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Keith Johnson, PE

Regulation Branch

Bureau of Mining Regulation and Reclamation
Nevada Division of Environmental Protection
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
901 S. Stewart Street, Suite 4001

Carson City, NV 89701

Re: Water Pollution Control Permit (WPCP) 92105 Major Modlification, Robinson
Operations,

Great Basin Resource Watch (GBRW) appreciates the Division extending the comment
period to allow GBRW to review the application. We recommend that BMRR provide a
link to permit applications as part of of the public notifications. In this way the public can
access the application promptly and eliminate the need for BMRR staff to respond to
separate application requests.

We appreciate the permit writer providing a table of contents in the factsheet that does
help to find any BMRR discussion of aspects of the mine.

GBRW also recommends that the application have an overall table of contents that lists
all supporting documents and appendices. This will aid the public in seeing what it
contains in the application and where to find the various attachments.

LONG-TERM MANAGEMENT/TREATMENT

GBRW remains very concerned about the trajectory of this mine as it moves toward
closure. There exists significant acid mine drainage and groundwater degradation from
the Giroux tailings facility. The Division responded to GBRW comments from 2022 in



regards to issue of treatment in perpetuity, “While there are some aspects of the project
that will require long term monitoring and management, treatment is not currently
determined to be necessary.”' What time frame does the Division consider is long-term?
Is this anything that is post-closure? Does the Division have a time frame or definition of
perpetual management?

LANE VALLEY AREA CONTAMINATION

(1) The continued exceedances and instability observed at monitoring well W-19 for pH,
sulfate, TDS, and other constituents warrant additional investigation and clarification by
KGHM and NDEP. KGHM has previously asserted, including in the 2021 Q3 monitoring
report, that W-19 is not representative of groundwater conditions but instead reflects
surface water contamination, and therefore should be abandoned from the monitoring

network. However, despite these assertions, KGHM has continued reporting analytical
results from W-19 within subsequent monitoring reports and permit materials. This raises
questions regarding the actual hydrogeologic interpretation of the well and the
significance of the water quality trends being observed.

The Division responded to our comments in 2022 that W-19 is to be replaced, and we do
not see that this well has been replaced. What is the status and expected time for this well
to be replaced?

KGHM has also argued that W-19 cannot represent groundwater because nearby alluvial
wells are dry. However, nearby well W-10 (also shows significant exceedances),
identified as a bedrock well, reports groundwater elevations of approximately 6,575 feet,
compared to approximately 6,556 feet at W-19 despite their close spatial proximity.
These differing elevations raise unresolved questions regarding hydraulic relationships
between alluvial and bedrock units in this area and whether W-19 may in fact be
monitoring a connected or transitional groundwater system rather than isolated surface
water contamination alone.

Given the persistent constituent exceedances and the uncertainty surrounding the
hydrogeologic interpretation of W-19, GBRW requests additional investigation to be
added as a schedule of compliance into what these monitoring results actually indicate
regarding alluvial versus bedrock groundwater conditions, including whether both wells
may be sampling hydraulically connected features or similar groundwater-bearing zones.

In addition, GBRW requests as a schedule of complicance that the investigation identify
the sources of the groundwater contamination and develop and action plan to arrest the
continued contamination.



(2) There was a reported acid mine drainage (AMD) in the Second Quarter 2023
Monitoring Report. The report indicates that the area of staining was remediated. GBRW
did not see a discussion of the source of the AMD although the report did say that it was
at the toe of the Jupiter Waste Rock Dump. Was the Jupiter Waste Rock Dump the
source? Has AMD appeared elsewhere from the Jupiter Waste Rock Dump? Has there
been an investigation of the incident including analysis of the possibility of future AMD
and how to address it?

GEOCHEMICAL AND WATER QUALITY ASPECTS

GBRW submitted comments in 2022 regarding the Major Modification posting on
5/02/2022. In our comment letter in 20227 we submitted a number of comments
regarding geochemical analysis. The Division response, in part, to our comment;

“The model used to estimate groundwater degradation from waste-rock assumes,
incorrectly, that laboratory weathering tests indicate directly pollutant
concentration under field conditions,”

was

“A drilling campaign was completed in the North and South Tripp Dumps in
October and November of 2021 to collect waste rock geochemical data.
Collected data will be summarized and submitted to the Division for review. This
will assist in determining the adequacy of the predicted seepage chemistry as
outlined in the Division’s 02 March 2022 response to Comment 13 (NDEP, 2022)

What were the results of the drill campaign and the Division assessment? Please provide
to GBRW documentation associated with the drilling campaign and any analysis.

