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Introduction
The EPA rates the four sites in Table 5-1 as the most favorable of the eight sites initially considered as repositories.  Four of those eight sites were dismissed early on due to “fatal flaws” related to site conditions or cost considerations.  To develop a ranking of the remaining four sites, a matrix was created by Steve Renner at the Colorado Department of Reclamation, Mining and Safety. This matrix is presented in the spreadsheet titled “EE/CAEvaluation – SR.”  The matrix converted the narrative evaluations in Table 5-1 into numerical scores. The four main categories in Table 5-1 were ranked against each other and given a numerical score as show in column B – with Technical Performance being the highest and Cost being the lowest.  Each of the individual criteria in each of the main categories was then given a weighting in column C and then given a score for each site (see column D).  The final score for each of the sites was calculated at the bottom of the spreadsheet.  
The matrix was reviewed by the SMTAG and then revised by three individual SMTAG members and also our technical advisor, Frontier Environmental Services.  Each of these revisions scored Area 245 and USFS 2 as the most favorable of the 4 sites with some additional considerations presented below.  The revised matrices are presented in the following spreadsheets. 
 

(1)   Clyde Gillespie, US Moly Corp – see “EE/CAEvaluation – CG Revisions.xls”

(2)   Wendy Brown, Rocky Mountain Biological Laboratory – see “EE/CAEvaluation – WB Revisions.xls” 

(3)   Mark Hatcher, United States Forest Service - see “EE/CAEvaluation – MH Revisions.xls”
(4)  Frontier Environmental Services – see “EE/CAEvaluation – Frontier.xls”

Luck Jack Tailings Impoundments
Several members of the SMTAG considered the dismissal of the Lucky Jack site as premature.  In consideration of this Wendy Brown added the Lucky Jack tailings impoundments into her matrix and it subsequently scored higher than Area 245 and USFS 2.  Additionally, when Frontier assessed the Lucky Jack repository against the same criteria as the other site repository location options it ranked second.  The Lucky Jack Tailings Impoundments may be a technically and geographical sound selection alternative to the Standard Mine sites.  The EPA does not consider this site favorable due to environmental and cost considerations due to the necessary road improvements and hauling distance, respectively. However, the site’s lower elevation in the watershed, level of previous disturbance, and fairly controlled hydrologic regime are favorable conditions which may outweigh the aforementioned concerns regarding this site.   As such, geotechnical, regulatory and political concerns should be considered and evaluated for inclusion or exclusion from the site selection process.  The SMTAG recognizes the significance of the EPA’s concerns for this site but is requesting the site’s dismissal be given a more thorough justification.
Area 99
It appears that Area 99 was solely excluded based upon presumed slope failure modes, which were not supported by geotechnical materials testing but rather upon field observations of soils exposed during test pit investigations.  As such, even with a minimum score for Foundation Conditions and Considerations, Area 99 ranks highly when all other factors are considered in the ranking process.  To completely eliminate Area 99 from the EE/CA process we request a more detailed justification. 
Area 225
For Area 225, the observance of the vernal pond while problematic can be successfully addressed with engineered construction methodology for the control of snow melt and periodic storm water collection.  Area 225 is topographically undesirable and restrictive with respect to construction related controls for the vernal pond.  The SMTAG considers the ecological value of vernal pools to be significant. Therefore, it is difficult to further assess this site without more information on the size and location of the pool and how the repository would affect the pool.  The SMTAG is requesting more detailed information regarding the pool and the concerns stated above.
Threatened and Endangered Species and Wetlands
Page 3-1 section 3.1 in the introductory section identifies the presence or absence of wetlands, other waters of the United States, and Threatened and Endangered Species (TES) as subjects of concern in choosing a potential repository site. The EPA identifies the Coal Creek watershed as potential habitat for several state and federally listed species but little is known about for their actual presence or absence. Page 3-9 in the results write up of Section 3 goes into greater detail about the likely “Occurrence in Study Area” of these listed species.  A more thorough evaluation of impact to TES and other wildlife should be performed for those sites selected for further consideration as part of the process.  

A wetland vegetation study was limited to repository sites on or adjacent to the Standard Mine property. We would expect the same investigations to be completed at any sites given final consideration prior to construction of a repository.
 

General Comments and Conclusion

In general Phase 1 of the EE/CA appears to be more of a screening process than a true engineering evaluation and cost analysis.  The overall EE/CA assessment assumes that each of the Areas evaluated account for the amount of mine waste to be placed.  However, discussions within the EE/CA with respect to dilation of volumes of mine waste quantities was not fully evaluated with anticipated repository footprint and constructed depth and rise above topographic elevations.  Each site selected for an engineering evaluation will need to take this into account.  
A full evaluation of the presence of groundwater and/or surface water seeps and/or springs at each of the proposed repository locations may quickly eliminate sites from consideration based on engineering or cost concerns.  The Standard Mine Phase I EE/CA does indicate the observance of these features when they were encountered during the site area inspection activities.  Any further repository site evaluations should specifically address these features based upon Standard Mine regional site knowledge and operational mine history.  As part of a complete engineering evaluation and cost analysis these specific “fatal flaws” scenarios need to be addressed.  
  
Discussions with respect to depth of test pits constructed in each of the EE/CA Areas would suggest that constructing a capped repository in SM Level 2 and USFS Site 2 may be problematic due to profile and depth to bedrock.  The Standard Mine Level 2 location does not appear to meet site repository selection criteria.  
It is recommended that Area 99 and the Lucky Jack site be further considered in the process and that the Standard Mine Level 2 site be deferred.  An acceptable dismissal of Area 99, Area 225, and the Lucky Jack site could be done without a full engineering evaluation.  However, a true engineering evaluation for each of the four short-listed sites, plus Area 99 and the Luck Jack site may allow for a more educated assessment of the viability of each site.   Should it be determined that Area 99, Area 225 and the Lucky Jack site are not acceptable for further evaluation as part of the selection process; Area 245, and USFS Site 2 should be fully evaluated.  
  

 

