 
Montana - that habituated bears become “conflict & management bears”, which die at elevated rates. 

156-11 Food stress causes grizzlies to wander more widely, encounter more humans and unsecured food attractants, and die 
at elevated rates. The Draft SEIS fails to factor in this known mortality cause. 

Response: The Agencies believe the information presented in Section 4.13.3.2 of the Draft SEIS is adequate to assess the 
impacts on grizzly bears. Alternative V would include mitigation measures to reduce the potential for food conditioning, 
including requiring the use of bear-resistant containers at Rock Creek facilities, funding the acquisition of bear-resistant 
containers at Forest Service campgrounds, and requiring mine employees to attend training related to living and working in 
grizzly bear habitat. Displacement issues are addressed in comment response 7623. The analysis presented in Section 
4.13.3.2 of the Draft SEIS is consistent with the USFWS 2006 BO and 2007 BO Supplement, which determined that 
Alternative V would not likely jeopardize the continued existence of grizzly bears, and would result in a net improvement in 
conditions for grizzly bears. 

Other Issues 

100-1 Grizzly bear - what would the impact of operating mines be on the band its habitat? 

156-5 Failure to accurately measure and thoroughly consider the additional threats that the Rock Creek Mine poses to this 
small, isolated grizzly population. 

Response: See comment response 7623. 

7625 T&E Species > Grizzly Bear > Comment about effectiveness of mitigation 

Replacement Habitat 

147-4 It is also unclear if operation of the currently approved Montanore mine might affect whether the 2,450 acres of 
lands to be acquired and lands already secured will be of sufficient quality and in the right location to act as suitable 
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replacement habitat, particularly given that the existence and operation of the Montanore mine was not considered at the time 
the Mitigation Plan was developed. 

156-15 Less than 50 private acres seem to exist in the narrowest constriction point of the ecosystem - making the 153-acre 
requirement impossible to achieve in the area where it’s most needed. . . The 3800 private acres, however, are in the lowest 
density areas, suggesting habitat of lower quality than the high density centers around the mine - the areas that Rock Creek 
would destroy. 

156-16 While the Rock Creek Mine would deny female grizzlies their preferred habitat near the mine site, they are very 
unlikely to move 5-10 miles to alternate habitat FWS has chosen for them - particularly if it involves travel along or across 
the high traffic volume NFS road #150 corridor. 

156-15 This merely maintains the habitat status quo on mitigation acres from getting worse, but doesn’t make up for 
damage that the mine will do in the next 30+ years to the preferred habitat around the mine. 

176-1 The mine would impact Grizzly Bear habitat. It could disturb more than 11,000 acres of habitat, but would only 
require mitigation for 2,450 acres. 

179-2 As for grizzlies, I think 2,400 plus acres of make-up mitigation habitat is more than plenty in trade for the mill site 
and other losses. However, I must say I have issues with the final status of the affected lands, as the replacement lands should 
not necessarily become part of the federal estate when it is still possible to put them in a use-restricted private status that 
keeps that land on the local-government property tax rolls in perpetuity. Never mind that after the mine is closed, the “lost” 
lands could easily become “habitat” again with proper revegetation, even the tailings site could be functional at some parts of 
the year. 

182-2 The Rock Creek mine would destroy more than 400 acres of grizzly bear habitat and could displace bears from more 
than 11,000 acres, but only requires mitigation for 2,450 acres. The small population would be displaced from important 
habitat, and face greater mortality risks from an increase in poaching. Proposed mitigation, including education of miners and 
local residents about living in bear country, has proven to be ineffective. 

249-2 The Rock Creek mine would destroy more than 400 acres of grizzly bear habitat and could displace bears from more 
than 11,000 acres, but only requires mitigation for 2,450 acres. The small population would be displaced from important 
habitat, and face greater mortality risks from an increase in poaching. Proposed mitigation, including education of miners and 
local residents about living in bear country, has proven to be ineffective. 

291-2 The Rock Creek mine would destroy more than 400 acres of grizzly bear habitat and could displace bears from more 
than 11,000 acres, but only requires mitigation for 2,450 acres. The small population would be displaced from important 
habitat, and face greater mortality risks from an increase in poaching. Proposed mitigation, including education of miners and 
local residents about living in bear country, has proven to be ineffective. 

344-2 The Rock Creek mine would destroy more than 400 acres of grizzly bear habitat and could displace bears from more 
than 11,000 acres, but only requires mitigation for 2,450 acres. The small population would be displaced from important 
habitat, and face greater mortality risks from an increase in poaching. Proposed mitigation, including education of miners and 
local residents about living in bear country, has proven to be ineffective. 

Response: The Agencies believe the information presented in Section 4.13.3.2 of the Draft SEIS is adequate to assess 
impacts on grizzly bears. Comment response 7623 describes calculation of impacts from motorized access and displacement. 
The analysis presented in Section 4.13.3.2 of the Draft SEIS is consistent with the USFWS 2006 BO and 2007 BO 
Supplement, which determined that Alternative V would not likely jeopardize the continued existence of grizzly bears, and 
would result in a net improvement in conditions for grizzly bears. The 2006 BO and 2007 BO Supplement determined that 
the proposed conservation measures under Alternative V are reasonably expected to prevent the loss of more than one grizzly 
bear over the life of the mine, thus more than offsetting the anticipated loss from the project (one grizzly bear). Information 
on the effectiveness of mitigation for grizzly bears was presented in Section 4.12.8.2 of the Draft SEIS and is in Section X of 
the Final SEIS. 

