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1.0 INTRODUCTION
In March 2013, ASARCO LLC (Asarco) submitted a Section 404 permit application to the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (Corps) for the construction and operation of a new tailings 1 storage facility (TSF) that
would receive tailings generated at the Ray Mine, which is an existing open pit copper mine located in
Pinal County, Arizona about 10 miles northwest of the community of Kearny and approximately 65 miles
southeast of the city of Phoenix.
The Corps required a permit application for the proposed Ripsey Wash TSF to comply with regulations
promulgated under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, as the Corps has determined the Ripsey Wash
drainage and other ephemeral washes within the proposed Project footprint are “Waters of the United
States” and subject to Corps jurisdiction. Asarco, as the Applicant, is proposing to place fill material
within Waters of the United States, which triggers the requirement for a Section 404 permit.
With the Section 404 permit application submittal, the Corps determined that an environmental impact
statement (EIS) would be prepared to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
that they would be the lead agency for NEPA compliance. The EIS would be completed in accordance
with procedures specified by Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for NEPA (40 CFR
§1500 – 1508), CEQ guidance, the Corps’ NEPA Implementation Procedures for the Regulatory Program
(33 CFR Part 325, Appendix B), and South Pacific Division’s Standard Operating Procedure for Preparing
and Coordinating EIS Documents (12509-SPD).
Asarco’s March 2013 submittal of an initial 404 permit application to the Corps initiated action under
NEPA regulations. As required by NEPA (40 CFR §1501.7), the Corps provided for an early and open
process to determine the scope of the issues to be addressed and the extent of the environmental
analysis necessary for an informed decision on the proposed Ripsey Wash TSF.
On August 26, 2013, the Corps published their Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS for this Project in
the Federal Register. A 60-day EIS scoping process was initiated to solicit comments about the Project
from the general public, businesses, special interest groups, Native American tribes and government
agencies. This comment period was originally slated to end on October 28, 2013; however, with the
October 2013 shut-down of portions of the federal government, the Corps extended the scoping
comment period for another 21 days, until November 18, 2013.
In addition to the notice in the Federal Register, the Corps also placed public notices in local newspapers
(East Valley Tribune, Arizona Silver Belt, and Copper Area News) on September 4, 11 and 18, 2013.
These notices announced the Corp’s plans to prepare an EIS for the proposed TSF, along with the time
and place for the public scoping meetings where the public and interested parties could learn more
about the project and provide comments to the Corps.
The Corps held two public scoping meetings: one on September 24, 2013 at the Ray Elementary School
in Kearny (Arizona) and the other on September 25, 2013 at the Performing Arts Center at the Apache
Junction High School in Apache Junction (Arizona). About twenty people attended both meetings. The
Corps provided a court recorder at both meetings for verbal comments, but none were given.

Tailings are the finely-ground rock material produced by the milling process, which separates copper-bearing
minerals from non-economic material. Tailings should not be confused with overburden or development rock
(sometimes referred to as waste rock), which is non-mineralized or uneconomic mineralized material excavated in
order to access the copper-bearing ore that is mined and processed to generate a profit.
1
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The Corps met with EPA at its offices in San Francisco (California) on September 10, 2013 to discuss the
project and solicit input. The Corps also hosted an informational meeting on September 26, 2013 at its
Phoenix (Arizona) office for agencies interested in Asarco’s proposal and to obtain input on the project
and proposed EIS work.
The Corps received 22 letters and emails during the scoping process. Commenters included the EPA, the
USDA Forest Service, the Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD), Arizona Trail Association, Sierra
Club, Gila River Indian Community, White Mountain Apache Tribe, Tohono O’Odham Nation, and
numerous individuals.

