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HydroSqutlons of California, Inc.

P.O. Box 922 - 13975 Wings of Morning
Nevada City, California 95959
(530) 478-1260 « FAX (530) 478-1264

August 18, 2008

Rusty Hairis-Bishop

US Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne (SFD-7-2)

San Francisco, California 94105

SUBIJECT: RISK CREATED BY APTERNATIVE 4
LAVA CAP MINE SUPERFUND SITE

Dear Rusty:

I attended and gave public comment at the August 12, 2008 site proposed plan public
meeting for the Lava Cap Mine Superfund. Your project management team described an
alternative (Alternative 4) that would utilize the Nevada Irrigation District (NID) to
construct a pipeline in order to provide a safe, long-term water supply to residents with
compromised water wells. I am not opposed to this alternative rather encourage all water
availability alternatives into areas that have low yielding water wells. Work that has been
accomplished by the EPA to date has served the people of our community and your focus
on protecting water supplies is recognized.

The people on Banner Mountain recognize that large construction projects like pipe line
construction carry a risk to damaging water availability of existing water wells. However,
NID has not demonstrated the proper mitigation and monitoring of wells impacted in past
and present projects. Unfortunately, this has caused many residences to not trust that NID
will protect them from this risk.

Project risk exists for current wells in areas surrounding the possible construction of a
water line through densely populated rural neighborhoods. Although shallow in depth,
construction of lengthy pipelines can result in changes in the subsurface that modify
unknown discrete pathways utilized by precipitation in recharging underlying fractured
rock aquifers. Interrupted groundwater flow can cause well yields to increase or decrease.
The later case becomes problematic for the well owner.

The driving concern for assessing these types of changes-in the subsurface is the limited
ability (i.e. with current scientific knowledge and available technologies) to accurately
identify secondary porosity zones and maintain these disconformities while building the
project. It is possible to see where groundwater discharges from the ground but not
possible to see the specific zones where water infiltrates into the ground.



HydroSolutions of California, Inc.
August 18, 2008
Page 2 of 3

A second groundwater well issue is related to blasting activities and earthmoving
equipment. These activities can cause damage to wells. Most wells are not lined with
casing below the sanitary seal. Due to this construction, vibration and movement from
blasting and nearby construction activities could dislodge rocks and debris that are
partially attached to the annulus of the boring. The dislodged rock would then plunge into
the well bore. Pumps may become stuck in the wells resulting in loss of the pump or the
well itself. Ultimately, the risk that a re-drilled well will not produce similar water
quality and quantity must be managed. A Nevada County property owner is not
responsible for the risks of pipeline projects.

The following section describes a methodology for well monitoring that protects the well
owners of Banner Mountain. Please consider the procedure described below.

GROUNDWATER WELL MONITORING AND CONTINGENCY PLAN FOR
LOSS OF WATER AND / OR WATER QUALITY

The goal is to provide a contingency to owners of wells satisfying the criteria defined as
an, “Adversely Impacted Well”. Interested well owners who own parcels that have a
groundwater well for the property’s water supply that lie within 300 feet of the pipeline
easement are considered the “Interested Party”.

Pre-project monitoring actions will include four steps:

1. Collect multiple water level measurements per day (unaffected by pumping) in
Interested Well Owner’s domestic wells for a duration of, at least, one year prior
to pipe construction (i.e. through one rainy season). This data will be used by
Interested Well Owners to qualitatively identify potential adverse impact to their
well.

2. Complete a 4-hour aquifer pumping test utilizing a data logger and pressure
transducer. Measure, accurately, the sustained discharged rate at the end of the
test. The aquifer pumping test must; 1) be completed before first rain (September-
October) and 2) before the pipeline project begins.

3. General minerals (including pH, hardness), specific metals (mercury, iron, lead,
arsenic), total coliform, e-coli will be collected once in April and once in October
(prior to the NID pipeline project starting in the field). Analysis must be
completed by a California certified laboratory. Sample collection must be
completed before pipeline project begins in the field.

4. Responsible party is responsible for installing a four inch diameter screened
casing in wells located within 250 feet of the pipeline easement (i.e. distance
dependent on type of blasting and intensity). This must be completed before any
blasting begins and before earth moving equipment is delivered to the project
area. Casing must remain in well for the duration of the construction project.

Criteria for defining a well as “Adversely Impacted” will satisfy, at least, one of the
following conditions:
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» A sustained yield of an interested well owner’s well at the end of a four hour
pumping period of less than or equal to 80% of the pre-project sustained pumping
rate or less than three gallons per minute constitutes an “Adversely Impacted
Well”.

> A change in water quality that creates a need to treat groundwater beyond the
capacity of pre-project treatment system is considered an “Adversely Impacted
Well”.

An “Adversely Impacted Well” can receive corrective actions by the Superfund project if
the adverse impact occurs at any time interval during pipeline construction and two years
subsequent to completion of the pipeline.

Connection to the NID treated pipeline would be completed if water availability was
damaged according to the above criteria. In the event water quality issues developed, a
treatment system appropriate to resolve the water quality problem would be completed.

Please take the necessary precautions seriously as the public is very concerned about the
loss of groundwater recharge resulting from these types of projects. We ask that
monitoring and evaluation be required by the US EPA and implemented and paid by a
non-NID affiliated company. Looking forward to your detailed comments.

Respectfully submitted,

Stephen JI Baker/

California Registered Geologist (No. 4354)
California Certified Hydrogeologist (No. 181)
California Environmental Assessor (No. 37)

Cc:  Banner Mountain Home Owners Association
Nate Beason, Board of Supervisor
Peggy Zariello, Nevada County Environmental Health






\@ |

~

-

\(‘, ~ Department of Toxic Substances Control

Maureen F. Gorsen, Director
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August 27, 2008

Mr. Rusty Harris-Bishop

Superfund Remedial Project Manager.

United States Environmental Protectlon Agency, Region IX
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, California 94105

CONCURRENCE ON PROPOSED PLAN FOR DRINKING WATER COMPONENT OF
GROUNDWATER OPERABLE UNIT, LAVA CAP MINE, NEVADA COUNTY,
CALIFORNIA

Dear Mr. Harris-Bishop:

Thank you for providing the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) an
opportunity to review the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s

(U. S. EPA’s) proposed remedy for addressing contaminated groundwater that affects
drinking water wells near the Lava Cap Mine Superfund Site. The proposed remedy,
Alternative 4, includes the design and installation of a pipeline distribution system which
will tie into a Nevada Irrigation District local municipal water supply.

The Proposed Plan also identified three additional alternatives for residential wells
impacted by arsenic contamination from the Site. Alternative 1 considers no action
except for the likely continued operation of the existing point of use and wellhead
treatment units already installed by individual homeowners or U. S. EPA. Alternative 2
presumes installation of seven additional point-of-unit treatment systems under kitchen
sinks with operation and maintenance requirements. Alternative 3 considers
replacement of the five point-of-unit treatment systems with wellhead treatment units,
two wellhead treatment systems at residential wells for outdoor irrigation, and up to five
additional systems in the future. o

DTSC concurs with U. S. EPA’s proposed selection of Alternative 4 as it best provides a
safe, long term water supply for residences. The treated water delivered to the
residences will provide a high level of protection to human health and the environment.
In addition, any difficulty in maintaining individual pomt of use and wellhead treatment
systems is avoided.

@ Printed on Recycled Paper
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If you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 255-3694.

Sincerely,

Steven Ross
Hazardous Substances Engineer

Sacramento Office
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program

cC: Mr. David Towell
CH2M Hill
1000 Wilshire Boulevard, 21% Floor
Los Angeles, California 90017

Mr. Jeff Huggins (sent via email)

California Water Resources Control Engineer
Land Disposal Program

Regional Water Quality Control Board

11020 Sun Center Drive, #200

Rancho Cordova, California 95670



" BANNER MOUNTAIN
Homeowners Association

P.O. Box 833, Nevada City, CA 95959

August 28, 2008

Rusty Harris-Bishop

US Environmental Protection Agency

756 Hawthorne (SFD-7-2)

San Francisco, CA 94105

Fax: 415-947-3528, E-mail: harris-bishop.rusty@epa.gov

Re: Concerns about proposals for water well contamination remedlatlon at the Lava Cap
Gold and Silver Mine Superfund Site.

Dear Rusty,

In addition to the concerns expressed during the Public Comment Meeting of August 12, |
want to address some issues pertaining to the proposed remediation alternative 4, a treated
water pipeline along Lava Cap Mine Rd to the contaminated properties below the mine near
Greenhorn Rd.

If and when the treated water pipeline comes down Lava Cap Mine Rd, we assume it will be
in the NID/utility easement extending 30 ft each side of the center of the road. This
easement and the road are all on private parcels, which have been maintained carefully, by
the owner occupants, reducing fire hazards and preserving the natural environment and
habitat, including trees very close to the road. We would hate to loose these trees. We
would like the pipeline to stay in the existing roadway.

NID has a habit of spraying pipeline easements for maintenance access with herbicides.
Many owners have never used any toxins and grow or intend to grow organic flowers, fruits
and vegetables. They have kids and pets playing along the road. We don’t want herbicides
or pesticides, any other toxins or other hazards along our road.

Our one lane road is a dead end road serving only Lava Cap Mine Rd, Lava Lane and Lava
Dome Way. When this whole project is done we would like it to still be that way. We are

- concerned that other interests may push for a connection to Greenhorn Rd. Since that is
where the treated water will go, it seems possible that the road may be extended to follow
the pipeline to Greenhorn. We strongly oppose this. It would open up our road to through
traffic and increase the number of daily car trips manifold. Please maintain the rural
character of our one lane dead end road.

As Steve Baker mentioned, we learned from our interactions with NID and their pipeline
proposals that there is a serious possibility that any trenching may disturb ground water
recharge dynamics. We should not be at risk for wells running dry or producing poorly due




to this pipeline. To mitigate this risk it seems reasonable to ask for hook-up points for every

existing home along the proposed pipeline, with pre-negotiated hook- up fees and free
hook-ups in case a well fails.

Also fire hydrants are needed glong the plpellne We would like to see those included in the
project description.

Related to this is our concerq that the pipeline will be overbuilt to serve new development.
This would be a growth inducing impact, which we want to minimize as much as possible.
As Mr. Franz Bornkamp mentioned at the Aug 12 meeting, as tax payers we don’t want to
subsidize and facilitate development of new homes in our neighborhood. If potential
developers want this pipeline large enough to serve their development plans, they should
pay for it themselves. We want to know if and when that is going to happen, because they
will most likely want to use an easement on our private road for access to-the new
subdivisions, and we would like to be included in the planning process.

Finally there are of course the typical concerns about the construction process.
Emergency access and traffic delays during construction, dust, noise, damage to
landscaping and driveways, etc. We would like to see specific language in a pipeline project
description minimizing and mitigating these impacts.

For the Banner Mountain Homeowners Association

Frans Velthuijsen
13676 Lava Cap Mine Rd
Nevada City, CA 95959
530-478-1252 h
530-478-5610 w

Q9868



"Doui Haussler" To Rusty Harris-Bishop/RS/USEPA/US@EPA

: cc
08/01/2008 10:19 AM
bce

. Subject Lava Cap Mine clean-up/ Haussler residence

Rusty,

CH2MHILL performed a well test at my house approx 5-6 weeks ago and we were curious as to the
results,(water level,arsenic,production).As my well production has dropped to 3.3 GPM,wouldnt we be
eligable for connection to NID if a new pipline was installed per your RA4? This reduction in well output
represents a significant reduction in property value.Also we have yet to receieve any compensation for the
new well pump we had to replace in the summer of 06. : ,

We do appriciate all that has been done to allow us to function at home but still feel a final resolution is -
necessary.lf we were to receive permenant water from NID, this would resolve the issue.