Road Closures 

149-16 These road closures are for the proposed Montanore Mine and are included again in RC Biop. This is akin to a 
double-dipping of the same mitigation for a second mine. 

225-1 The ones concerned about bear and wildlife habitat are being completely mislead in the fact that “closing” that 
section of road has no true affect to improve habitat. The private land has the legal right to subdivide, develop, or use that 
property for other purposes. Which can create as much traffic as needed. 
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Response: The Agencies believe the information presented in Section 4.13.3.2 of the Draft SEIS and Section 4.13.3.2 of the 
Final SEIS is adequate to address impacts on grizzly bear habitat from motorized access. Proposed road closures would be 
implemented for the Rock Creek project as described in Section 2.3.1.16 of the Draft SEIS. As described in the Montanore 
BO, a number of the same road closures are also proposed for mitigation for the Montanore Project, but would only be 
implemented for Montanore if they have not already been implemented for the Rock Creek project. The proposed wildlife 
monitoring program includes monitoring of effectiveness of road closures. As described in Section 1.8.4., road closures 
would be monitored for their effectiveness in excluding motorized access. This would include assessing KNF administrative 
and unauthorized road use and the ultimate effectiveness of closure devices. The effectiveness of roads closed for grizzly bear 
mitigation, as well as currently closed roads would be monitored. 

Mitigation Plan and Mortality Rate  

147-3 We believe that the SDEIS overstates the effectiveness of the mitigation plan. Much of the mitigation work has yet 
to be completed and, even if it is completed, the plan is unlikely to address all potential added mortality associated with 
disturbance from the mine and an influx of people that could contribute to an increased likelihood of human-bear conflicts 
resulting in grizzly bear mortalities. 

156-12 This Draft SEIS, The Rock Creek Biological Opinion (USFWS 2006), and the Montanore Mine Biological Opinion 
(USFWS 2014) all clearly show the peril the small, isolated CYE grizzly population is in with no additional mines; 
extensively document the additional threats these mines pose to both bears and their habitat; but then dismiss those concerns 
by claiming that the Mitigation Program will not only remove those threats, but will actually improve conditions for grizzlies. 

156-13 Nearly all of these measures have either been accomplished, or are well underway . . . Still, as shown in (III) (2) 
above, grizzly mortality rates have either been excessive since 1999 (Kasworm 2015), or the mortality rate has actually 
increased since 1999 (our corrected numbers). 

156-19 It should be absolutely clear mathematically and scientifically that even today’s small gains would not have been 
possible with Rock Creek on the landscape, and that future augmentations - if they continue to occur - will not recover this 
population, as required by the ESA, if this mine goes in. 

156-23 The Kootenai must acknowledge and take into account the finding by Kasworm et al. (2015) at 30 that the annual 
mortality rate for 2007-2014 remained at an unsustainable 2.13 per year -without either mine, but with much of the 
Mitigation Program in place. 

156-24 The Kootenai must look at the cumulative poaching mortality impacts of two mines operating at the same time. It is 
not enough to simply say, with no scientific proof, that the Mitigation Programs will somehow solve all problems when that 
clearly is not the case. 

156-24 As previously noted, many elements of the Rock Creek Mitigation Plan are well underway yet annual mortality rate 
remains an excessive 2.13 per year when both B.C. and U.S. mortalities are counted (Kasworm et al 2015). KNF must 
therefore, reassess the likelihood that similar measures for Rock Creek and Montanore combined will have any more success. 

157-20 New data undermine the conclusion by the USFWS and the Forest Service that planned mitigation measures will be 
adequate to completely offset the increased risks of human-caused grizzly bear mortality associated with the Rock Creek 
Mine. 

157-21 The first phase of conflict-reduction efforts in the ecosystem has not yielded a reduction in the human-caused 
mortality rate - even in the absence of two large-scale mining projects and associated influx of 1,500-plus people to the 
region - contradicts the agencies’ assumption that implementation of mitigation measures will improve the status of CYE 
grizzlies and constitutes “new information” that CYE grizzlies will in fact face human-caused mortality risks from the Rock 
Creek Mine “to an extent not previously considered.” 

Response: Information on grizzly bear mortality rates was clarified in Section 3.13.3 of the Final SEIS with additional 
mortality and population information from Kasworm et al. (2015), including discussion of variations in survival rates during 
the periods 1983-1998, 1999-2006, and 2007-2014. The analysis presented in Section 4.13.3.2 of the Final SEIS is consistent 
with the USFWS 2006 BO and 2007 BO Supplement, which determined that Alternative V would not likely jeopardize the 
continued existence of grizzly bears, and would result in a net improvement in conditions for grizzly bears. The 2006 BO and 
2007 BO Supplement determined that the proposed conservation measures under Alternative V are reasonably expected to 
prevent the loss of more than one grizzly bear over the life of the mine, thus more than offsetting the anticipated loss from the 
project (one grizzly bear). Information on the effectiveness of mitigation for grizzly bears was presented in Section 4.12.8.2 
of the Draft SEIS and is in Section 4.12.8.2 of the Final SEIS. 
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7626 T&E Species > Grizzly Bear > Comment about cumulative effects 

Montanore Mine 

84-1 The Draft SEIS should account for the cumulative impacts of the Rock Creek and Montanore mines on the small 
grizzly bear population in the Cabinets. 