2.0 DRAFT EIS PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND COMMENT
In early January 2016, the Corps submitted an electronic copy of Ray Mine Tailings Storage Facility Draft
EIS to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in Washington D.C. so that the official Notice of
Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIS could be published in the Federal Register. The Corps also placed a
public notice on its website announcing the availability of the Draft EIS as required by the Corps South
Pacific Division Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) for preparing and coordinating environmental
impact statements (12509-SPD). In addition, the Draft EIS was posed on Corps website, and hard copies
of the Draft EIS were provided to the public libraries in the towns of Kearny and Superior.
On January 29, 2016, the NOA for the Ray Mine Tailings Storage Facility Draft EIS for public review was
published in the Federal Register. A 45-day comment period was provided to solicit comments on the
Draft EIS from the general public, businesses, special interest groups, Native American tribes and
government agencies. This comment period was originally slated to end by the close of Monday, March
14, 2016; however, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) requested a 30-day extension to the
comment period, which the Corps granted, extending the comment period until April 14, 2016.
Subsequently, the EPA requested another extension for their Draft EIS review, which because of EPA’s
status as a cooperating agency, the Corps granted for EPA until the close of May 5, 2016.
In addition to the notice in the Federal Register, the Corps also placed public notices in local newspapers
(East Valley Tribune, Daily New Sun, Arizona Silver Belt, and Copper Area News). These notices were
published weekly during the weeks of February 1 through February 22, 2016, and they announced the
availability of the Ray Mine Tailings Storage Facility Draft EIS for public review, along with the time and
place for the Draft EIS public meeting where the public and interested parties could learn more about
the Draft EIS and provide comments to the Corps.
In addition to the above notices, the Corps also directly notified those agencies, organizations and
individuals on the Corps’ EIS distribution list that the Ray Mine Tailings Storage Facility Draft EIS was
available for review. The Corps provided CDs to those agencies, organizations and individuals who had
earlier requested a copy of the Draft EIS.
The Corps held a public meeting for receipt of comment on the Draft EIS on February 24, 2016 at the Ray
Elementary School in Kearny (Arizona). About twenty people attended both meetings. Story boards
with various aspects of the project were set up for public review. Representatives of Corps and Asarco
were in attendance to answer questions. James Stewart (Technical Manager from Asarco) made
presentation about background of Ray Mine and need for a new tailings facility. Mike Langley (Corps)
discussed NEPA and the 404 permit. The Corps provided a court recorder at the meeting for verbal
comments, but none were given.
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The Corps received 29 letters and emails regarding the Draft EIS from the following commenters:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.

San Carlos Irrigation Project
Bureau of Land Management
Environmental Protection Agency
Arizona House of Representatives
Town of Kearny, Arizona
Town of Hayden, Arizona
Town of Winkleman, Arizona
The Hopi Tribe
White Mountain Apache Tribe
US Department of Interior
US Fish & Wildlife Service
US Bureau of Reclamation
US Forest Service
US Coast Guard
Arizona Game & Fish Department
Pinal County
American Legion Post 18
Arizona Mining Reform Coalition
Arizona Trail Association
Asarco
Lower San Pedro Watershed Alliance
Superstition Horseman’s Association
Ronal Dorn
Mike Gasparek
Fred Gaudet
Mike Kotraba
Jason Reynolds
Daniel Sharp
John Windfeldt

Copies of the letters received from these commenters, along with the brackets identifying their
comments, are included in Section 5.0, Draft EIS Comments.
A variety of comments were received as set forth in Table 1, Draft EIS Comments by Category.
Table 1, Draft EIS Comments by Category
Comment Category

Number of Comments

Percentage of Total (%)

Minor Clarifications

277

24%

Wildlife

80

7%

Regulatory Aspects

69

6%

Mitigation: Project

59

5%

Geochemistry

53

5%

Surface Water

50

5%

Groundwater

50

5%
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Comment Category

Number of Comments

Percentage of Total (%)

Design Considerations

48

4%

Recreation

34

3%

Alternatives

33

3%

Corps 404 (B)(1)

33

3%

Scope Of Analysis

31

3%

Monitoring

27

2%

Air Quality/Climate

26

2%

Cumulative Impacts

25

2%

Closure Financial Assurance

24

2%

Vegetation

22

2%

Proposed Action Alternative

21

2%

Visual Resources

19

2%

Mitigation: Waters of US

18

2%

Cultural Resources

18

2%

Noise

15

1%

Purpose & Need

14

1%

Socioeconomics

13

1%

Land Use

12

1%

Waters Of The US

12

1%

Reclamation/Closure

11

<1%

Geology

10

<1%

Transportation

8

<1%

Connected Actions

8

<1%

Soils

7

<1%

Geotechnical

7

<1%

No Action Alternative

6

<1%

Accidents & Spills

5

<1%

Background/Regional

5

<1%

Appendices

2

<1%

Ray Land Exchange

2

<1%

Irreversible & Irretrievable Effects

1

<1%

Glossary

1

<1%

State Land Trust

1

<1%

TOTAL

1,157

100%
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3.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS
Comment
Responses to Ray Tailings Draft EIS Comments
Number
Comment Document #1
San Carlos Irrigation Project (Cooperating Agency)
1-1

Text revised.

