
 
"SEIDEL Paul" 
<SEIDEL.Paul@deq.sta
te.or.us>  

03/18/2009 01:38 PM 

To "Peter A Jones" <pajones@fs.fed.us> 

cc  

bcc  

  

Subject DEQ Comments on EE/CA 

  
  

      
 History:   

  

  

 This message has been forwarded. 

  

 

   

 
 
General Comment: 

EE/CA conclusion are based on the results of human health and ecological risk 
assessments that provide a sufficient basis to conclude that current human health and 
ecological risks are acceptable, and the site is therefore protective in its’ current 
condition.  On this basis the no action alternative is selected as the preferred alternative.  
However, I believe the document needs to explicitly consider potential future conditions.   
One of the factors in remedy selection is long-term reliability considering effectiveness 
and enforceability over time.   The human health risk assessment documents protective 
conditions for the waste piles given reasonably likely uses in their current location and 
acceptable ecological risks in current condition.   However, human health risks would not 
be acceptable if the material were transported off-site in the future. Similarly, ecological 
risks might be acceptable in the future if erosion were to occur resulting in different 
conditions in Battle Ax creek.  Therefore, in order to better support no active remedy the 
EE/CA needs to better  define what future erosion potential might be to provide 
reasonable confidence that future conditions in Battle Ax creek will be no worse than 
those at present.  In order to avoid off-site transport of waste rock, an institutional control 
on the waste rock piles would be appropriate. 

Section 2.6: DEQ disagrees with the interpretation in this section.  Sediment samples 
Sed-R-22 and R-23 are downstream of the confluence with Ruth Creek and do contain 
metals in excess of screening criteria for freshwater benthos. Moreover, these 
concentrations do appear to be attributable to inputs from the Ruth Mine.  The 
ecological risk evaluation suggests that these exceedances are not meaningful and that 
current ecological risks are acceptable.  As indicated in this section, the current 
conditions in Battle Ax creek represent years of weathering of the waste rock since 
original placement.  To summarize, erosion has resulted in mine loadings to Battle Ax 
creek, which do not appear to pose risks. Another relevant question is whether long-
term future conditions will remain similar to current conditions, or if there is some risk 
that conditions will change in the future due to increased erosion or another mechanism 
leading to greater loadings to Battle Ax creek.  Is the risk of further erosion significant 



enough to warrant anything further than no action, or is some erosion control 
mechanism (e.g., jute matting) warranted? The vegetation between the waste rock 
sources and Battle Ax creek may indeed act as a buffer.  However, it is unclear if this 
indicates a need for an institutional control to prevent vegetation removal or maintain 
natural erosion control in this area? 

Section 3.3.5: Human health risks in current conditions are below acceptable levels. 
However, cadmium and lead levels are substantially elevated and this material would not 
be acceptable for unrestricted use. Therefore, an institutional control to prevent off-site 
transportation of waste rock would be appropriate. 
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