Thanx Doug Haussler and family



Matthew Oroviz To David Cooper/R/USEPA/US@EPA

- cc Rusty Harris-Bishop/R9/USEPA/US@EPA,

bce

Subject Re: Lava Cap Mine Superfund cleanup

Hi Dave,

Thanks for the quick response! We live at~ |

We also subscribe to the Union which you mentioned and both my wife and | missed the notice
unfortunately... | will walk the neighborhood and make sure everyone is on notice of this activity and will
hand them a copy of this Document to ensure they have all the necessary info... As well as | will

encourage them to submit their comments!

http://yosemite.epa.gdv/r9/sfund/r93fdocw.nsf/3d0283e605d6056f8825742600741 7a2/f4f1704625e9f7348
8257491005bf4a0/$FILE/Lava%20Cap7_08%20638kb.pdf

Thank you,
Matt

Matt Orovitz

Cooper.David@epamail.epa.gov

08/14/2008 01:10 PM :
K
€€ Harris-Bishop.Rusty@epamail.epa.gov

Subject Re: Lava Cap Mine Superfund cleanup

Matt --



I'm sorry that you were not aware of the community meeting for the
proposed plan for the drinking water portion of the groundwater operable
unit of the Lava Cap Mine superfund site.

Rust Harris-Bishop is EPA's project manager. He would be happy to talk
to you about your issues and concerns about the site and about this
proposed remedy for a portion of the site. Rusty's number is ’
415-972-3140. His e-mail is listed above.

I would like to put. you on the mailing list for future fact sheets and
meeting notices. We currently have about 500 people on the mailing list.
We had over 20 people attend the public meeting. There was an article
about the site in "The Union" last week, as well as a public
notice/display ad for the meeting and the public comment period, and
information on yuba.net. We want to have a broad base of media to
contact for future activities. Can you tell me which paper you read? We
can't necessarily place a public notice in all of them, but we can try |
to contact media representatives to get stories about our activities.

My phone number is 415-972-3245. Our toll-free message line is
800-231-3075. o

- Dave'
Matthew Orovitz
: David Cooper/R9/USEPA/US@GEPA
08/14/2008 10:03 - ‘ . : ) . ce
Y
' . Suﬁject
Lava Cap Mine’Superfund cleanup
Hi David, ' ‘

I am one of the residents living along the upper portion of Lava Cap
Mine Road. I am curious to know if you are aware of the current Nevada
Irrigation project which is in process to build a new raw water pipeline
to supply the ‘

Water treatment plants down the hill.. As part of that process, they
also performed a community out-reach program soliciting public comment
on the project and route..

One of the proposed routes was to bring the-pipeline down Lava Cap Mine

Road, but that option was thoroughly rejected by the local community
most affected by the route and was later found to be financially



unacceptable due to
the engineering and constructions costs.

All of this is part of the public record at this point and should be
easily accessible to you and the team responsible for the EPA project. I
would not expect the local residents who would be most affected to
behave or think differently in regards to this latest proposal.
Especially, since this project once again does not provide any tangible
benefits to those who will be impacted the most by the construction
corridor and removal of existing vegetation.

I am also very surprised that this was snuck in under the radar.. I
recieved NO formal notification of the project or public outreach. Seems
to me it would have been very easy to send out a notification to the
addresses along the route

so that they were officially notified, so that they could attend and
participate in the process.. Because this did not happen the majority of
.the residents are unaware and will NOT be able to participate due to
limited time now available for public comment...

If vou would like to discuss further please feel free to call me at
!I!an!sm S : ,

Matt Orovitz




Matthew Orovitz To Rusty Harris-Bishop/R9/USEPA/US@EPA
cc David Cooper/R9/USEPA/US@EPA

bce

08/19/2008 11:46 AM

Subject Re: Lava Cap Mine Superfund cleanup

Hi Rusty, .
Can you tell me where | can find the cost analysis which was performed for the different solutions put
forth. As citizen and tax payer | am finding it very difficult to believe that the suggested pipe line is the
most cost

effective long term solution.

From what | have been able to find online, the project scope only intends to only provide water to the
affected households in the specific area of the mine. It seems to me that the site specific remediation
would be

the most cost effective and least intrusive method available.

Please let me know,
Thanks, Matt

Matt Orovitz

" . Cooper.David@epamail.epa.gov

08/14/2008 01:10 PM .
N
€€ Harris-Bishop.Rusty@epamail.epa.gov

Subject Re: Lava Cap Mine Superfund cleanup



Matt --

I'm sorry that you were not aware of the community meeting for the
proposed plan for the drinking water portion of the groundwater operable
unit of the Lava Cap Mine superfund site. ’

Rust Harris-Bishop is EPA's project manager. He would be happy to talk
to you about your issues and concerns about the site and about this
proposed remedy for a portion of the site. Rusty's number is
415-972-3140. His e-mail is listed above.

I would like to put you on the mailing list for future fact sheets and
meeting notices. We currently have about 500 people on the mailing list.
We had over 20 people attend the public meeting. There was an article
about the site in "The Union" last week, as well as a public

-notice/display ad for the meeting and the public comment period, and
information on yuba.net. We want to have a broad base of media to
contact for future activities. Can you tell me which paper you read? We
can't necessarily place a public notice in all of them, but we can try '
to contact media representatives to get stories about our activities.

My phone number is 415-972-3245. Our toll-free message line is
800-231-3075.

-- Dave
Matthew Orovitz
To
‘ David Cooper/R9/USEPA/US@GEPA
08/14/2008 10:03 ' cc
R L
; i Subject
Lava Cap Mine Superfund cleanup
Hi David,

I am one of the residents living along the upper portion of Lava Cap
Mine Road. I am curious to know if you are aware of the current Nevada
Irrigation project which is in process to build a new raw water pipeline
to supply the '

Water treatment plants down the hill.. As part of that process, they
also performed a community out-reach program soliciting public comment
on the project and route..



easily accessible to you and the team responsible for the EPA project. I
would not expect the local residents who would be most affected to
behave or think differently in regards to this latest proposal.
Especially, since this project once again does not provide any tangible
benefits to those who will be impacted the most by the construction
corridor and removal of existing vegetation.

I am also very surprised that this was snuck in under the radar.. I
recieved NO formal notification of the project or public outreach. Seems
to me it would have been very easy to send out a notification to the
addresses along the route

so that . they were officially notlfled, so that they could attend and
participate in the process.. Because this did not happen the majority of
the residents are unaware and will NOT be able to participate due to
limited time now available for public comment...

"If you would like to discuss further please feel free to call me at

Thanks, Matt

Matt Orovitz . . '




Jim & Joan Dyer To Rusty Harris-Bishop/R9/USEPA/US@EPA

cc

08/23/2008 04:41' PM
bce

Subject Comments on Proposed Ground/Drinking Water Cleanup
Plan '

As residents atm we will be greatly impacted by the
Proposed Ground I er Cleanup Plan. The following are our

comments for your community input effort.

We support Alternative 4, NID Water Supply. This appears to be the most
cost effective solution to the problem, and the most advantageous for us
personally. -

A comment on Alternative 3, Wellhead Treatment. This would be costly to
maintain and would not be feasible for low production wells. We have a
reverse osmosis system for our household water. Treating all of the
water used on the property, as proposed in Option 3, would increase the
well shutdown rate, assuming the same operating efficiency. On several
occasions during the summer and fall, we have had the system shut down
because the well was dry and required time to recover. As you know,
reverse osmosis units are highly inefficient, reclaiming only about 20%
of the water for use. ‘

As we mentioned .while you were here, adding fire hydrants would provide
much needed protection. Fire protection is another subject of great
concern to us and our neighbors.

Thank you for sending the informative EPA booklet.. We were sorry to not
be able to attend the meeting on August 12th.
Jim and Joan Dyer



Lisa Cowden  To Rusty Harris-Bishop/R9/USEPA/US@EPA
CcC

08/26/2008 04:08 PM
bce

Subject ‘EPA Banner Lava cap Mine

Hi Rusty,

I live due East of the Banner Lava Cap Mine off of Belle Starr Rd on
Grizzly Trail. Our home is on a well.
We are very close to the affected area,within half mile, however we
have never had our wells tested by the EPA.

‘" We have concern that they should have tested our wells.
I note that the public -hearing held on August 12th, recommended
further study to determine the
underground water flow patterns. I would like to request that our
well and property be considered as possibly affected and
included in any further studies.
I also would like to voice my oplnlon that all wells within this area
could potentially be affected in the future, even if they are
not at this time. The nature of the fractured substrata is amorphous:
and difficult to assess, so as your study indicated this is a very
complex geologic/hydrologic .area. I would caution EPA to err on the
side of caution and include close to source
wells, such as ours, in the mitigation group to receive remediating
to their well water.
I also encourage and support the EPA's Preferred Remedy of
Alternative 4 NID Water -Supply.

Please let me know if we are to be considered in this study, and if
‘"not, why not.

Best Regards




"Peggy Zarriello " To - Rusty Harris-Bishop/R9/USEPA/US@EPA
<Peggy .Zarriello @co.nevada.
ca.us>
08/28/2008 03:07 PM bee

Subject - Lave Cap Mine Public Comment

cC

From Nevada County Department of Environmental Health:

We concur with the EPA on their preferred choice of providing treated water from NID to the
area. This alternative provides a safe, reliable, long-term solution to residences affected now
and in the future by mine-related contamination. :

Thank for the opporfunity to comment.

Peggy Zarriello, REHS

Program Manager ‘
Nevada County Department of Environmental Health
950 Maidu Avenue, Suite 170

Nevada City, CA 95959

(530) 265-1787 '

(530) 265-9853 (fax)
peggy.zarriello@co.nevada.ca.us

This message is for the designated recipient only and MAY CONTAIN
PRIVILEGED OR CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION.. If you have received
this in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete the original.
Any other use of this E-mail is prohibited.



"Brenner, Mike - Aubum, CA" To Rusty Harris-Bishop/RQ/USEPA/US@EPA

~ cc David Cooper/R9/USEPA/US@EPA

08/29/2008 08:39 AM bee ,
Subject lava cap mine comments

hi rusty ;

~ thanks for discussing the project with me on aug 14th,
and recording my concerns and issues,
in regard to the potential water supply project.

gsince then i have formulated another question:

in the epa's development of alternatives
for addressing the water supply issue

only one route was presented,

that is using lava cap mine road.

the epa needs to evaluate other routes

in terms of costs / access / impacts / etc.
this was not done and needs to be discussed.

i appreciate the opportunity to submit these to you
for further analysSisS........iivemeeeeeeenn

thanks

Mike Brenner, P.E.
District Conservationist

. ﬁRCS ~ Auburn, CA
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PROCEEDINGS

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT COORDINATOR COOPER: Good
evening, everyone. My name is David Cooper. |1 am a
Community Involvement Coordinator for the US Environmental
Protection Agency. |1 would like to welcome all of you to
this meeting this evening on the drinking water portion of
the groundwater operable unit for the Lava Cap Mine.

Before we start the meeting just a couple of
housekeeping things. First of all, the cups that are over
there next to the coffee pot are for a different meeting,
not our meeting. There"s drinking water around the corner
but we would appreciate it If you wouldn®"t take their cups
because they~"l1l1 just get mad at me. |If you need a bathroom
there are bathrooms on both sides of the entrance here. The
exits, of course, are just behind.