94-2 The Draft SEIS should account for the cumulative impacts of the Rock Creek and Montanore mines on the small 
grizzly bear population in the Cabinets. 

109-2 Why has a cumulative analysis of the impact of two operating mines on the grizzlies and their habitat not been 
conducted. 

147-4 The SDEIS also fails to adequately address these effects of Rock Creek Mine in combination with the effects of 
Montanore Mine. 

147-5 The SDEIS cannot rely on the 2006 BO and 2007 supplement for the required analysis of the Montanore Mine 
impacts. USFS’s failure to analyze the cumulative effects of other reasonably foreseeable actions, including Montanore, 
violates NEPA.  

156-9 With the Montanore Mine Joint FEIS now issued (USFS 2015a), this Draft SEIS must comprehensively review, 
update, and mitigate for the displacement of female grizzly bears that these two mines, their roads, accurate buffers, and 
accurate Zones of Influence will have, acting in concert - something it currently fails to do. 

156-19 The Draft SEIS fails to conduct a serious and comprehensive Cumulative Effects Analysis of the consequences of 
both the Rock Creek and Montanore Mines operating at the same time. 

156-21 Yet despite the fact that USFS (1998) at 27 supports the finding that two mines would cut off 22% of the ecosystem 
and 31% of its grizzlies leaving a population too small to survive, and that this research alone is sufficient to deny a permit 
for Rock Creek under the ESA because it directly impedes recovery, the Kootenai and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
have spent the intervening 15 years trying to make this “inconvenient truth” go away, and by relying on a demonstrably 
ineffective Mitigation Program. 

156-22 These mines operating together present a clear and present danger to Cabinet grizzlies and their habitat, and will 
thwart recovery. 

156-23 The Forest must also include, and thoroughly analyze similar, and perhaps larger impacts of the Montanore Mine, 
the likelihood that its total mine-related population has also been significantly underestimated, and the cumulative impacts 
from two mines. 

176-1 The Cabinet-Yaak Ecosystem has a very small population which is continually supplemented with bears from 
elsewhere to maintain that small population. These habitat impacts could put the population at risk. There will be additional 
grizzly bear mortality from human interactions with the increase in activity. Further studies are needed to determine the 
impact. These studies must consider the effects of both the Rock Creek Mine and Montanore Mine. 

181-1 Failure to adequately address the cumulative effects to threatened grizzly bears from Rock Creek and Montanore 
Mines. 

215-1 The Draft SEIS should account for the cumulative impacts of the Rock Creek and Montanore mines on the small 
grizzly bear population in the Cabinets. 

281-3 The mine would increase human-caused mortality risks to bears, especially from poaching. The Draft SEIS should 
account for the cumulative impacts of the Rock Creek and Montanore mines on the small grizzly bear population in the 
Cabinets. 

316-1 The Draft SEIS should account for the cumulative impacts of the Rock Creek and Montanore mines on the small 
grizzly bear population in the Cabinets. 

340-1 The Draft SEIS should account for the cumulative impacts of the Rock Creek and Montanore mines on the small 
grizzly bear population in the Cabinets. 

342-1 No permits for the proposed Rock Creek Mine should be issued until there is a thorough analysis of the cumulative 
impacts of the two (RC and Montanore) mines on the grizzly bear and bull trout populations is complete. The wildlife will be 
doubly jeopardized in this situation and the analysis should not be done in two separate calculations 

Response: Cumulative effects on grizzly bears, including the north to south movement corridor in the Cabinet Mountains 
was disclosed on pages 4-192 through 4-194 of the 2001 FEIS and in Section 4.13.9.3 of the Draft SEIS. Cumulative effects 
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on percent core habitat, OMRD, and TMRD during the construction, operations, and post-reclamation phases of the 
Montanore project were described in Section 4.13.9.3 of the Draft and Final SEIS. See Issue 7623 and 7624 responses for 
comments about displacement of grizzly bears.  

Section 4.13.3.2 was revised in the Final SEIS to include a discussion of habitat linkages, including information from studies 
by Proctor et al. (2012) and Kasworm et al. (2015). Sections 4.13.9.2 and 4.13.9.3 were revised in the Final SEIS to include 
additional discussion of cumulative impacts on grizzly bears from the Montanore Project and effectiveness of mitigation, 
including a discussion of habitat linkages. The Alternative V grizzly bear mitigation plan, discussed in Section 2.3.1.16 of the 
Draft SEIS and Section 2.3.1.16 of the Final SEIS, includes habitat acquisition and protection to mitigate impacts to grizzly 
bear movement. Land acquisition would include protecting and improving habitat in key linkage areas, in particular the 
north-south corridor. In addition to requiring RCR to acquire perpetual conservation easements on or purchase 2,350 acres of 
replacement grizzly bear habitat, RCR would secure or protect from development and use 100 acres of replacement habitat 
that would enhance the north to south habitat corridor in the Cabinet Mountains.  