1-2
Text revised to describe sites located within the proposed powerline relocation.
Comment Document #2
Bureau of Land Management
2-1

Since the issuance of the Draft EIS, Asarco has organized and submitted to the BLM four separate Plans of
Development (PODs) for the tailings/water return pipelines, the relocated Florence-Kelvin highway,
SCIP’s relocated 69 kV powerline, and the relocated portions of the Arizona Trail that are located on BLM
administered lands. These POD’s contain detail requested by the BLM and are included in Appendix K,
BLM Plans of Development.

2-2

Previous BLM comment. Already addressed in Draft EIS.

2-3

See comment response 2-1.

2-4

Text revised.

2-5

The San Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area (SPRNCA) is located over 100 miles south of the Ray
Mine. This area would not be impacted by the construction and operation of a new TSF at the Ray Mine.
Additional text has been added to Section 3.4.1.1, Regional Setting (under Section 3.4, Surface Water
Hydrology) to clarify BLM’s oversight role of this area and its responsibility to protect, conserve and
enhance baseflows and groundwater levels within the SPRNCA.

2-6

Previous BLM comment. Already addressed in Draft EIS.

2-7

Previous BLM comment. Already addressed in Draft EIS.

2-8

Previous BLM comment. Already addressed in Draft EIS.

2-9

Previous BLM comment. Already addressed in Draft EIS.

2-10

Previous BLM comment. Already addressed in Draft EIS.

2-11

Previous BLM comment. Already addressed in Draft EIS.

2-12

See Figure 30, Groundwater Hydrology – Ripsey Wash TSF, and Figure 31, Groundwater Hydrology –
Hackberry Gulch TSF.

2-13

Temperature scales noted in table footnote.

2-14

Without well completion information, an explanation would be speculative.

2-15

Without well completion information, an explanation would be speculative.

2-16

The sentence has been corrected to read, "… it is expected that the volume of water in these sediments
is limited."

2-17

The word “exhibit” is used correctly in the sentence.

2-18

The Corps could not find the “expected traffic dispersion” language that the commenter questioned. It is
expected, as currently addressed in the EIS, that the indirect traffic associated with the project would be
scattered throughout surrounding communities, such as Kearny, Hayden, Superior, Gold Canyon and
Apache Junction, and would not be concentrated in the vicinity of the proposed TSF sites.
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Responses to Ray Tailings Draft EIS Comments

2-19

The Corps understands that, for three years (construction period), there will be an increase in
greenhouse gas emissions; and that, for that period, these construction emissions would add to the
global output of greenhouse gas emissions. A text update to this effect has been added to Section 3.1,
Air Quality/Climate. However, the Corps does conclude that estimated greenhouse gas estimates from
the Asarco construction relative to overall Pinal County, U.S. and worldwide greenhouse gas emissions
would be negligible and temporary (3 years).

2-20

Previous BLM comment. Already addressed in Draft EIS.

2-21

Previous BLM comment. Already addressed in Draft EIS.

2-22

Text revised.

2-23

Previous BLM comment. Already addressed in Draft EIS.

2-24

Previous BLM comment. Already addressed in Draft EIS.

2-25

Previous BLM comment. Already addressed in Draft EIS.

2-26

Figure clarified.

2-27

Comment noted.

2-28

Text revised.

2-29

The BLM personnel who participated in the review of the Draft EIS have been added to Section 6.0, List of
Preparers.

2-30

See comment response 2-1.

2-31

See comment response 2-1.

2-32

Comment noted. The status of ROW authorization of this portion of the SCIP powerline by BLM is not
relevant to this EIS and thus will not be addressed. This comment will be provided to SCIP for their
information and action as appropriate.

2-33

See response to Comment 2-32 above.

2-34

See comment response 2-1.

2-35

See comment response 2-1.

2-36

See comment response 2-1.

2-37

See comment response 2-1.

2-38

See comment response 2-1.

2-39

Figure revised.