We have a couple of things that | think most of
you found as you walked in. One is a copy of tonight"s
agenda, another is a copy of all the slides that Rusty will
be showing on the computer tonight. And then most of you I
think were able to pick up a copy of the fact sheet that we
mailed out. I ran out. So if you find that you really want
one and didn"t get one you can certainly have mine after the
meeting IS over.

For tonight"s agenda we are going to do a Welcome,

which 1 have just done, some Introductions. Mostly myself

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION (916) 362-2345
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and Rusty Harris-Bishop who is in the back of the room who
is the project manager for EPA. He will be doing the
presentation and answering most of your questions. We also
have contractor support as well for some of the details.

The way this meeting will work is different than
some of the meetings we do when we are actually doing a
comment period. Since we haven®t been out to see the
community in a while we decided that we would begin the
meeting with some information about site activities and
things like that. Normally we would just do the comment
period piece and that would be it.

So we are going to do a little bit of that and
then we are going to go into our formal comment period
portion, which has basically three parts to it. The first
is Rusty"s formal presentation of the proposed plan for the
drinking water portion of the groundwater operable unit.

At the end of that presentation Rusty will ask if
you Folks have any clarifying questions. And what we mean
by that i1s, any jargon that we have used that you may not be
familiar with, anything we have said that sounds confusing
or whatever, we would be happy to clarify those things for
you .

Then at the end of the clarifying questions EPA
will stop talking. And we will ask that if you have any

formal comments that you would like to make i1if you would

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION (916) 362-2345
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please come up here to this podium and state your name and
give us your comment.

We will not be responding to your comments
tonight. We respond to comments during a formal comment
period in writing. And those responses are actually
attached to the Record of Decision that happens after we
have reviewed all comments and completed our process. So
while Rusty and 1 will be up here and looking at you as you
talk, we won"t be saying anything.

Then when that is concluded, when we finish
receiving formal comments, then we will adjourn the meeting.
But Rusty and I will be available afterwards to answer any
other questions that you have.

So that"s how our meeting is intended to run this
evening. Are there any questions about the process?

Hearing none then 1 will introduce Rusty Harris-
Bishop, the Remedial Project Manager for the US
Environmental Protection Agency.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Thanks,
David. Thank you all for coming. 1 am really happy to see
a large crowd. We were worried that we were not going to
get a large audience since we haven®"t had a lot of activity
at the site that has affected the larger community.

We have done a lot of work at the site on the mine

itself over the last couple of years so we are going to talk
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about that a little bit. You can also go up afterwards and
talk to David Towell who has been the project manager for
CH2M HILL since the site first came to the EPA"s attention.
So we"ll be able to answer your questions about the
construction on the site and some of the future activities
as well.

So I will go ahead and you all can follow along.
You can stop me and ask questions if | say something that
you don"t understand or you can hold off until the end. |1
don®"t mind answering questions anytime.

This is the agenda and 1 think you have a copy of
it. And we"ll let you know when we get to that formal
comment period where, trust me, it"s really hard for me to
not want to answer your questions at that point. But I™m
not supposed to so I°11 try not to.

So | think everyone has been introduced. One
person 1 would like to introduce iIs Steve Ross who is from
the State of California, Department of Toxic Substances
Control. He is one of two state representatives who also
review all the work that EPA does and they have a role to
play in this cleanup. They review our technical documents
and ultimately will take over the maintenance work at the
site once we complete i1t.

And Jeff Huggins who works for the Regional Water

Quality Control Board is not here tonight.
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So just for anybody who is not familiar, this is
the rough location of the Lava Cap Mine. So it is kind of,
you know, east and southeast of Nevada City and Grass
Valley. OFff of Greenhorn Road about a mile or so.

So as a background: The site operated as a gold
and silver mine from 1861 to 1943. Most of the mining was
done 1n the "30s, which is the highest amount of activity
where most of the tailings were generated.

It was hard rock mining. What they would do is
bring the rock to the surface, crush it finely, and through
a centrifugal flotation process would get the gold and
silver to settle out. The other stuff would go out the
other side, the really fine, ground, uniform, sand-like
consistency that they would just dump down below the mine.
So over the course of the mine operations it just built up
in piles of these tailings over time.

And it was held back by a log dam. They had been
required to keep it from getting down into the drinking
water supply. The Lost Lake Reservoir actually was created
as a tailings pond to prevent tailings from getting further
down into Rollins Reservoir. So that was built back in the
"30s to contain any tailings that did leave the site.

So over a period of the last at least 80 years
tailings have been releasing from the site and going down

Little Clipper Creek to Clipper Creek to Lost Lake. But in
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1997, in January, In a 75 year storm event, the log dam
partially collapsed, releasing tens of thousands of cubic
yards of tailings into the creek and down towards Lost Lake.

So EPA became involved and we listed it on the
National Priorities List in 1999, which is the Superfund
list that probably everybody has heard of but may not know
exactly what that means. Basically what EPA does is
evaluates the potential risk of a site to human health and
the environment. And we have a very convoluted ranking
scheme. IFf it meets our criteria we then put it on the list
and make it eligible for federal funding.

We try to get the people responsible for the
contamination to pay for it. But if they are not able to
then EPA takes over and does it ourselves. So that"s where
we are at right now. It is a federally funded site at this
point.

MR. BENDER: Did you get anybody on this?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: We are in
negotiations with one company, the successor to one of the
mines. We have sent a package of information to the
Department of Justice to file a lawsuit against another
company. So we may be able to recover our costs at the back
end but we want to make sure that we get the site cleaned
up -

MS. LEVITZ: Was that the company called Sterling?
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The Canadian company called Sterling?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Yes.

So one of the things we did is after the dam broke
the EPA went out under our emergency authority and did some
tailing stabilization to try to keep the tailings from
Fflowing down further into the creek.

And we started testing drinking water wells and
found some of the wells nearest to the mine had elevated
levels of arsenic so we installed under-sink units, reverse
osmosis units, to treat the drinking water for those people
who had contaminated wells so that they were not drinking
contaminated water. So at this point we don*"t believe that
anybody i1s drinking water above the drinking water standard
for arsenic.

So in 2004 we -- So between 1999 and 2004 we were
studying the whole mine site, the mine, the groundwater and
all the way down to Lost Lake. In 2004 we wrote a Record of
Decision for the first phase, which we called the mine area.
So 1t"s just the mine itself and the surface water around
the mine area. And also we created a unit called OU-4,
which was to take care of some residences that were on the
site. They were highly contaminated and unable to be
rehabilitated so we had to tear them down.

So the remedy concluded -- We consolidated the

tailings and some of the highest arsenic. We put it under
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the cap. So then the cap is -- We tried to make it into as
small of an area as possible. We covered it in thick
plastic then covered it with 18 inches to two feet of dirt
and then planted grass and wildflowers and stuff like that
on top of it. The goal being to keep it in a dome so that
when water hits it, it runs off to the side and doesn"t soak
into the tailings, further contaminating groundwater. And
we keep those tailings isolated. So that was all part of
the first operable unit.

We diverted the creek that was running through the
tailings pile around the tailings.

And then the last part of it, which Is treating
the water that comes out of the mine adit. We are still
looking at some treatment options there so we haven™t
completed that part of it. We wanted to make sure that we
knew how much water was going to flow out of there once we
capped the mine. Because we might see less water coming out
of the mine with the cap and the surface water diverted. So
we wanted to know what that volume was before we did the
final design. So we are looking to have that design
probably completed by next September.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: Will they ever open that
mine again?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: The lava

cap mine?
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MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: Yes.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: 1I1t"s full
of water and 1t"s a Superfund site now.

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT COORDINATOR COOPER: Did
everyone hear the question? You might want to restate it.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Okay. He
asked 1T they would ever open the Lava Cap Mine again and |
said no, 1t"s a Superfund site and the mine is full of
water. One of the things that we will require is that the
cap can"t be disturbed. So we wouldn"t allow any
construction, any activities on it that would put our remedy
that we just spent a lot of time and money on to make it
less stable.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: Clipper Creek and Little
Clipper Creek. Where do they start and where do they end?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: On a map
a little bit later 1711 be able to show you a little bit —-
Clipper Creek actually doesn®"t run on the mine site, it is
down below near Lost Lake. Little Clipper Creek originates
above the mine and kind of runs around the mine.

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: You say the mine is not active
and full of water. 1"ve had the thought. You know, I™m
living maybe a half a mile away from it. Sometimes on
Sunday morning I feel these little earthquakes and I™m

thinking, another earthquake. And then I listen to the news
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and I don"t hear anything about an earthquake. Then
dynamite comes to mind. 1Is there any monitoring going on?
Are there any dry shafts or shallow areas?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Not on
our mine. There"s a lot of old mines around this area. But
at the Lava Cap I don"t think there®"s -- The adit that was
the main entry point collapsed at Lava Cap Mine and 1 think
the other two, those side units over there --

MR. TOWELL: There is still a -- There are still
active shafts on the Banner Mountain side but those are all,
those are all on private residential property and the
entrances are controlled. There®"s no active access or
activity associated with this mine at all.

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: 1 mean, people are panning for
gold in the river. |1 mean, just for fun. On a small scale,
like mom and pop kind of mining.

MR. TOWELL: I can"t imagine. This is a pretty
controlled area. This is not --

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: Controlled in what sense? Is
there monitoring going on? |Is there security on-site
keeping an eye on things?

MR. TOWELL: Periodically there is monitoring and
EPA"s contractors are accompanied when on-site. There is
also gate-controlled access to the site by the property

owner .
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REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: And he
monitors his property pretty well.

MR. TOWELL: Right.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Because
he knows whenever we go out there.

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: Since he is the owner of the
mine he might be the one to talk to.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Wwell, 1
would doubt that he would be able to get to the mine. It"s
not really -- | mean, the mine is so deep and it is full of
water and it"s not really accessible. But there may be
other areas or there may be construction. There®"s a lot of
construction going on out here too. 1 don"t know what
dynamite is being used for but it could be something. 1
really don"t know. 1Is that all the questions on that?

So we did the construction on the mine site in
2006 and 2007. Completed it -- Last December 1 think was
the last of our construction activities.

We are still studying what to do about the
discharge water from the mine.

And we are working on the feasibility study for
the Lost Lake portion, which we just completed for this
groundwater portion. Which basically is a study to say what
is possible, what can we do. And I°1l1 explain the

feasibility study process a little bit later.
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So just to explain how we broke the site up. This
is kind of our schematic version of the overall Superfund
site. So we"ve got the Operable Unit 1, which we call the
Mine Area. It"s up here. And that includes Little Clipper
Creek which starts up above the mine. And it comes down
here and runs along the mine and then through here. It
crosses Greenhorn Road and then meets up with Clipper Creek
and then goes down to Lost Lake.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: Could you outline Lost
Lake Road there.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Lost Lake
Road i1s not on this map. So this is Greenhorn. 1 think
that"s Hoppy Hollow. No, that®"s further down here.

MR. TOWELL: That"s Hoppy Hollow.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: So this
is Clipper Creek here and then they merge into Little —-
Greenhorn Creek. This becomes Greenhorn Creek and heads
down. So this is what we call Operable Unit 3, which is the
Lost Lake area. So it is basically everything below
Greenhorn Road. And then the groundwater is all of the
groundwater underneath both of these sections. So that"s
what we"re going to be talking about when we say Operable
Unit 2, the groundwater component.

And then OU-4 were a couple of residences up here

that we sampled and tried to clean around and discovered
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that they were just too contaminated so we had them removed.

And you have a bigger version of this map on the
last page if you want to refer to that.

So now I just wanted to show you some of our
activities about what we have done over the last couple of
years since we had a proposed plan meeting like this in 2004
to discuss the mine remedy.