The agencies’ grizzly bear mitigation plan for the Montanore Project would require MMC to first attempt to acquire 
mitigation lands in the north south corridor. The first 500 acres of replacement habitat required to offset displacement would 
be within the north south corridor within impacted BMUs (5, 6 or 2). The remaining 2,573 acres required for displacement 
could be in or outside the north south corridor within the Cabinet Yaak Recovery Zone, with up to one-half (1,286 acres), in a 
habitat linkage zone along US 2. 

The agencies’ alternatives for the Rock Creek Project and Montanore Project would include measures to counteract the 
increased risk of grizzly bear mortality, such as busing employees to the project site, educating employees about the biology 
and behavior of grizzly bears, and equipping project sites and surrounding areas with bear-resistant garbage containers. The 
new law enforcement and bear specialist positions included in the Rock Creek Project and Montanore Project agency 
alternatives would help deter illegal killing of grizzly bears in the area, increase public awareness, and help increase 
acceptance and support of grizzly bear management.  

Cumulative effects are defined differently under NEPA and the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Under NEPA, cumulative 
effects are the effects of the alternative when considered in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
actions, regardless of who carries out the action. Cumulative effects under NEPA were disclosed in Section 4.13.9.3 of the 
Draft and Final SEIS, as described above. In accordance with the Access Amendment, which was incorporated into the 2015 
KFP, the Forest Service used core area, OMRD, and TMRD to assess the condition of grizzly bear habitat. Cumulative 
displacement effects, including cumulative effects of the Montanore and rock creek mines on the north to south movement 
corridor in the Cabinet Mountains, were disclosed in the Threatened and Endangered Species section of Chapter 4 of the 
2001 Final SEIS. To address habitat constriction, RCR would be required to secure or protect from development and use 100 
acres of replacement habitat that would enhance the north to south habitat corridor in the Cabinet Mountains (see section 
2.3.1.13 of the Draft SEIS). 

Under the ESA, cumulative effects are those effects of future state or private activities, not involving federal activities, that 
are reasonably certain to occur within the action area of the federal action subject to consultation. Under the ESA, cumulative 
effects only involve future actions, “past and present impacts of nonfederal actions are part of the environmental baseline. 
Future federal actions requiring separate consultation (unrelated to the proposed action) are not considered in the cumulative 
effects section.” Therefore, cumulative effects of the Rock Creek and Montanore projects on grizzly bears were not addressed 
in the Rock Creek BO, but were accounted for during the Section 7 consultation process for the Montanore project. The KNF 
submitted a final Biological Assessment for effects of the Montanore Project on federally listed species to the FWS in 
September 2013. Because other reasonably foreseeable federal actions such as the Rock Creek Mine Project had already 
undergone Section 7 consultation, they were considered in the baseline conditions for the Montanore Project Biological 
Assessment, and therefore the effects of these projects on grizzly bear core habitat, OMRD, TMRD, and habitat displacement 
were accounted for.  

2015 Forest Plan 

156-22 The Forest must include in its analysis the cumulative impacts of its new Forest Plan (USFS 2015) which mostly 
designates potential linkages between the Cabinet and Yaak subpopulations as Backcountry Motorized and General Forest. 
Clearly these imply a more heavily motorized landscape that, along with U.S. Highway 2, the BNSF railroad, and the 
Kootenai River, is less likely to provide for safe passage by grizzlies. 

156-25 Nowhere in the Draft SEIS do we see an acknowledgement and serious consideration of the impacts that the new 
Kootenai Forest Plan will have when combined with these two mines, their large workforces, and increased motorized use of 
the backcountry. 
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Response: The 2015 KFP describes desired conditions, objectives, standards, guidelines, and land suitability for project and 
activity decision making on the KNF, guiding all resource management activity. This direction applies either forestwide or 
specific to management or geographic area allocations. The 2015 KFP does not designate specific road access changes. Any 
access changes proposed in grizzly habitat would require reopening consultation with the USFWS.  

7627 T&E Species > Grizzly Bear > 7627 Comment about regulatory compliance 

147-15 In addition, we conclude that the USFS must update the 2006/2007 BO with new information and reinitiate formal 
consultation under section 7 of the ESA with the USFWS because this project may affect grizzly bears, bull trout, lynx, 
fisher, and wolverine “in a manner or to an extent not previously considered” and because critical habitat designations for 
bull trout and lynx have changed since the 2006/2007 BO were completed. See 50 C.F.R. § 402.16(b), (d). 

152-23 The Forest Service must reinitiate ESA consultation with FWS to consider new evidence that the conflict-reduction 
measures relied upon in the BiOp will not offset increased risks of human-caused grizzly bear mortality. 

152-23 New data also undermine the conclusion by FWS and the Forest Service that planned mitigation measures will be 
adequate to completely offset the increased risks of human caused grizzly bear mortality associated with the Rock Creek 
Mine. These new data, described below, reveal that grizzly bears face greater risks of human-caused mortality than the 
agencies considered in the BiOp, triggering the Forest Service’s duty to reinitiate ESA consultation. 50 C.F.R. § 402.16(b). 

152-25 These data, which were not available when FWS issued the BiOp in 2006, critically undermine the assumption by 
FWS and the Forest Service that the mitigation measures required by the Rock Creek Mine mitigation plan can be counted on 
to more than offset the increased risks of human-caused grizzly bear mortality associated with the project. 