2-40

The Corps 404 permit will be contingent on Asarco purchasing the ASLD’s property, since Asarco is the
entity that has submitted the 404 permit application. Since no permit would be issued if the ASLD sale to
Asarco is not consummated, the Corps does not believe it appropriate to analyze the scenario suggested
by the commenter. The extent of the ASLD proposed land sale is on several figures including Figure 2,
Site Plan Layout – Ripsey Wash TSF. Th ASLD land sale auction for this property is currently scheduled for
July 23, 2018.

2-41

As explained in Section 1.2.1, Scope of Analysis, the Corps does not consider the pending BLM-Asarco Ray
Land Exchange as a connected action with respect to the proposed TSF, and this land exchange is
discussed as part of the cumulative impact analysis in Section 4.0, Cumulative Impacts. Also, see Section
11.0, Asarco-BLM Ray Land Exchange, in Appendix D, Regional Activity.

2-42

Repeat of comment 2-37.

2-43

Text in the Executive Summary has been clarified.
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Responses to Ray Tailings Draft EIS Comments

2-44

Text revised.

2-45

Section 3.0, Decision Framework, already states that the BLM will issue a record of decision for those
Project features and actions under their jurisdiction. Additional discussion to response to this comment
has been included in Section 1.4, Decision Framework, and Section 1.5.2, Bureau of Land Management,
has been clarified.

2-46

A reference to the Section 11.0, Asarco-BLM Ray Land Exchange, in Appendix G, Regional Activity, has
been added to Footnote 7 in Section 1.5.2, Bureau of Land Management. There is considerable
discussion about the Asarco-BLM Ray Land Exchange in Appendix G. The Corps agrees that the BLM
would need to authorize a modification to Asarco’s mine plan of operation in the event that the
Hackberry Gulch alternative is selected, but the authorization of a mine plan of operation modification is
independent of the Asarco-BLM Ray Land Exchange, as explained in Section 1.2.1, Scope of Analysis.

2-47

Table revised. Table 2-1, Summary of Ripsey Wash TSF Alternative, was also revised.

2-48

Table revised. Table 2-2, Summary of Hackberry Gulch TSF Alternative, was also revised.

2-49

The Corps agrees with the comment; the discussion in Section 1.4, Decision Framework, and in Section
1.5.2, Bureau of Land Management, has been clarified to respond to this comment.
The proposed tailings and water return pipeline bridge is located on private lands, not on public lands
administered by the BLM.

2-50

Text revised.

2-51

Text revised, including in the Executive Summary.

2-52

Text revised.

2-53

This matter was already addressed in the Draft EIS, under footnote 12, in Table 1-2, Issues Considered
but not Analyzed in Detail. At the suggestion of commenter (see comment 2-55), this text has been
removed as a footnote and included in the text of the table.

2-54

Text revised in Section 1.9, Regional Activity, to affirm this comment.

2-55

Text revised.

2-56

The public scoping meeting held in Apache Junction on September 25, 2013 was poorly attended, and
limited public interest was shown for the project from the greater Phoenix area. Therefore, the Corps
decided to hold a single public meeting/hearing on the Draft EIS in Kearny on February 24, 2016.

2-57

The topic of mineral resources, specifically the federal mineral estate, is discussed throughout the EIS
document. See Section 1.5.2, Bureau of Land Management; Section 1.8, Concerns Outside the Scope of
this Analysis; Section 2.3.12.3, Permanent Ripsey Wash TSF Closure Plan; Section 2.4.12.3, Permanent
Hackberry Gulch Closure Plan; and Section 3.17.2.2, Effects of the Ripsey Wash TSF Alternative. The
federal mineral estate is graphically shown on Figure 33, Ripsey Wash Alternative Mineral Estate, and
Figure 34, Hackberry Gulch Mineral Estate. In addition, footnotes discussing the federal mineral estate
managed and administered by the BLM are included in, Table 2-1, Summary of Ripsey Wash TSF
Alternative, and Table 2-2, Summary of Hackberry Gulch TSF Alternative. Similar discussion about the
federal mineral estate is included in the Executive Summary.
The alluvial deposits (gravels, sand and cobbles) and the Ruin granite formation underlie the proposed
Ripsey Wash TSF, and the Big Dome formation underlies the proposed Hackberry Gulch TSF. These
formations are not known to contain any commercially viable surface-mineable metallic minerals, most
prominently copper. This was confirmed in the analyses of Asarco drilling samples in this area.
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Responses to Ray Tailings Draft EIS Comments
Maps showing land ownership and mineral estate were included in the Draft EIS. Surface ownership is
graphically shown on Figure 32, Surface Ownership. The federal mineral estate is graphically shown on
Figure 33, Ripsey Wash Alternative Mineral Estate, and Figure 34, Hackberry Gulch Mineral Estate.
The Ray Land Exchange is discussed in Section 11.0 of Appendix D, Regional Activity. Maps showing the
relevant parcels involved in this pending land exchange are found in the June 1999, BLM Final
Environmental Impact Statement Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment. See
http//www.blm.gov/az/st/en/prog/lands/land_tenure/ray-mine/docs.html. This reference has been
added to Section 11.0 of Appendix D, Regional Activity.