So this is part of the construction of the cap.
Excavating tailings, trying to consolidate them. And we had
to replace that log dam with a rock wall dam that meets
seismic codes of today. So it was a much bigger project
than -- it got bigger as we were building. Bedrock where it
wasn"t supposed to be. It was a large construction project.
We hauled out the most contaminated materials and took it to
a hazardous waste facility. Most of it we consolidated on-
site. But it was a lot of earthmoving and consolidation.

So this was looking, this is looking up towards --
This is the rock wall buttress right here, right. This was
kind of where the base of the new dam and looking up. And
those are the piles of tailings that we had, that we had to
deal with. And you see -- Because that"s tractors or
something down there so those are pretty huge.

So this i1s more. You can"t really see the color
as well. The tailings are very grey so they look very

different from soil that you see out there. But they are
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very grayish and really fine and uniform. So it doesn"t
hold a lot of water so 1t"s hard for plants to get a footing
there and grow.

So that"s why on an area that was just covered
with tailings you see very sparse vegetation. It tries to
hold on but there"s just not a lot of nutrients or, you
know, it doesn*"t hold water unless i1t ponds. It"s not
really, 1t"s not very good soil because it"s not really
soil.

So this is part of one of the drainage ditches
that we built around the tailings. One of our goals was to
keep surface water from pouring onto the mine site so we
diverted it around the mine. These ditches are all lined
with plastic and then rock-lined as well to keep i1t, to stay
stable in the event of a 100 year storm.

So this i1s right at the rock wall buttress.

That*"s where Little Clipper Creek, when it is flowing, flows
over the rock wall. 1It"s a little ride that it gets before
it heads down. Little Clipper eventually meets up with
Clipper Creek.

And this is what the mine looks like right now.
Well in the spring, not right now. It has been vegetated.
We"ve got a couple of patches where it is not growing really
great but we have gone out and reseeded specific areas. And

this is our goal, to keep a fairly healthy patch of
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vegetation on that which will keep the soil stable and keep
our full remedy in place. And we will be -- There is a
requirement. We will be monitoring this thing for the life
of the project, which is -- We have it for 50 years but, you
know, in 50 years we"ll have another look. Yes, ma“am.

MS. COLLINGS: Did you have to haul in soil for
that grass to grow?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: We did.
Actually most of what we used was from on-site. We cleared
another patch below the mine that was not contaminated. We
used that clean fill, mixed it with some of the organic
slash from the logging so that we*d get a high enough
organic content for it to grow. But we did bring in some
additional soil from outside.

MS. LEVITZ: What percent of the tailings were
taken off-site for disposal and what percent were left
behind and are there now?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Do you
know?

MR. TOWELL: The amount taken off-site was 800
yards, cubic yards. The tailings on-site is about 50,000
yards so just a small amount was taken off-site. And that
was mostly around the processing area. So right around mine
buildings and inside mine buildings. Most of the tailings

were just capped underneath this.
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REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: So are
there any questions on what we have been doing In the past
and how we got to where we are?

So what I am going to talk about now is where we
are currently at with the groundwater study that we have
been conducting in conjunction with all the other work that
we have been doing on the mine.

So we have sampled. We have installed monitoring
wells around the mine as well as sampled drinking water
wells around the mine and down. Several residences that are
probably here, we sampled your wells.

And we have found elevated levels of mine-related
arsenic In some of the wells nearest the mine. And it has
been very inconsistent, | guess. The level of arsenic
varies because of the nature of the groundwater up there.
It"s that fractured bedrock. So depending on the water
level where your pump is pulling water from. And you
probably see it if you have wells here. The water level
varies with the seasons and that also affects the quality of
the water.

But we have found elevated levels above the
drinking water standard, which allows us to take an action.
IT everybody was drinking water that was not violating the
drinking standards, the water standards, we wouldn®t be

taking action necessarily. But since they are above the
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drinking water standard we are able to take an action.

And because it"s so complicated there"s a lot of
interactions we still don"t know everything about yet. We
know that groundwater eventually comes to the surface
somewhere. We don*"t know where. 1t"s hard to tell because
the water in Little Clipper Creek has elevated levels of
arsenic as well.

So what we are proposing is only focusing on
drinking water supplies at this point and continuing to
study groundwater. How it"s migrating, how the mine is
affecting it. Are we going to see any differences once we
put the treatment in for the water coming out of the adit.
So once we see that and compare that to the drinking water
standard we may see where the creek goes back up above the
drinking water standard and know that that®s where
groundwater is impacting the creek. We just don"t know
right now.

But we knew enough about drinking water we wanted
to go ahead and take an action on that and get that part --
and get those people who have these temporary under-sink
units some kind of permanent decision. So that®"s why we are
focusing this on the drinking water tonight. And we®"ll have
another one of these when we get to the groundwater issues.

So what we do is we do a feasibility study. We

take all these investigative data that we have collected and
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look at -- we do groundwater monitorings to see where we
think the arsenic is coming from and where i1t"s going. We
look at who is impacted, where those wells are. We are
trying to take all that data and come to some conclusions
about the extent of contamination. Then we start looking at
approaches for how you can address that contamination to
reduce people~”s risk.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: 1 have a question.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Yes

ma®am.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: Arsenic, not knowing much
about mining. |Is it like a lump of arsenic somewhere? How
do you -- Is it -- How come it lasts so long?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Arsenic
is a naturally occurring element. So it"s like gold and
carbon and iron and other things that are part of the
environment. So it exists naturally, you can"t change it.
There"s always going to be arsenic. But what happens is
they brought it up from below grade, below the ground
surface, and crushed it and then released it.

You can go to different areas around here and find
high levels of arsenic in soils just because of the nature
of this area. And it is typically in rock formations so you
can see where, you know, it"s part of, in a large rock. And

the rock is not going to do anything to you because you are
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not going to be exposed to it. |IFf you start chipping at it
and eating those chips then that could impact you.

And then if water sits there in contact with that
arsenic-containing rock it can leach out some arsenic into
the, into the water.

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT COORDINATOR COOPER: Rusty,
there®"s a question here.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Yes sir.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: 1 have lived on Lost Lake
Road since 1942. And I lived, 1 just recently lived at the
entrance to Lost Lake Road off of You Bet Road and I had the
water tested there. One hundred percent no arsenic, It was
beautiful water. 1 had my water tested down as you make the
bend on Lost Lake Road and it has livable arsenic in it.
It"s passable, legally passable. But, you know, that"s
what, a half-mile, a quarter-mile.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Yes. We
put wells iIn right next to each other at different depths
and found arsenic in one and arsenic not in the other.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: How deep?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: How deep
were our wells?

MR. TOWELL: The arsenic that we have been
studying at the mine site is within the upper 200 feet below

ground. The highest levels are very near the mine waste
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materials. And then away from the mine waste materials
there®s not that much arsenic. A few wells that have
elevated levels that are nearby other wells that are
uncontaminated, that are low or have background levels of
arsenic that are naturally occurring to the area. So
there®s not clear indication of a plume of contamination
related to the mine but there are pockets of elevated
groundwater, elevated arsenic.

MS. HEGER: 1 recognize a few people here from our
neighborhood. 1 know we are quite a bit above the mine. So
if you are drilling from the mine is the arsenic found
below? From that point on for 200 feet down?

MR. TOWELL: Correct. That"s not to say all of
the water within that depth all is contaminated, iIt"s
sporadic. But we have sampled above the mine and have not
found a lot of arsenic. In most of the downstream areas
most of the residential wells do not have any arsenic levels
but maybe trace levels where it"s naturally-occurring. It"s

a very isolated area where we think it is mine-related

arsenic.

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: 1 think -- I mean, it"s related
to what you are asking. We are in a situation -- 1 am also
upstream but I did -- 1 just did a home inspection for a

buyer who was about, a little bit to the west of the Lost

Lake area there. We had a home built next to us, they put
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in a lawn like a golf course and a swimming pool and a well
that was twice as deep as ours and they started irrigating.

Our neighbor®s well runs dry. They are at 185
feet. They have deepened their well to 275 feet and now
they are good. Now we are at 145 feet. Now our well 1is
running dry because -- So now we are going to drill a well.
We*l1l show them, so we"re going to drill to 300.

(Laughter)

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: But in the meantime we are
drawing down this water table. So at some point we are
going to draw water from an area where it didn"t used to
come from. What is the risk of drawing some arsenic away
from the mine once you get to a point?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: I don™t
know that we would have any way of telling you that.

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: But it could happen.

MR. TOWELL: Well the one thing that we did
evaluate iIn the documents, the Remedial Investigation Report
looked at what we thought was a reasonable distance away
from the mine in various directions that mine-related water
could go. There are physical constraints. Even if you are
moving water around and keeping it in the water table there
are still limitations on how water flows in locations. So
that is part of the area that EPA will be monitoring. This

area | think has a reasonable possibility of mine-impacted
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water to get to someday. It is limited.

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: Limited to the outline there?
What if you"re like, let"s say 1,500 feet or 1,0007?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: What we
took of this map so it would be easier to see iIs the
topography. This is a very steep canyon. The top of that
yellow line 1 believe is at the ridge or close to 1t. So,
you know, even groundwater, even though it"s below ground,
still behaves mostly as it does above ground so it stills
roll downhill.

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: So when 1"m talking of drilling
down even --

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: But you
are still -- There"s a preponderance of the way the valleys
have formed over time. It"s that everything wants to come
in this direction. And so when we have done our modeling
and calculations we have looked at how much rain falls on
this area, how much gets into this creek, how much do we see
in elevation rise and in wells. And so we have a fairly
good idea of where the water goes. So that is what we are
going to be monitoring for this next phase of the remedy.

It is a very, very complicated thing once you
start dealing with fractured bedrock but, you know, what we
have also run iInto is it is hard to say that that"s mine

arsenic versus arsenic that is not coming from the mine.
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Because the mine didn"t do anything magical to make arsenic,
arsenic was already down there. They have made it more
available by crushing it and bringing it to the surface and
putting it in the piles like that. It may have been

exacerbated by the mines being open to the air and oxidizing

the arsenic and then letting the water -- it carries it
more. But the mine has been filled up since the "40s and it
has been fairly stable. The amount of water that we see
pouring out of the mine doesn"t vary a huge amount and the
levels of arsenic have stayed fairly consistent.

MR. TOWELL: Just to answer that. There is —-
Your question about kind of the footprint or the extent.
There is a document called the RI Report, Remedial
Investigation Report, that has been released to the public.
It is here in the libraries. And is it on the EPA website?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Um-hmm,
it"s on our website.

MR. TOWELL: 1In there there®s maps that show the
potential extent of mine-impacted water. Even though most
of the wells we have monitored in there do not have any
arsenic i1t"s the, 1 wouldn®"t want to say worst-case scenario
but It is our reasonable, technical evaluation, if you want
to get more detail. This part is just focusing on drinking

water where we know wells are impacted right now.

As Rusty will say, monitoring within that entire
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Ffootprint of wells will continue at some frequency over
time. So this is, tonight®s discussion i1s focused on where
there is known drinking water impacts. But there is still
groundwater monitoring and evaluation that will continue and
it will be focused on a footprint that is identified. And
it is -- While it is not on this map you can see that.

IT you have any questions about how close your
well is to that get in touch with Rusty. [1"m sure we can
try and get the additional answers. But it is not a simple
answer that we know exactly where mine-impacted water is
going to go.

MS. HEGER: So where the Lava Cap Mine starts to
meander. What kind of a vertical drop is it from that point
to where you are going to be testing wells? Ballpark.

MR. TOWELL: The mine adit, which is where water
discharges to the surface, the former access point to the
mine. That is at an elevation of around 2800. The
contamination that we have found is all at a lower elevation
than that.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: And the
Lava Cap Mine Road up there is at 32 or I think 33.