156-27 The Forest Service Must Reinitiate ESA Consultation With FWS to Consider New Evidence That the Conflict-
Reduction Measures Relied Upon in the Rock Creek BiOp (2006) Will Not Offset Increased Risks of Human-Caused Grizzly 
Bear Mortality.  These new data, described previously and below, reveal that grizzly bears face greater risks of human-caused 
mortality than the agencies considered in the 2006 BiOp, triggering the Forest Service’s duty to reinitiate ESA consultation 

Response: See response to 762. See also response 7625 regarding effectiveness of mitigation for grizzly bears.  

7633 T&E Species > Lynx > Comment about analysis 

Critical Habitat 

147-11 The SDEIS incorrectly considers the 2009 final rule designating Canada lynx critical habitat in the lower 48 United 
States. Since 2009, critical habitat was updated due to litigation and in 2014 the USFWS finalized a critical habitat 
designation for Canada lynx (USDI 2014). 

Response: Information on lynx critical habitat was clarified in Section 3.13.1.1 of the Final SEIS. The study area is not in 
lynx critical habitat as finalized in 2014. 

Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy 

147-11 The SDEIS fails to include the important updated Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy (Interagency Lynx 
Biology Team 2013) in its analysis, and we encourage the FEIS to include consideration of this document. 

Response: The information presented in Section 3.13.1.1 of the Draft SEIS and Section 3.13.1.1 of the Final SEIS is 
adequate to address lynx management standards. Currently, lynx standards on the KNF are established by the 2015 KFP, 
which incorporates the Northern Rockies Lynx Management Direction. 

7700 Socioeconomics > Socioeconomics > Suggested new analysis 

246-2 Page 4-171 at 4.14 Socioeconomics”- it is not appropriate that tax revenues are totally absent from this analysis. A 
diesel tax alone on the potential 900,000 gallons per year of consumption is $477,000 (http://www.gaspricewatch.com/web 
gas taxes.php). Taxes at all levels (local, state, and federal) must be accounted for in order to obtain a true picture of the total 
positive economic impact, which is not limited to direct and indirect employment numbers. 

Response: In preparation of the Draft SEIS, the KNF completed an updated analysis of potential employment and labor 
income effects from the proposed Rock Creek Project. The updated analysis was incorporated into Section 4.14.1.1 in the 
Draft and Final SEIS. The KNF determined that the new tax revenue data would not measurably affect the outcome of the 
socioeconomic analysis presented in the Draft and Final SEIS. 

7703 Socioeconomics > Socioeconomics > Comment about analysis 

152-11 “Resources” have a great amount of uncertainty as to their existence, and great uncertainty as to their economic and 
legal feasibility. It cannot be assumed that all or any part of such a “resource” will ever be upgraded to a higher category or 
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will ever be economically extracted. This section also provides outdated information about copper demand and supply that 
doesn’t reflect the 5-year decline in global copper demand that the sector is currently experiencing. Copper prices have fallen 
more than 50% since their peak in 2011. 

152-11 Copper prices have been in a dramatic downward decline due to the diminished demand from China. This section 
contains outdated information that should be updated to include current information about this commodity. It should also 
make clear that there isn’t sufficient information to demonstrate that this project can be mined economically. 

Response: Section 1.6 of the Draft and Final SEIS summarized the applicable major laws pertaining to the Rock Creek 
Project. The KNF Supervisor will issue a decision on RCR’s proposal in a ROD. The decision objective is to select an action 
that meets the legal rights of RCR, while protecting the environment in compliance with applicable laws, regulations, and 
policy including the 1872 General Mining Law, Multiple Use Mining Act, and the Wilderness Act. Socioeconomic effects 
associated with the Rock Creek Project were presented in the Socioeconomics section in Chapter 4 of the 2001 FEIS and 
updated in the Draft SEIS (Section 4.14). The employment and income effects were based on three project phases including: 
evaluation, construction, and production. Project employment and income and the duration of the mine-life phases could vary 
from projections, depending upon construction progress and the resources applied by RCR toward full-scale operations. 
Mineral and input market conditions could cause operations to be curtailed or shut down on short notice at any point during 
projected mine life. Any shutdown of operations for a few weeks or months would cause a sudden drop in local area income. 
Gross proceeds from the mine may fluctuate from year to year, depending on factors such as the quality of ore, production 
levels, production costs, and world metals prices. 

7704 Socioeconomics > Socioeconomics > Comment about effects 

Socioeconomic Effects Related to Recreation 

157-18 the mines would bring in a large number of contractors, mine workers and their families. Many would use USFS 
lands, including the wilderness. No current accurate assessment of mine-related population increases actually exists because 
no new analysis of the available labor pool has been conducted. 

Response: The projected project-driven population increase was presented in the Socioeconomics section in Chapter 4 of the 
2001 FEIS. The KNF determined that the new immigration projections would not measurably affect the outcome of the 
socioeconomic effects presented in the Draft SEIS. Recreation effects associated with the Rock Creek Project were presented 
in the Recreation section in Chapter 4 of the 2001 FEIS and updated in the Draft SEIS (Section 4.16). The referenced section 
in the 2001 FEIS indicated that mine development could produce some effects and some recreation resources may be subject 
to increased use due to better road access and local population growth. While the combination of mine development and 
improved recreational access may displace some dispersed recreation activities (such as hunting, hiking, and dispersed 
camping) within the analysis area to other portions of the KNF, the overall effect on recreation use and opportunity in the 
KNF would be negligible. The project is unlikely to have any effect on the recreation and tourism sectors of the economy in 
the analysis area. 