2-59

If neither TSF alternative is selected (which is the no-action alternative), Asarco would have no on-site
option for storing tailings once the Elder Gulch TSF has reached its capacity. Once the Elder Gulch TSF is
full and the Ray Concentrator is shut down, Asarco has the ability to ship some sulfide ore material via
rail to the Hayden Concentrator.
Additional discussion has been included in Section 2.2, No Action Alternative, to clarify this situation and
to set forth the tentative limited timeframe for operation of the Ray Concentrator under the no-action
alternative.

2-60

The proposed relocated portion of the Florence-Kelvin highway is located completely on private or ASLD
lands.

2-61

Figure 8, BLM-Administered Lands – Pipelines and Arizona Trail, has been clarified to show BLMadministered lands.

2-62

The text in the EIS has been clarified to discuss temporary disturbance. It is not possible to quantify how
much of the total disturbance would be temporary until final highway designs are approved by Pinal
County and final pipeline plans are approved on BLM lands by the BLM.

2-63

Access to upper Ripsey Wash is addressed in Section 3.9.2.

2-64

Table revised.

2-65

Text revised.

2-66

See comment response 2-1.

2-67

Text revised.

2-68

The scientific name for golden eagle has been deleted from the Executive Summary. Scientific names for
all wildlife species discussed are provided in Section 3.15.

2-69

Comment noted.

2-70

The list of BLM Sensitive Species has been updated in the Executive Summary and in Section 3.15,
Wildlife. Based on the most recent BLM list (February 2017), desert purple martin and gilded flicker were
kept on the list since WestLand's Sensitive Species analysis lists these species as possible inhabitants.
Bald eagle and cactus ferruginous pygmy owl were left off the list since WestLand's Sensitive Species
analysis indicated their possible presence as "None" or "Unlikely."

2-71

Text revised.

2-72

Table clarified.

2-73

Text revised.

2-74

Typo fixed.

2-75

Asarco plans to place barbed wire fencing around active operations and chain link fencing around the
reclamation and drain down ponds. Text has been revised to include this information.

2-76

Text revised.

2-77

Plant without name was not found.
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Responses to Ray Tailings Draft EIS Comments

2-78

Text revised.

2-79

Text revised.

2-80

Text revised.

2-81

Text revised.

2-82

Text revised.

2-83

Comment noted.

2-84

Desert bighorn sheep has been added to the discussion of SERI species.

2-85

Discussion of Sonoran desert tortoise information has been added to Table 3-66, BLM Sensitive Wildlife
Species and Arizona Wildlife Species of Concern; Section 3.15.9, Reptiles and Amphibians; and, Section
3.15.1.11, BLM Sensitive Wildlife Species and Arizona Wildlife Species of Concern (WSC).

2-86

Note on golden eagle nesting near the analysis area has been added to Table 3-66, BLM Sensitive Wildlife
Species and Arizona Wildlife Species of Concern.

2-87

Formal consultation with the USFWS has indicated that the southwestern willow flycatcher, yellow-billed
cuckoo, and northern Mexican garter snake are the only threatened and endangered species that need to
be addressed by the EIS and the Biological Assessment (BA).

2-88

Additional discussion on impacts to Sonoran desert tortoise have been added to Section 3.15.2.2.3,
Wildlife Habitat; Section 3.15.2.2.6, Special Habitat Features; Section 3.15.2.2.12, Reptiles and
Amphibians; and Section 3.15.2.2.14, BLM Sensitive and State Wildlife Species of Concern (WSC).