MR. TOWELL: It is very steep topographically. As
Rusty was saying the water does, the groundwater as it is
making its way down through the bedrock fractures does tend

to follow the general topography of the drainage of the
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rock.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: Where are the
contaminated wells on this map?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: The ones
that we have, the ones that we have found that had some
level of contamination were here, here, here and here and
then these up here.

MR. WATKINSON: Do you know what the natural
background level of arsenic is around the mine?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: What were
we using as the background?

MR. TOWELL: We have monitoring wells that we used
to estimate a background that was 18 parts per billion. But
that said, that was from a couple of wells right above the
mine. There"s large areas where the natural occurring
background was zero. The last wells that we sampled had
zero arsenic. So that 18, 1 wouldn®"t say that"s
representative of the region but it is, there are pockets of
naturally-occurring arsenic. As Rusty said, this
mineralized zone contains arsenic.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: And the
drinking water standard is ten parts per billion so that is
what we are using In our standard. Yes sir.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: 1°d like to give you a

little history. When we first moved up iIn 1942 we were
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looking for water and we dug a little hole and it was an
artesian well. And the water gushed to three-quarters of an
inch and stayed for years.

But 1 guess from here to where that guy is was the
New Ponderosa, the Young Ponderosa. The Ponderosa will take
three guys to go around it now and there®"s no water coming
out of that well. So you®ve got the story, where did the
water go? It"s going up in that tree I"m sure. 1 think we
dug a hole very close to it, maybe about ten foot away, and
there®s still water there. But that was ten feet further
on.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: So what
we do is when we"re looking at how we can address this
arsenic-contaminated drinking water what we are looking at
is, how do we reduce human exposure. That is our Ffirst
criteria that we are looking at. And preventing people from
drinking contaminated water.

So we put together a list of technologies or
approaches so we can monitor groundwater to see where i1t 1is
going and see when it starts to become elevated near
drinking water wells then warn people that their wells may
become contaminated.

We can do what we call institutional controls
where we can say, we can put a notice on the deed that says,

if you drill a well iIn this area it may be contaminated with
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arsenic, you may need to have it checked.

One of the really interesting things is EPA does
not have the ability to tell people they cannot drink
contaminated water out of their private drinking water well.
That is not within our legal authority. AIll we can do is
let you know that you may have contaminated drinking water.
But we can"t force people to not drink from their private
well. We regulate public water supplies which the
definition, 1 believe, Is 25 connections. So we can"t tell
somebody that they have to stop using their well. But we
can put a notification that we think that there is
contamination in that area.

Other institutional controls, not necessarily for
groundwater, but fences. You know, if you want to just keep
people out of an area. They are not the ideal, permanent
solution but they do have a role to play.

And then other ways we can treat the water.
Point-of-use systems. Which like I said are those under the
kitchen sink reverse osmosis units.

Wellhead treatment units where we install a larger
reverse osmosis unit on the well itself so that all the
water that goes into a house iIs treated prior to being used.

Or an alternative water supply from a public water
supply pipeline.

So we looked at all of those technologies. And
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then what we do is we put them into alternatives so that we
put together a very specific list of alternatives and
approaches so that we can cost them out and that we can
compare them with one another and compare them with the nine
criteria that EPA is required to do.

So what we did is we came up with four
alternatives for the drinking water decision. Alternative 1
is not doing anything. We are required by law to do that,
evaluate that as the baseline. If we did nothing what would
the consequences be.

Point-of-use treatment. So the second alternative
is point-of-use treatment. So under-sink kitchen, under the
kitchen sink reverse osmosis units, monitoring of
groundwater and notification that there®s known arsenic
contamination iIn the area.

Now the monitoring also includes that we are going
to be installing some additional wells so that we can have a
better sense of where the mine-related arsenic contaminated
groundwater is. So that"s part of what we will do during
the next phase of this. And whatever remedy that we select
you"ll notice that monitoring and notification are part of
all three alternatives. So we will have to do that
monitoring and notification in any remedy we select. Yes
sir.

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: 1 am a member of the Banner
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Mountain Homeowners Association. At times we have had an
interest in finding out about different wells In our
neighborhood but we found out that that"s all proprietary
information that we can"t have access to. So now this seems
more like a public issue. |Is this testing that you are
doing, this monitoring, is it public-accessible information?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Yes sir.

All the data that we collect is available to the public.

MR. TOWELL: But not linked to a specific

property.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: 1It"s
not --

MR. TOWELL: The results are but not who the
property -- what parcel that came from, whose well that was.

We notified individual well owners --

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: So if 1 would want, 1 would ask,
show me your results. What level of information can | get?

MR. TOWELL: The results are in reports that list
a well name and sample results. And there®s maps that show
where that is. It doesn"t list the actual person®s name or
a property address.

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: But you can kind of --

MR. TOWELL: But you can look. One of the figures
in there has numbers on it. Those are numbers that we have

assigned just based on how we assigned sampling numbers at
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the site. But we don"t put, you know, this Is your house,
this is your well.

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: Sure.

MR. TOWELL: But you can see where that data point
came from.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: You can
find out. And it would give you a better idea of what we
have seen and how they vary over time. It explains some of
the problems with certain wells.

MR. TOWELL: As Rusty said, all of the data
collected by EPA is public information and it is in the
recently released RlI Report that I mentioned before. It has
tables summarizing all the results.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: What does Rl stand for?

MR. TOWELL: Remedial Investigation Report.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: And you
can go to the Grass Valley Library or the Nevada City
Library —- 1"m sorry, Nevada County Library in Nevada City.
They are available in hard copy and also on CD. You have to
review them there, you can"t take them home. Yes sir.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: A conceptual question
about groundwater. In your models versus real life, how is
the groundwater being recharged? In the models are you
considering uniform percolation?

THE REPORTER: Rusty, we are having a hard time
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picking this up.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Okay.

THE REPORTER: We need people to either stand up
or speak up.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Okay.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: My question is related
to, this conceptual question is related to groundwater,
groundwater recharge. In your models, your groundwater
models, is the groundwater represented by uniform
percolation or are you assuming discrete effluents and you
have some way of dividing that?

MR. TOWELL: There"s regional application of
precipitation as a percentage of what the estimate is. A
portion of it falls on the ground, it doesn®t run off, it
actually gets down into the ground. There are also surface
water/groundwater interaction springs where water comes out,
or stretches of creek where it intersects the groundwater
table and recharges the table.

In this type of environment where it is primarily
fracture-related floating bedrock that is very hard to
simulate accurately because you don"t know what these
fractures do. So you don"t -- You have to simplify it and
look at just the regional picture and know that as a region,
as a drainage, this is how much water has to get out because

we know what the water levels are so that they maintain this
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much water. So it is very general.

MR. BAKER: So as far as just the reality. When
it rains is it discrete or is it uniform, in real life? |1
mean, is the water finding a crack and going into it here
but it Is not going into the ground in another spot? 1Is it
non-uniform? |1 guess that"s what I am asking. 1 know you
can"t represent it.

MR. TOWELL: Yes, it is non-uniform. Most of the
precip runs off, particularly in these very steep areas with
mostly bedrock at or near the surface. So there®"s not a lot
of opportunity for rainfall to infiltrate and that"s why
there®"s not a lot of water when you are trying to pump your
wells. 1t"s mostly rock and some small fractures. 1t"s not
like a gravel, a sand and gravel aquifer like out in the
valleys where lots more of the precip infiltrates in really
uniform. But either way, 1If in reality it does not
infFiltrate, that is how it was modeled.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Our third
alternative that we looked at is wellhead treatment. The
same monitoring scheme and the same notification system that
are a part of Alterative 2 and Alternative 4. So the
difference in this wellhead treatment is we would install
larger, reverse osmosis on the wells that are contaminated
above the drinking water standard so that all the water that

goes iInto the house is treated.
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Then the fourth alterative that we looked at is
providing an alternative water supply separate from the
drinking water well and that would be provided by the Nevada
Irrigation District. So we looked at that pipeline system
as well. Yes sir.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: So on the wellhead
treatment would you -- who pays for that? Do you pay for
that?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: We would
pay for the system and the installation and we"d have to
figure out how to do the maintenance. Typically the state,
after everything has been installed and in place and
operational the state then takes over the operation of any
of our funded remedies, our federal remedies.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: On the irrigation in the
water supply. 1 know that certain areas NID proposed a
pipeline In and getting treated water to the area and they
make homeowners pay so much per year. Would that happen in
this situation?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: In this
case I1If that"s the remedy that we select EPA would pay for
the installation of the pipeline interconnection.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: One more question. Have
you tested any other areas where there has been a lot of

mining done?
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REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: There are
several mine sites on the Superfund list that involve, that
include drinking water contamination of wells.

MR. TOWELL: Are you asking right here?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: In the
area?

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: Yes, locally. Because
where 1 live off of 49 next to (inaudible). It would be
like the 49 Midtown area. When 1 bought my house, shortly
after 1 bought it 1 found that my well was pumping out 34
parts per billion of arsenic, which is just extremely high.
So 1 spent over $5,000 on a treatment system for my well.
But I"m sure other people iIn that area -- You know, 1 have
told some of my neighbors but a lot of other people may not
know there®"s that much.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: And
unfortunately we don"t have the ability just to sample
people®s private wells. We don"t have the authority to do
it. We wouldn®t have even sampled these wells if it weren™t
for the larger discharge of tailings into the creek. It is
something that people -- You know, there®s obviously a lot
of contaminated wells because 1"m sure the Calgon guy out
here i1s pretty busy installing systems. 1"ve seen him
driving around. But it is one of those things. For a

private water supply it is up to the private individual to
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take care of it.

In this case because it is part of the Superfund
site we can"t tell people to clean up their own water when
we think it is related to the mine.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: Because that area out
there, it is a heavily mined area. There"s still shafts
that are visible even on the side of the road. When you
drive by you can see the whole shaft.

MR. TOWELL: This particular project that the EPA,
the federal government is involved in. The only reason they
are involved is because it is on the Superfund list that the
EPA mentioned earlier, that Rusty mentioned earlier. That"s
the only thing that they are allowed to spend money on 1is
something related to that site that has been identified.

And that site is what"s coming from Lava Cap Mine.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: Because it"s failed.

MR. TOWELL: Yes, because it"s —-

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: And what
happened i1s --

(Several people spoke at once)

MR. TOWELL: -- the list then that might also be
investigated. There aren"t any other local mines that are
on EPA"s Superfund program. There are other cleanups that
occur and some other state actions. But as far as EPA and

the federal government, there®s not any other program.
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MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: And 1"m sorry, 1 know
that a lot of you people are from that area because this is
really affecting you. 1"m not. 1 just came for the
information about what is going on, you know, maybe in other
areas that could possibly, you know. Because our area is
obviously -- you know, if you"re at 18 parts per million in
your test wells, in my well at my house i1t"s testing .34, at
34 parts per billion. That®"s quite a bit higher.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: And that
was below the drinking water standard until several years
ago. The drinking water standard used to be 50 parts per
billion and then we lowered it to ten.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: Yeah.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Seven to
ten years ago we would have thought that that was a safe
level of drinking water.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: So something devastating
would have to happen to an area for it to get any attention
at all.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: From the
Superfund list. That"s the program that 1 represent. There
are state programs. And County Department of Health might
be able to have some authority to look into it more, the
localized area.

But like 1 said, when we did the initial study at
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Lava Cap what we have to look at is the potential and actual
risk posed by the site. We have to contaminate or
potentially contaminate a certain number of people at a
certain level before we are allowed to take an action. And
we have to propose it to the Federal Register, get the state
to agree to list it as a site and then we list it. So it"s
a long and complicated process that also doesn®"t work very
quickly, as you can tell. We started looking at the site iIn
"97 and here we are, 11 years later.