Hard Rock Mining Impact Plan 

152-48 The information contained in the socioeconomics section is inadequate. There is no mention of boom and bust and 
the negative impacts the mine would have on the long-term economic outlook of Sanders County. The impacts associated 
with the boom and bust of the shale oil and gas bubble in eastern Montana illustrates the adverse socio economics of this type 
of industrial activity on social services, housing, law enforcement, etc. The DEIS identifies some of these issues, but it hasn’t 
been incorporated or updated in the SDEIS 

152-49 The influx of out of the area miners and their families would tax local services and infrastructure. The Hard Rock 
Impact Plan is completely out of date, and should be revised. Simply looking at mine related jobs, provides a simplistic and 
inaccurate picture of the socioeconomic impacts. 

157-21 The near or at-capacity wastewater treatment systems and domestic water supplies in Noxon, Heron and Thompson 
Falls that will not be able to accommodate the increased population of miners and their families. 

321-1 With all natural resource extraction projects, a Boom and Bust syndrome will occur. There needs to be in place 
required plans to mitigate the socioeconomic changes that will affect the surrounding communities with the opening and 
closing of this mine (increased school populations - more teachers, need for more law enforcement protection; fire protection 
needs, etc.). 

342-1 The social /infrastructure impacts of the proposed mine have not been studied since the mid 1990’s. Hecla’s 
proposals are all economic based concerns: jobs, taxes, salaries and services. The additional stress of an influx (boom cycle) 
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of 300 job positions on the communities VOLUNTEER EMS SERVICES is not addressed in any documents. This is a major 
concern for those of us who answer the 911 dispatch calls for help. 

343-2 The addition of 300 workers and their families to western Sanders County will have a large impact on the current 
residents, the schools, the roads, law enforcement, fire protection and EMS. Our fire and EMS services are all staffed by 
volunteers and are prone to being overwhelmed by large or complex emergencies. There is no effective and consistent, 
centralized command and control between the various agencies that could be set up quickly during a large scale emergency. 
All other county services would need to expand to handle the increased population. 

Response: The above comments reflect on matters pertaining to the Hard Rock Mining Impact Act, which is designed to 
assist local governments in handling financial impacts caused by large-scale mineral development projects. The 
socioeconomic analysis in the 2001 FEIS provided an overview of the fiscal implications for local government of the project 
alternatives. Readers desiring a more detailed analysis of the fiscal implications of the project should review the project Hard 
Rock Mining Impact Plan (ASARCO Incorporated 1997), which was completed with the cooperation of the affected local 
governments. The operating permit issued by DEQ is not valid until an impact mitigation plan has been approved by the Hard 
Rock Mining Impact Board. 

7803 Transportation > Transportation > Comment about analysis 

157-21 The SDEIS fails to account for or analyze impacts from the expected 300% increase in traffic on Highway 200 

Response: Section 3.15.2 of the Draft and Final SEIS updated ADT and traffic data for the 5-year period from 2009 through 
2013. The updated data did not represent any substantive changes from the 2001 FEIS. The transportation section of the 2001 
FEIS (p. 4-244) presented traffic volumes for the Rock Creek Project. Based on the maximum ADT for the Construction 
Phase, traffic on Montana Highway 200 would increase 63% from 1,476 to 2,406. Effects of this increase were disclosed in 
the transportation section of the 2001 FEIS. Proposed mitigation was presented in Section 4.15.2 of the Draft and Final SEIS. 

8001 Wilderness, Roadless Areas, and Wild and Scenic Rivers > Wilderness > Suggested new mitigation 

83-6 We encourage the Forest Service and Hecla to evaluate whether or not other ventilation options are available in 
order to avoid disturbing the wilderness area above the mine . . . our primary concern with regard to the adit is the 
disturbance within the wilderness area. We would recommend restoring the surface to as near a natural condition as possible 
once the mine enters the reclamation phase. 

Response: Two alternative options for an air intake ventilation adit were considered and described in Chapter 2 of the Draft 
and Final SEIS. The Preferred Alternative (Alternative V) includes placement and noise mitigation components that are 
intended to reduce the impact on the CMW and wilderness visitors. The ventilation adit would be installed only if air quality 
monitoring within the mine indicated it was needed to protect mine personnel health and safety; if it was necessary RCR 
would implement other ventilation techniques first, and would conduct a detailed study with the KNF and DEQ to evaluate 
final placement options that minimize impacts to wilderness. The KNF would use the Minimum Requirement Decision Guide 
(MRDG) process to ensure that adverse effects on wilderness character are minimized. Additional reclamation requirements 
would reduce the visual impact of the adit after mine closure. 

8004 Wilderness, Roadless Areas, and Wild and Scenic Rivers > Wilderness > Comment about wilderness character 
effects 

152-49 The groundwater drawdown, surface water impacts, ventilation adit and truck traffic make it unlikely that the CMW 
in the project area will continue to meet these characteristics. While these impacts would be substantial in any context, their 
occurrence in a wilderness area, and, in some cases, their permanence, makes them especially significant given the expected 
characteristics of wilderness areas. Given that the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness is the only wilderness area on the Kootenai 
National Forest and represents only 4% of the forest, its protection is paramount. 