GIROUX WASH TAILINGS STORAGE FACILITY

(1) GBRW remains concerned about the long-term drainage and groundwater
contamination from the tailings facility. We see that the current estimate is that
seepage/draindown will continue past 100 years with an anticipated drainage rate of 58
GPM (gallons per minute) at 100 years.™ Application states that the pump back system
will continue to operate “until the sulfate plume is remediated.” GBRW assumes
remediated to mean until elevated sulfate no longer detected. Since drainage will be for
at least 100 years, is the pump back system anticipated to remain in operation during this
time frame?

(2) The predicted seepage from the tailings is expected to decrease due to “increased
tailings height and reduced tailings permeability due to tailings consolidation.”"
Consolation and compaction of the tailings can also result in an increase in saturation



and effectively “squeeze out” water and allow more saturated flow in the tailings, so it
seems as though that could increase seepage. GBRW is concerned that the seepage
model is ignoring that factor.

(3) Giroux Wash Tailings Storage Facility continues to contaminate groundwater and thus
is degrading waters of the state. GBRW is aware that NRS 445A.465 does provide the
Division the authority to allow degradation in the permit. In addition, NAC 445A.424
requires the permittee to submit to the Division a “request for an exemption to the
groundwater standards and the supporting information is submitted as part of the
application for the permit.” GBRW did not find this request of exemption and supporting
documentation in the application. If this request exists, please update the application to
include the request with supporting documentation, and update the permit to include the
Division decision with explanation on the request. If the request does not exist then
GBRW views the application as incomplete and the Division should require KGHM to
withdraw the current application and resubmit the application with the request and
supporting documentation for public review.

(4) GBRW does not support the continued use of a facility that is contaminating
groundwater. A primary responsibility of the Water Pollution Control Permit is to prevent
degradation of Waters of the State. GBRW urges NDEP to require KGHM to develop an
alternative tailings disposal plan and proceed to close the existing Giroux Wash Tailings
Storage Facility.

ALTERNATIVES TO PERPETUITY TREATMENT IS NEEDED

There must be a detailed analysis of scientifically sound (Because of the errors in the
estimation of water pollution the correct non-perpetual care mine plan is not
technically sound) approaches to close the mine site without the need for perpetual
treatment, even if these alternatives seem infeasible on the surface. It is important for
the public to be informed about this option and decide for themselves if perpetual care
is acceptable. Federal law requires that the mine operator “must minimize
uncontrolled migration of leachate; and ... Long-term, or post-mining, effluent capture
and treatment are not acceptable substitutes for source and migration control, and you
may rely on them only after all reasonable source and migration control methods have
been employed,” (43 CFR Part 3809.420) consistent with Nevada statues and
regulations are in line with this federal regulation.

Since there knowingly exists significant acid mine drainage at this mine NDEP needs to
carefully assess whether this project may require treatment inter-generationally. NDEP
needs to directly address the possibility of Robinson becoming a treatment in perpetuity
(100, 200, 300, etc years) site.



CONCLUSION

We do appreciate the requirements imposed by NDEP existing in the permit to better
understand the potential for short and long-term water pollution at the Robinson mine
site.

GBRW does not support this major modification and the revised permit as written.
GBRW views the expansion as increasing the degradation of groundwater as a result of
the Gioux Wash Tailings Facility, which seems counter to the goals of protection of the
waters of the state.

With such large and long-standing consequences at stake, it is even more vital that the
company be transparent about these possibilities for perpetual treatment and
degradation of surrounding groundwater and that they and NDEP adequately inform the
community how their environment is expected to be affected. NDEP must ensure that
the surrounding community is made aware of these possible long-term impacts before
the expansion occurs. Furthermore, there is a need to specifically address and disclose
the effects the future expansion plans will have on the community of Ruth and residents
of Robinson Canyon.

If you have any questions regarding any of our comments feel free to contact us.
Sincerely,

John Hadder

Director
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