IT It"s something that people are seriously at-
risk, immediately we would take an action. But it is
something -- Drinking water levels that are not that much
above the drinking water standard we can®t really take an
action. Yes sir.

MR. WATKINSON: Does the County do any mandatory
testing of new wells? Because there®"s background of arsenic
in a lot of areas of the Sierra Nevada. It is not
necessarily associated with mining. So anybody that drills
a well could be In an area with arsenic.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Yes.

MR. WATKINSON: There should be mandatory testing,
at least of new wells. So how would you propose to get
something like that implemented?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: That"s

part of what we are doing in the notification. 1 don"t
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think there is currently a county statute that says that new
wells have to be sampled for arsenic. Now you do have to
sample for biological contaminants. We make sure that you
have a certain level of chlorination so that you don"t have
fecal coliform or other biological contaminants. But
arsenic. You know, the drinking water standards are ones
that are issued by the EPA and the state so the counties
don"t have to force you to meet those. But they do enforce
those ones that are other health iIssues.

MR. TOWELL: The County Health Department is
certainly aware of this site and other sites and 1 think it
would be a reasonable first stop 1If you are looking to see
if there are other groundwater problems In the area that are
being tracked.

MR. WATKINSON: I mean, there"s lots of places
here In the Sierra Nevadas that are 10 to 20 parts per
million background of arsenic in the soil. That"s just the
natural soil and rock that"s there. So this is a common
problem. It"s not necessarily associated with mining.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Exactly.
In its naturally occurring state it is not something that
can easily go away. It"s not going to go away.-

MS. HEGER: Who does this pertain to? What is the
size of the geography? Who are the people that (inaudible)?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: What 1711
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do is -- There"s a bigger map and 1*1l1 have to show you who
we are proposing to -- that is affected right away and that
we calculated for our costs.

MR. TOWELL: There"s two things. One we were
talking about earlier is the overall footprint where this
mine"s water potentially could end up someday. And that"s
where EPA would monitor the residential wells within that
footprint. And there®"s an area where right now there"s
known impacts. So when it says monitoring, the monitoring
is within the larger footprint of where we think it is
possible the mine impact could end up someday. Earlier when
I was mentioning the map that was in the RI Report. That
shows the footprint of an area where monitoring will occur.

MS. HEGER: So there"s a current, immediate need.

MR. TOWELL: Right.

MS. HEGER: Then there would be broader, where it
could potentially --

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: So what
we did for purposes of being able to compare is look at who
is immediately impacted. And then we have provisions for
addressing future risk. Because in reality we are never
going to be able to leave the site because they have to be
evaluated every five years under the law. Because we are
keeping contamination there on-site under the cap. So we

have to monitor to make sure the cap is in place and stays
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integral, there are no problems with it. We have to make
sure that we are meeting our goals for not having people
with contaminated drinking water. So it will be a long-term
process.

MS. HEGER: 1t"s almost like Alternative number 3
is Immediate and then 4 would be the --

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Well
Alternative 4 is also, it would be -- Building the pipeline
as quickly as we could.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: How big of a pipeline?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: That
would be something we"d have to discuss. That"s at the --

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: For everybody.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Yes, it
would be -- We would have to work with the Nevada Irrigation
District to determine what size would have to be put in.

So these are the nine criteria that EPA is
required to look at and evaluate any selective remedy or any
proposed remedy.

So the first one is overall protectiveness of
human health and the environment. And the second one is
compliance with all applicable or relevant and appropriate
laws and regulations. Those two are considered the
threshold criteria. We need to meet those. Those are the

two most important.
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Then we look at these other seven that we call
balancing criteria. They are long-term effectiveness;
reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment;
short-term effectiveness; implementability; cost; and then
state and community acceptance.

So we try and -- You know, what we do is we take
each alternative and evaluate them with these nine criteria
and then also compare them to one another and see overall
which alternative leaps out the preferred alternative for
our remedy.

So this table, there is a similar one in the fact
sheet that kind of goes over each alternative. The
threshold alternative criteria are in the light blue and
then the subsequent ones are for the balancing criteria.
The last two criteria, state and community acceptance, we
don"t know how the state and community officially feels
until we have the public meeting to release our plan.

So as you can see, Alternative 1 which is no
action. It doesn"t meet protectiveness or comply with laws
and regulations. It is not long-term effective. It does
not reduce toxicity, mobility or volume. It is not short-
term effective but it is readily implementable. We could
walk away soon. And the cost is zero.

Alternative 2, which is the point-of-use, under-

sink systems. It is protective of health and the

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION (916) 362-2345



N

o 0 »~ W

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

42
environment, i1t is partially favorable. They do work but
they only treat one faucet in the house. So most people get
their drinking water from the kitchen sink but, you know,
sometimes you drink from the bathroom sink. You®"re out in
the front yard watering your yard and you drink from the
hose. Those would not be connected to the system. So it is
not completely protective.

It is compliant with laws and regulations,
however, those systems do have to be maintained. The under-
sink Filters have to be replaced. 1f you don"t do that on a
regular basis they could fail and not be protective. So
that"s why we have it as partially favorable.

And the conditions for long-term effectiveness.
Again, it"s the maintenance mainly, that they have to be
continually maintained. It does reduce the toxicity,
mobility or volume of the arsenic. It is very effective in
the short term. They are very easily installed. The cost
that we assumed for 50 years for installing the units and
maintaining them --

MR. TOWELL: A lot of that cost is the monitoring.
It"s 50 years of monitoring.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: The units
are very inexpensive compared to 50 years of replacing
Ffilters. |It"s like Henry Ford said once, he would give the

cars away Ffor free if he could sell you all the spare parts
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for the life of the car. Most of it is the maintenance so
it"s about $1.2 million.

MR. TOWELL: And again the groundwater monitoring
program. Fifty years of monitoring all the wells, the
drinking water wells and the monitoring costs.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Yes, the
monitoring and then also the notification, which shouldn®t
be very expensive. But all those are included. And so
those costs for the monitoring are the same in all three
alternatives.

Alternative 3 is the wellhead treatment. Again it
is protective of health and the environment. However they
do need to be maintained so it"s a long-term issue. It does
meet the regulations. All the water that comes into the
house would be treated. So if you are drinking water after
you brush your teeth, out in the yard with the hose, all of
that would be at the drinking water standard.

But in the long-term, again, not maintained
properly it would be ineffective. But it is very good at
reducing the toxicity. Very short-term effective and it is
readily implementable, they are off-the-shelf units. And
it"s about $1.6 million for that alternative plus the
monitoring. Yes sir.

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: 1 have a question about that.

We have a water treatment system iIn our house. And because

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION (916) 362-2345



N

o 0 »~ W

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

44
of the treatment, it"s a neutralizer, the hardness of the
water and the whole thing. But It turns out that the
treated water isn"t very suitable for irrigation, it"s not
as good for plants. |If you do it at the wellhead your whole
irrigation system will be treated as well. How does that
impact like veggies and gardens and that?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: 1 don™t
really know.

MR. TOWELL: There are different treatment
processes and our water can be reconditioned after the
removal of the arsenic and the solids. Typically I don"t
think we can know exactly. It"s very dependant on the
background water. |If there"s a lot of iron it influences
how easily you can remove the arsenic. [If the arsenic is at
small levels and the iron is high. So the actual basic
water, not just the contamination, complicates what the end
product is going to be. 1 don"t think we have a blanket
answer. But if we were to install wellhead treatment
systems for folks we would definitely want to make sure that
the water could still be used for irrigation.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: And then
the last alternative is Alternative 4, which is the Nevada
Irrigation District pipeline. And it is protective because
it doesn"t rely on contaminated groundwater being treated.

And it is compliant with laws In that Nevada Irrigation
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District is a public, regulated water supply.

MR. KOLLMEYER: Does that figure just include
putting in the pipeline or does that also cover the hookup
charges? For example, if you want to build a new house and
the pipeline is right in your street or across the road it
will still cost you a $7,000 hook-up fee.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: We would
cover the connection fee as well.

MR. TOWELL: If there is a contaminated well. For
everyone else who is wanting to use the pipeline that Nevada
Irrigation has put in that EPA has paid for and they don"t
have a contaminated property, that would be separate.

MR. KOLLMEYER: No, I was just wondering whether
the hook-up fee was in there.

MR. TOWELL: Yes, connection for an impacted
property.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Because 1
think we estimated connecting --

MR. TOWELL: Ten. 1 think it"s ten.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Ten
connections.

MR. TOWELL: Ten connections for the purpose of
cost estimates. Right now there®"s not that many properties
impacted.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Yes sir.
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MR. BORNCAMP: When you did your cost estimation,
you said it was over 50 years. Was the number of households
that are currently contaminated -- 1 guess this figure, ten.
Did you project for future growth if new homes are put in
and what is the situation for those people?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: We did.
What we did is we looked at the set number that we have
right now so that we could make a comparison. What we did,
there are -- On the mine site there are, there"s potential
development still up there because there are a couple of
parcels that are not part of the mine and are available
with, you know, accessibility issues that could be
developed. There are some, from my understanding,
development restrictions to five acre parcels iIn that area
so 1 don"t know.

One of the things that we will look at in the
design is any remedy that we select, what would be the
contingency for future needs for it. And then again, as |
said, every five years we have to evaluate the overall
protectiveness at the site. And we would identify any
future needs that we have to provide additional wellhead
treatments for or provide additional connections if it is
determined that they are contaminated by the mine.

MR. TOWELL: Just to clarify. There"s fTive

connections of known impact. For costing we assumed five
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more, that there may be five additional properties that
would need it. |If i1t goes beyond that it would not be
included in this cost estimate. However, the remedy is
intended to address any mine-related impacts within the
footprint so that process will still need to be worked out
with the Irrigation District, with the County that would be
telling people who are installing new wells that that may be
an Impacted area. But simply for cost comparison that"s
what was assumed, five existing properties, five more of
unknown Blocation In the same general area.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Yes sir.

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: 1 see a whole fascinating,
complex development taking place here. We just went through
this whole thing with NID about the raw water pipeline. And
then as a finally, admittedly, mitigation effort they are
putting In a treated water pipeline alongside of it. And it
was actually going to take this route down to the Lava Cap
Mine. 1 don"t want to -- I don"t know if It"s smart or
shrewd but they said, if we run it down ldaho-Maryland we-"d
have to pay for the running of the future pipeline anyway.
But if we get EPA and the feds to pay for this one, this
pipeline, we get 70 miles of extra pipeline free. So that"s
kind of the situation --

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: We only

approached them probably earlier this year with this idea.
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MR. VELTHUIJSEN: But that decision was only made
in the last year. But anyway. The precursor of all this,
one of the things was we were talking about the cumulative
impact of this pipeline and the treated water. So there"s a
potential development of this mine site of 26 five-acre lots
there and then on the mine itself there"s another potential
development itself.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Is that
the Banner?

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: No, one is the Sacher Family
Trust Site. That"s 120 acres. Anyway, it turns out to be
26 lots there. 1It"s already on a subdivision map. And
there®s a monitoring well there. So now let"s say this
whole mine site before i1t was subdivided was all one place.
It was mined, it was zoned as industrial, agricultural,
whatever it was. So now they want to turn it into
residential, so this is like the highest use or whatever the
value of the property.

So you"ve got an industrial lot and you have a
contaminated place. So now you guys are going to provide
treated water so you"re upgrading the property values and
making it suitable for residential development. So here is
this guy buying a Superfund site basically from someone, a
contaminated mine, at breakdown prices. He turns it iInto a

Superfund site, gets subsidized treated water and develops
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it into a luxury home subdivision.