157-18 The groundwater drawdown, surface water impacts, ventilation adit and truck traffic make it unlikely that the CMW 
in the project area will continue to meet these characteristics. 

341-2 We, furthermore, recognize that the mining operations will alter visitation and experiences within the CMW by 
changing the patterns of use around Rock Creek and the surrounding Wilderness lakes. It is likely that people will select to 
visit other places in the Wilderness knowing that the mine is in operation while at the same time visitation of the area will 
increase from personnel conducting mining business. This visitor use change, in itself, would prove a significant influence to 
the CMW and an individual’s perceptions and experiences. 

152-49 The DSEIS dismisses impacts to the wilderness stating that, “the Wilderness Act provides and allows surface-
disturbing activities that are reasonably incident to mining or processing operations when valid rights have been found to 
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exist.” (S-9). What cannot be considered “reasonably incident” are impacts to wilderness streams, lakes, and wetlands 
through dewatering or subsidence. 

152-49 The DSEIS fails to describe the impacts of the proposed project on natural systems as a result of dewatering of 
wilderness rivers, streams and groundwater dependent ecosystems, and the adverse effects to the fish and wildlife that these 
systems support. 

152-50 In reference to the experience of visitors to the CMW, the DSEIS states that apparent naturalness of the area would 
decrease slightly with increased human use. This is a highly subjective claim, and one many wilderness enthusiasts would 
dispute. 

Response: Section 4.17 of the Draft and Final SEIS described the indirect effects that the Rock Creek Project may have on 
wilderness character and visitor experiences within the CMW. This includes effects of hydrology changes to wilderness 
lakes, the effects of the air-intake ventilation adit, potential effects of air pollution and noise, visual effects, effects to solitude 
due to greater familiarity with the area, and general effects to the perceptions and experience of wilderness visitors. The 
effects discussion cross-referenced other resource sections that contained greater technical detail on particular resource topics 
(such as Water Quantity and Quality, Air Quality, and Sound). It is disclosed in the Draft and Final SEIS that the Rock Creek 
Project could result in some adverse effects to wilderness character and wilderness experiences. See also the response to issue 
6404. 

8009 Wilderness, Roadless Areas, and Wild and Scenic Rivers > Wilderness > Comment about effectiveness of 
mitigation 

152-50 The DSEIS has not demonstrated that sufficient mitigation measures have been identified or evaluated to protect the 
natural systems within the Wilderness Act. 

152-58 More importantly, the EIS does not provide for mitigation measures that will ensure protection of water resources 
within the Wilderness. There is no evidence that grouting, or any other mitigation measure can protect surface resources from 
degradation. 

157-22 The DSEIS has not demonstrated that sufficient mitigation measures have been identified or evaluated to protect the 
natural systems within the CMW. 

Response: Section 4.17.7 of the Draft and Final SEIS described proposed measures to mitigate the effects of the Rock Creek 
Project on the CMW and wilderness visitors, including options for evaluating the need and placement of an air-intake 
ventilation adit, ensuring a closure and reclamation plan for an air-intake ventilation adit, implementing visual mitigations for 
mine infrastructure, measures to reduce noise, and measure to reduce traffic on access roads. The proposed long-term 
monitoring plan (Appendix K) included measures to monitor and evaluate impacts to surface resources in the CMW, 
including wilderness lakes, streams, and some wildlife. This would provide for early detection of change and minimize 
unanticipated impacts to lakes and associated natural systems. 

For a response to comments about the effectiveness of mitigation measures in protecting water resources, see the response to 
issue 7031. 

8010 Wilderness, Roadless Areas, and Wild and Scenic Rivers > Wilderness (continued) > Comment about cumulative 
effects 

152-50 The DSEIS fails to provide analysis of the cumulative impacts of the Montanore and Rock Creek Mines combined 
on wilderness resources, particularly the results of dewatering on Outstanding Resource Waters, downstream waters, 
Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems and the aquatic life these resources support, including threatened bull trout. The SDEIS 
focuses only on where the impacts of the two mines overlap (e.g., East Fork Bull River), but has completely ignored the 
additive effects on natural systems from the two projects. The additive effects of dewatering from Montanore, which will 
adversely affect 26 miles of streams, including the East Fork Bull River, East Fork Rock Creek, Rock Creek, Ramsey Creek, 
Poorman Creek and Libby Creek, with the adverse effects from the Rock Creek Mine, which is predicted to have the greatest 
impact on East Fork Bull River upstream of St. Paul Lake, North Basin Creek, South Basin Creek, and Chicago Creek. The 
cumulative impacts of the two projects on Wilderness Resources are substantial and must be articulated in the DSEIS. 

152-50 The DSEIS states that population increases due to the development of both projects would slightly increase demand 
for recreational opportunities in the region, yet the mines would bring in a large number of contractors, mine workers and 
their families. Most would use forest service lands, including the wilderness. No current accurate assessment of mine-related 
population increases actually exists because no new analysis of the available labor pool has been conducted. Regardless, the 
characterization of recreational demand being increased “slightly” is deceptive. 



Appendix S Responses to Comments on the Supplemental EIS 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Rock Creek Project S-218 

157-22 The DSEIS fails to provide analysis of the cumulative impacts of the Montanore and Rock Creek Mines combined 
on wilderness resources, particularly the results of dewatering on Outstanding Resource Waters, downstream waters, 
Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems and the aquatic life these resources support, including threatened bull trout. The SDEIS 
focuses only on where the impacts of the two mines overlap (e.g., East Fork Bull River), but has completely ignored the 
additive effects on natural systems from the two projects. 