I mean, there"s something. 1 call it -- What is
it? It"s like encouraging growth.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: Growth-inducing.

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: 1It"s a growth-inducing impact.
Is there going to be an Environmental Impact Report on this
pipeline?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: 1 mean,
that"s what this process is similar to in our decision-
making process. For Superfund we don"t do any environmental
impact study. That"s what all of our design reviews are
similar to.

As far as -- I am not sure. 1 mean, as far as --
I think there is a legal term for deriving a benefit from a
federal action that we do have the ability to recover costs.
IT we do take an action and improve somebody®"s property that
they have an unwarranted gain we can request that we have a
lien against them. And the current property owner is a
responsible party. He is liable for the contamination and
we are in settlement negotiations with him as well.

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: And then the benefit to NID. So
now we have the cost, the $4 million cost. That"s the cost
to you to pay for this pipeline. But then NID is going to
have the real estate in place. And all the future customers

that are tapping into it is going to be a return on
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investment so NID is getting a little freebie also.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: And we
are going to have to work with NID in how we implement -- IFf
we select this remedy, how It iIs designhed, how i1t is
constructed, the path. How we gain access and easements and
all that stuff. Still it is being negotiated.

Number one, we haven"t selected any alternative.
All we have done is put out initial feelers to say, is this
something that is possible.

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: But it costs -- Hey, if you can
get a rate of $1.5 million, why would you pay $4 million?
But the $4 million is really a skewed number because you can
recoup like more than half of that and so it might be very
competitive resolution.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: This is
all money that the EPA would spend.

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: Right, but then you get some
from the property owners, from the mine people whose
property value increases. And we add liability so they --

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: That"s
probably outside the scope of this discussion. The amount
of money that we could recover from anyone is a drop in the
bucket compared to what we"ve spent and what we anticipate
spending.

MR. TOWELL: That pipeline cost is for a pipeline
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big enough to serve ten residences. |IFf it"s going to be
something different than that that"s, that is not what Is on
the table right now. |If NID wants to install a large supply
line in this area then that would require additional
discussions with EPA and potentially additional
environmental --

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: That"s ten pounds more.

MR. TOWELL: What"s that?

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: That"s ten pounds more. |If the
trench is already dug.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: And that
all has yet to be decided.

MR. TOWELL: EPA can"t fund a water supply project
that is not associated specifically with replacing this
contaminated water. |If that"s what would be proposed, and I
certainly understand that that would be something that NID
wants, that would require subsequent discussions and
negotiations between EPA and NID and potentially additional
discussions with the community.

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: And I see that. But just, you
know, $4 million. Like when you consider costs 1 think you
should look at the mitigation or whatever -- You shouldn®t
really present it to us like, ow wow, it"s $4 million. Yes,
it"s a $4 million initial cost iInvestment but you are

basically reselling, or at least part of it.
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MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: But they aren®"t going to
recoup anything from that. Because it"s federal money that
is going to pay that $4 million. You think the feds are
going to get any money from people tapping into NID water?

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: We should pay for it.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: That"s
part of the same principle as we are not asking the private
landowners to pay for their wellhead treatments or their
under-sink units. Here we have approached NID and said, is
this possible, does this fit into your future plans.
Because i1f they say no, we are not headed in that direction,
we are going the other way, that wouldn"t be a possibility
for us. Because we are not going to build a $20 million
pipeline from a treatment plant if it has to go -- But it
just turned out that there is a supply line up at the top.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: It will soon be there.

MS. HEGER: One more question. 1 understand
Frans®™ question. Having been involved with this whole NID
thing we have become little mini-experts on details.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: 1"m sure
you know way more than 1 do.

MS. HEGER: We spent so much time going through
those details. But the question | do have is, I"m not sure
but I don*"t think I am one of the properties that is

affected, not having seen the footprint. So if piped,

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION (916) 362-2345



N

o 0 »~ W

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

53
treated water comes down and we would like to have part of
that too, we would be in a position to negotiate with NID?
Or would that be with you guys to try to get water in the
near area of that?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: 1 would
say i1t would probably be negotiations with NID unless you
were part of that larger footprint. But I don"t believe you
are because you are on the other side of the mountain here
north of the mine. What we are looking at is the potential.
The only impacted residences today are the ones right near
the mine itself. So that"s our initial.

And then we assume that there may be some
development in the future around the mine that are lots that
could be developable and so those would need to be included
as well. That"s about ten right now.

MS. HEGER: So iFf the pipeline goes down towards
the mine there"s two roads, Lava Lane and Lava Dome Lane,
that, you know, could potentially. So that would be a
separate discussion with NID in concurrence with you guys?
Since you guys will be doing the main artery going down that
way, right?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: 1 would
think it"s probably something that we will have to figure
out during design because that will be design consideration

on the size of the pipe and NID"s plans for the future.
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Because, you know, for us we probably need a four-inch pipe
that goes to service these ten homes.

But, you know, if we are going to dig a trench and
put in a pipe we might as well probably plan for the future.
But that®"s again something that goes down the road that
we" 1l embark on starting in October with negotiations with
NID.

MS. HEGER: Will there be a public forum for us
that would be interested in that to put a request In?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: It is not
typical but we do often have meetings trying to explain
where we are in the process.

MR. TOWELL: And with the involvement of NID,
which does have other regulatory requirements of how they
operate. That"s why 1 said earlier, if there is going to be
an expanded project here that is more than just EPA gets
water to these areas that have been impacted. That may have
other public notification or other regulatory requirements
in addition to EPA"s Superfund process.

That"s part of the reason why, for Rusty to get
back to the slides. Why some of those are partially
Tfavorable. Because there are some details that would have
to be worked out for this alternative. It"s not a slam
dunk. Because of all these types of concerns and easements

and getting the pipeline there. This is all through private
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property. There is no public easement between their current
line and where the water needs to go.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: And
that"s why in terms of, it doesn"t meet our criteria for
reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment
because there is no treatment of contaminated ground water.
NID has their water system. And then it"s short-term
effectiveness. It"s not as easy to install a pipeline as it
is an under-sink unit. And so implementable. It is but it
is going to be more challenging to implement. Getting
people connected and all that, it will take more time. So
it isn"t as favorable as the other two issues for Immediate
-- that could be installed more immediately.

So this 1s how we kind of lay all this out and
look at all these other criteria and EPA selects a preferred
alternative. And we did select the Nevada Irrigation
District pipeline alternative as our preferred alternative.
Mainly because it does meet our threshold criteria and it is
a safe, long-term water supply.

That being said, all of the alternatives are still
on the table for public comment so, you know, we don"t make
our decision until the conclusion of the public comment
period, which is August 29.

And then we write a Record of Decision that gets

reviewed by the state and by EPA Headquarters and then we
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publish it, sign it and it should be ready, presumably at
the end of September. Yes sir.

MR. BORNCAMP: Since you said technically number 2
and 3 meet the same, particularly 3, as number 4, and the
cost difference is two and a half million dollars, how are
we supposed to feel good next April 15th when we pay our
federal taxes if the system is no -- there doesn"t seem to
be any strong criteria for NID other than connecting to a
municipal water supply and freeing yourself from the need to
service the units. Economically you could probably buy a
lot of Filters for a small number of homes for 50 years.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: And
that™"s true. And that"s why we have to weigh all of the
criteria, It"s not just cost. It"s also protectiveness,
it"s long-term effectiveness. So we have to weigh all of
those. The main reason is, frankly, is that it iIs a more
reliable system to have people on a public water supply than
a private well.

The other issue that we have to deal with iIn terms
of It"s a private well and we have a wellhead treatment. |IFf
water levels drop do we then have to put in a new well for
them because they no longer have a drinking water supply?

IT their well becomes fouled with iron or something like
that how do we -- You know, we are committing to maintaining

a water supply for people that are impacted by the mine,
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essentially forever. So in terms of creating the
alternative we look at just what we actually have to do in
terms of wellhead treatment.

But some of the alternative scenarios that we
looked at were, what happens with these wells. You know, we
do see fluctuations in pumping rates, wells going dry or
water levels dropping. So when we sign on to providing a
water supply for people, we have brought in bottled water,
cups of water to other sites in the past, so we are
committed for the long term.

So this is the one that is the most reliable that
we believe. But we are open to hearing all the comments of
anybody who has a different opinion. Yes sir.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: Suppose you have an
orchard. That price goes up, 1 would guess.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Well we
don"t -- We"re not paying the water bill.

(Laughter)

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: You have to negotiate.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: You know,
when you connect to NID, that"s connecting to the water
supply then the water bill is your problem. Yes sir.

MR. HAUSSLER: Under Alternative 2 and 3 with the
wellhead treatment and point-of-use. It says it includes

land use notifications describing a potential for arsenic
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contamination. [Is that a declaration you have to make to a
property owner or do you nail a sign to my tree or what?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: That"s
what we work with the county on in this whole area to say,
there"s a potential for arsenic contamination for people
installing new wells. We can"t actually tell you you can"t
drill a well. We can"t tell you not to drink from it if it
is contaminated. But we can ask the county to notify you
that there is a potential.

No, you could install a well and it not be
contaminated. We have residents out there who have one
contaminated well and one not contaminated. So we can”"t say
with certainty if you put a well iIn this spot it is going to
be contaminated with arsenic. So that"s what the
implication is.

MR. TOWELL: But there"s two processes.

Monitoring for the existing wells that is ongoing and would
continue for wells that are already in this footprint. The
land use notification process would be something developed
with the county for someone drilling a new well within this
footprint to make sure they know there is a potential for
arsenic and it should be tested and it"s a property that is
within this footprint.

It is not to go back to a current owner and assign

something to their deed or assign to their property.
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Specifically it is only for a new well within this area.
They should know there is potential contamination.

MR. HAUSSLER: Thank you.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Yes
ma®am.

MS. LEVITZ: |If Alternative 4 is chosen, and I
understand how you can"t really force people not to drink
contaminated water on private property from wells. In this
case would the wells be capped so ensure that future
property owners don"t reactivate these wells, maybe used for
irrigation to affect neighbors? Or would they basically be
just left alone? If people wanted to use their wells, in
addition to treated water.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: 1 think
it"s the latter. We would let the landowners know what the
situation is. We probably are already sampling their wells.
But we couldn®"t tell them they couldn®"t use them for
irrigation.

MS. LEVITZ: Theoretically they could continue to
drink contaminated water.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: We don"t
have the authority to tell them not to.

MS. COLLINGS: So if that alternative is chosen
the pipeline would just go into that line area where the

wells are currently identified?
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REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Yes, this
is what we based our costs on for this first -- Up at the
top of the mine, that road. And it"s about, a little about
a mile above the mine. 1t"s about a mile and a half by the
road. And then what we are proposing is connections where
we currently identified contaminated wells. So we have got
one here on in this residence, here, and then several down
here.

MR. TOWELL: Those are potential, that"s just for
costing. Only some of those are known to be impacted.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: That"s
true.

MR. TOWELL: The cost that was shown was for that
pipeline to Greenhorn Road. We"re talking about down to
Greenhorn Road.

MS. COLLINGS: So my question is, what happens if
wells further downstream become contaminated? Then what do
we do?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: That"s
one of the things that we looked at. That will be part of
our monitoring network. And we actually did cost out -- we
took it out for these purposes just to have, kind of
evaluating the same set of houses. But the pipeline can run
over here along the road and come down and service these

residences down here along Cripple Creek.
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MS. COLLINGS: So if they develop homes you would
extend the pipeline?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Yes
ma®am.

MS. COLLINGS: |Is that right? That would be
additional cost.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: IFf this
is the remedy that is selected then that would be the remedy
that we implement. So as more people are impacted we would
implement it. |If we selected wellhead treatment then that
would be the remedy that we would have. We would have
wellhead treatment installed in the homes that were impacted
by the mine.

MS. COLLINGS: So you don"t have the option of
doing a combination?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Wellhead
and? We would select one or the other just for this. You
are not required to connect to the pipeline. |If you want to
continue to operate -- You know, maybe you like your
wellhead treatment system or you like the taste of
groundwater or whatever the reason. You don"t have to
connect.

MR. TOWELL: To clarify. As Rusty mentioned
earlier, every fTive years EPA iIs required to re-review their

selected remedies to see if they are still effective or to
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see if there is some other reason. So if conditions have
changed and there"s wells being impacted that are not
readily connected to a new pipeline there is opportunity
that something different could go on iIn another part of the
site. But right now in this simplified process the
expectation is that if properties are just below Greenhorn
Road they are still relatively accessible, we would extend
the pipeline.

But the full potential footprint of mine-impacted
water, which we don"t think -- Right now we think there
probably always will be, with our technical evaluation, the
possibility of Iimpacts sometime in the future, whether it"s
ten years or 100 years. It may not be that we would put
pipelines everywhere. Or maybe 50 or 60 years from now the
water conditions have changed and maybe there"s already
pipelines everywhere because the whole area is a city. So
there is a process where things get reevaluated every five
years.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: So like 1
said, that"s our preferred alternative but we are going to
open i1t up. All the alternatives are available for
commenting on. And you don"t have to comment here. |If you
would rather do it in writing or by e-mail or by phone you
can also do it that way through August 29.

I just wanted to make sure. Do we have any other
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questions before we have to shut up?

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT COORDINATOR COOPER: Those
kinds of questions would be about understanding what we are
proposing to do for this particular aspect.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Yes.

MR. STAHLER: 1I°m not sure this relates to that
but 1t relates to water quality. Do you have a pattern --
Referring to that last map. Do you have a pattern of where
wells show high arsenic and where they show low arsenic?
Does that correlate with the water quality map?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: What we
have found so far is that mainly the wells closest to the
mine have been contaminated. We also have monitoring wells
that are not shown on here because they are not providing
drinking water.

But, you know, for instance we have wells on
either side here. You know, one of them is contaminated and
one of them is clean. So we don"t -- We have a fair pattern
that we believe the closer to the mine you are the more
likely you are to have a mine-impacted drinking water well.
It is not necessarily the case because we do have wells that
seem to be lower iIn arsenic.

MR. STAHLER: Creeks very often follow fault
lines. 1t could be an impacted creek on a fault and the was

interrupting the flow so the contaminated water does not
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flow.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: I don™t
know. We looked at how the creek impacts the wells.

MR. HAUSSLER: Do you have any contaminated wells
on the east side of the creek?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: On the
east side? Not near the levels that we have on --

MR. TOWELL: There®s no current wells on the east
side of the creek that are above -- There are fewer wells on
that side that we monitor. Basic answer, no, there®s none
on the east side of the creek.

MR. STAHLER: And other than the arsenic level do
you have idea of which way the water is Flowing?

MR. TOWELL: The water is basically following, it
is going south following the watershed on a large scale. At
a local scale, because of the fractures, it could be going
in any direction. But it is generally, based on the
elevations that the water goes, it is going south, north to
south.

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: The monitoring wells, you said
they are not on the map. But this would be public access
also?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: And we
propose that we will have some additional monitoring wells

as part of any remedy that we select so that we can continue
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to monitor and make sure --

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: Do you know by heart where they
are exactly?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: 1 don-"t.
But there®"s a map.-

MR. TOWELL: They are mostly near the mine and
there®s also some down here, Lost Lake.

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: 1"m wondering if there is one.
On that map do you see that Lava Cap Mine Road coming down
and then it does that loop and it goes south and it turns
back north. |If you go to the west side of that loop there.
Is there a monitoring well there somewhere?

MR. TOWELL: No.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: No. We
monitor this well.

MR. TOWELL: There"s monitoring wells at the at
the top of your finger there. And straight up where the
road bends. |IFf Rusty were just a few inches taller. Up by
that bend we have a monitoring well.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: And then
we have some down here and then down here as well. Yes
ma®am.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: So just sticking to the
project of your four-inch pipe. What time schedule are you

looking at?
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REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: It would
have to be -- The next phase of the process, whatever
selection we make is we still have the remedial design
process. So we take the Record of Decision and then look at
how to implement it. So if it is the wellhead treatment we
would go with -- You know, that would be a fairly quick
remedial design and implementation.

The pipeline, we will have to start working with
additional stakeholders, NID and other people that to this
date we have not had a very constant relationship with. The
people that live near the mine, it"s often that they have
seen our trucks in the last two years. So it would be a
longer process. |1 would hope that we would have the
pipeline design completed by next summer or next September.

MR. TOWELL: The design is part of it. Then we
have the easements through the properties and that can, that
can take time.

MS. HEGER: 1Is there eminent domain?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: We don*t,
we don"t have that ability to do that. What we would do is
work with whatever the process is. The first thing that we
would do is look at how NID does its process and figure out
how that works into our planning process. What their design
requirements are. You know, their construction

requirements. And then we put all that into the remedial
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design and then we put it out for bid for construction.

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: So I assume that EPA is not
designing the pipeline. 1"m thinking NID is designing the
pipeline with their design engineers.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: We
haven"t figured that part out yet. |1 mean, typically we
hire the consulting firm to do the design but that may be
something that NID wants to do instead or wants a final
review of or something so we"ll have to figure that out. We
don*t know right now.

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT COORDINATOR COOPER: It
seems like the part of the agenda where we planned to ask
for clarifying questions has been covered throughout the
last hour and a half.

However, we want to make sure that for all of you
who are here and who are planning to make a comment now or
are planning to make a comment later in writing or through
the other means, that if you have any other question about
the four alternatives that we have designed. Anything to
clarify at this point specific to that, we"d like to, again,
answer that question now. So that if you come up you will
have that question already answered. Otherwise if you can
do i1t later if you are going to do something formal.

So again, are there any other clarifying questions

about any of the jargon that we have used, any of the
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concepts that we talked about? Anything that you would like
us to answer now? Because 1T not then we will shift into
another mode. But please, if there are any others we will
handle them now.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: We will
be available afterwards.

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT COORDINATOR COOPER: Right.
And able to talk about some of the other aspects and cleanup
that we don"t need to handle now.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: 1T you put a pipeline all
the way to Lost Lake are you going to clean it up first or
are you going to put the pipeline in first?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: I have no
idea.

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: You"re talking about
getting the water to people Ffirst?

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Yes, for
the people who are impacted. The way the water moves I
would say we would have Lost Lake completed before we needed
to extend the pipeline all the way down.

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT COORDINATOR COOPER: Okay,
then what I"m going to do is EPA is going to stop taking
questions at this point, or at least stop answering
questions. We are going to shift into formal, verbal

receipt of comments on the proposed plan.
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IT you wouldn®"t mind coming up to here, only
because the microphone happens to be here, so we can be sure
that we get exactly what you are saying. And we will stand
here and listen but we will not be responding to your formal
comments. But you will be getting it on a record. That
record will be attached as part of the final Record of
Decision before any activities are actually done for any of
the alternatives.

I also want to point out that those of you who
have copies of the fact sheet, that the ways to provide your
comments are on page seven. And if you don"t have a copy of
this -- we actually ran out. If you don"t have a copy we
can get you a copy. Rusty®"s phone number and my phone
number are available to you. So we can make sure that you
know exactly how to get your comments to us.

So would anybody like to at this point come up and
make a formal, verbal comment to EPA about any of the
alternatives or your preferences about a specific
alternative? And 1711 wait while you think about whether
you really want to do that. I1"m not going to count to Ffive
and say, okay, it"s done.

IT you could state your name that would be nice
and then whatever your comment is.

MR. BAKER: Yeah, 1"m Steve Baker. 1 live up on

Banner Mountain. As you have already heard there is some
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history with NID. 1 think there®s a bit of a shtick that"s
developed. A pipeline of significant size was proposed and
there was concern by neighbors that digging a pipeline,
although somewhat shallow, 12 feet in that case, in this
case probably eight to ten feet 1 suppose, it could create,
it could change those pathways. As | was asking earlier
this evening in regards to how water recharges to the ground
and could take away or give a lot of extra water to a
particular well that"s close by or at some distance from the
construction.

So my concern for the fourth alternative is that
you do not require. 1 wish that you do require that NID
monitor somehow characterize the wells that are within
proximity of, I don"t know how many hundred feet, of this
proposed pipeline if it should go in. And assure us that by
giving water to one neighborhood you don®"t take water from
another neighborhood accidently. We don®"t want that to
happen. They"re already doing that in one locale up on
Banner Mountain and I would like to see that continue.

Thank you.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Thank
you .

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT COORDINATOR COOPER: Okay,
thank you.

Would anyone else like to offer a comment on any
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of the remedies that are proposed?

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: 1 guess 1 should just say what 1

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT COORDINATOR COOPER: Again,
if you could give your name please, we"d appreciate it.

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: Yes, my name is Frans
Velthuijsen and 1 live on Lava Cap Mine Road.

THE REPORTER: Frans, could 1 get you to spell
your last name for us, please, on the record. Thank you.

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: Actually 1 wrote it down on the
sheet. V-E-L-T-H-U-1-J-S-E-N.

THE REPORTER: Thank you.

MR. VELTHUIJSEN: So our road, this road is a
private road. And of course there is like a prescriptive
easement and the people who live there drive up and down.
So now there is this residential development about to
happen, or wanting to happen, and this pipeline is going to
Ffacilitate that.

So I am concerned about the growth-inducing aspect
of this pipeline and 1 think there should be some
consideration for the neighborhood and for the traffic that
is going to go down our road. It is now a dead-end road.
Whether it is going to stay a dead-end road or if there is
going to be an opening up to Greenhorn and there®s going to

be through traffic and all those things associated with

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION (916) 362-2345



N

o 0 »~ W

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

72
that. That"s my concern.

REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: Thank
you .

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT COORDINATOR COOPER: Thank
you very much.

You are certainly able to restate any issues or
concerns that you have raised here in the informal setting
in a formal way and EPA will respond to those in a formal
way in that Response Summary that is attached to the Record
of Decision if you would like.

Okay, folks. Unless anyone else wants to step
forward what 1 am going to do is formally close the receipt
of comments this evening.

I want to remind you that there are multiple ways
to get comments to us in writing so please feel free to
contact us. |If you don"t have a copy of this fact sheet
that provides that information to you the comment period
ends on the 29th of August. So that"s what, about three
weeks from now, something like that.

IT you have further questions, if something else
comes to your mind that we didn"t cover this evening that
would be important for you to know before you make a comment
formally in writing, please contact Rusty. Almost certainly
it would be of a technical nature so 1 wouldn®t be the, 1

would have to hand it off to him anyway.
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REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER HARRIS-BISHOP: I have
some business cards so if you didn®"t get the fact sheet you
can have my phone number and e-mail address on here.

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT COORDINATOR COOPER: 1Is
there anybody right now who needs Rusty®"s business card?

Okay, then 1 am going to formally adjourn the
meeting. Rusty, the state representative and our contractor
will be available afterwards to answer other questions about
other aspects of the cleanup.

But for the purposes of tonight"s meeting we are
adjourned. Thank you.

(Whereupon, at 8:20 p-m., the Public

Hearing was adjourned.)

--000--
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