176-2 with regards to the impacts on the Wilderness, the mine should not be permitted until the cumulative effects of both 
the Rock Creek Mine and Montanore Mine are studied and understood. 

Response: Section 4.17.8 of the Draft and Final SEIS described the potential cumulative effect of reduced flow in the East 
Fork Bull River in the CMW from both the Rock Creek and Montanore Projects. No other streams would have potential 
cumulative effects from these projects in the CMW. Cumulative effects to lakes, streams, and ground water were described in 
greater detail in Section 4.7.8 (Water Quantity and Quality) of the Draft and Final SEIS. Section 4.17.8 of the Draft and Final 
SEIS also described the potential cumulative effects on wilderness values resulting from human activities outside of the 
wilderness, population and visitor increases, and an increased presence of project-related personnel (associated with both the 
Montanore and Rock Creek Projects) which could potentially result in cumulative effects to wilderness character and visitor 
experiences within some portions of the CMW. 

8203 American Indian Treaty Rights > American Indian Treaty Rights > Comment about analysis 

319-1 The mouth of the Clark Fork and its delta also represents the genesis site for the Kalispel and Pend d’ Oreille 
peoples, and so is essential to protect from any long-term impact that would be a religious violation to an area held extremely 
sacred to them. Federal laws protect tribes from such abuses and your DSEIS says nothing about this potential impact. 

Response: The KNF has and is continuing to consult with affected tribes to identify significant sacred sites, religious use 
areas, and traditional cultural properties. As described in Sections 4.19.2, 4.7.3.2, and 4.7.3.4, it has been determined that the 
project would not have an adverse effect on resources at the mouth of the Clark Fork River. 

9003 Other Issues > Other Issues > Editorial comment 

217-3 Page 4-78, second sentence: The reader is referred to Table 3-1 for Montana surface water standards for metals. 
However, Table 3-1 (page 3-10), contains the National and Montana ambient air quality standards. 

Response: The Final SEIS was updated to reference the correct Table 3-14, Montana Surface Water Quality Standards. 
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Form Letter Examples











     

From:
Sent: Tuesday, April 19, 2016 11:40 PM
To: FS-Rock Creek Mine Public Comments
Subject: Reject the Proposed Rock Creek Mine Plan

John Windham 
610 E Mckinnon St 
New Brockton, AL 36351 
 
April 20, 2016 
 
 
Dear Michael Huffine, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Rock Creek mine. The environmental impact statement 
predicts that there will be substantial impacts to public lands with high conservation value, including the federally 
designated Cabinet Mountain Wilderness, Outstanding Resource Waters, threatened bull trout and grizzly bears, and the 
lower Clark Fork River watershed. The EIS includes several major problems and inadequacies, including  
 
1. Risky and outdated mine waste storage that puts the Clark Fork River at risk.  
The mine plan relies on old technology and an unsafe tailings dam for storing mine waste next to the Clark Fork River. In 
light of the recent major tailings dam failures at the Mount Polley mine in British Columbia in 2014 and the Samarco 
mine in Brazil in 2015, there is talk of banning the type of dam construction proposed for the Rock Creek mine. The 
tailings dam design should be revised, and the EIS should reconsider backfilling the mine waste into the underground 
tunnels, which is now the norm at underground copper mines.  
 
2. Dewatering of the overlying streams that support threatened bull trout.  
The EIS acknowledges that reductions in stream flows will occur in bull trout habitat in Rock Creek, East Fork Rock Creek, 
East Fork Bull River, and Bull River, but it contains no real analysis of the impacts to bull trout or bull trout habitat. The 
U.S. Forest Service must take a hard look at how local and core‐area populations in the project area will respond to the 
impacts of dewatering, increased temperature, sediment and water pollution, and the substantial cumulative threat of 
the proposed Rock Creek mine and Montanore mine (proposed on the east side of the wilderness). 
 
3. Lack of proper evaluation of potential for acid mine drainage. The ore and waste rock geochemistry is still based on an 
extremely limited number of samples and indicates more potential for acid mine drainage than the Troy Mine, which is 
inappropriately used in the EIS for comparison. Additional geochemical analysis needs to be done to evaluate the 
impacts to surface and groundwater, and it must undergo public review. 
 
4. Risk of subsidence that threatens worker safety and the overlying wilderness.  
To prevent mine subsidence in the underground tunnels and thereby prevent injury or death of miners and harm to the 
overlying wilderness, the mine plan should start with a more conservative pillar width‐to‐height ratio, and backfilling of 
the underground tunnels should be reconsidered. 
 
5. Failure to adequately address the cumulative effects to threatened grizzly bears from the proposed Rock Creek and 
Montanore mines. 
 
We urge the U.S. Forest Service to reject the Rock Creek mine plan as proposed and require adequate baseline data on 
streams and rivers potentially affected by reduced streamflows; a thorough and updated analysis of the effects on bull 
trout and bull trout habitat, as well as grizzly bears and grizzly bear habitat; and an updated mine waste disposal plan 
that considers backfilling and a safer tailings dam construction style. 
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Sincerely, 
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