2-89

Additional discussion of Sonoran desert tortoise special habitat features have been added to Section
3.15.1.1.1, Special Habitat Features, and Section 3.15.2.2.6, Special Habitat Features.

2-90

A discussion on Desert bighorn sheep has been added to Section 3.15.2.2.7, Mammal and Bird Species of
Economic and Recreational Importance (SERI).

2-91

See comment response 2-88.

2-92

Appendix D revised.

2-93

Appendix D revised.
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Comment
Responses to Ray Tailings Draft EIS Comments
Number
Comment Document #3
Environmental Protection Agency (Cooperating Agency)
3-1

At full facility build-out, the Ripsey Wash TSF alternative would cause the permanent filling of an
estimated 134.36 acres of Waters of the U.S., slightly more than the 130 acres stated by the commenter.
See Table 2-1, Summary of Ripsey Wash TSF Alternative, in the EIS document. The Corps will require
compensatory mitigation for the function losses associated with the impacts to these Waters of the U.S.
See Appendix J, Clean Water Act Section 404 Conceptual Mitigation Plan.
Seepage from the Ripsey Wash TSF would be controlled to prevent contamination of the Gila River. See
Section 2.3.2.7, Hackberry Fault Seepage Mitigation; Section 2.3.2.8, Seepage Trenches; and Section
2.3.2.9, Reclaim Ponds. Under the terms and conditions of the recently approved Aquifer Protection
Permit (APP) from the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) for the Ripsey Wash TSF,
Asarco will be required to monitor down-gradient of the tailings embankment to ensure compliance with
this permit. See Section 2.3.2.10, Monitoring Wells.
Additional safeguards to be employed at the Ripsey Wash TSF to protect the Gila River are discussed in
Section 2.3.2.11, Pumping Booster Station and Tailings Drain-Down Pond; Section 2.3.2.12, Pipeline
Bridge over Gila River; Section 2.3.4, Tailings Delivery System; and Appendix I, Applicant Project
Mitigation.
To further protect the Gila River, Asarco would implement safeguards for stormwater at the Ripsey Wash
TSF as described in Section 2.3.2.5, Detention Dams and Diversion Structures, and Appendix I,
Applicant Project Mitigation. Asarco would also maintain a stormwater pollution prevention plan
(SWPPP) to address on-site stormwater runoff, in accordance with the Arizona Mining Multi-Sector
General Permit (MSGP) issued by the Arizona DEQ. See Appendix C, Agency Responsibilities (Regulatory
Framework).
A complete discussion on TSF alternatives, including reasons why many of the considered alternatives
were deemed not practicable, is set forth in Appendix B, Alternative Screening and Clean Water Act
Section 404(b)(1) Alternative Analysis.
See comment response 3-2 regarding the commenter’s remark about a possible ARNI (aquatic resource
of national importance) designation for Ripsey Wash.

3-2

The EPA, in an April 29, 2016 letter to the Corps, discussed a desire to elevate the Department of Army
permit decision-making process for the Ray Mine TSF project using Section 404(q) of the Clean Water Act
(CWA) (referred to as a memorandum of agreement [MOA]) to declare Ripsey Wash and the Gila River as
ARNIs.
In a June 22, 2016 letter, the Corps responded to the EPA that their April 29, 2016 letter was not received
within the required timeframe of the MOA, which would have been during the NEPA scoping phase for
the Ray Mine TSF EIS, which was conducted from August 28, 2013 to November 18, 2013. The Corps June
22, 2016 letter to EPS states: “Because the EPA’s April 2016 letter is untimely, it does not meet the
MOA’s exclusive procedural requirements for elevation of an individual decision.”
The Gila River ARNI referenced by the commenter is located approximately 100 river miles downstream
of the proposed Ray Mine TSF project, below the confluence of the Gila River with the Santa Cruz and
Salt Rivers, in the southwest part of the metropolitan area of the city of Phoenix. Given that the Ray
Tailings EIS describes the protective measures to be taken to prevent seepage from the Ripsey Wash TSF
to reach the Gila River (see comment response 3-1), the Corps disagrees with the commenter’s assertion
that the designated downstream Gila River ARNI will be significantly impacted by the preferred
alternative.
The Corps agrees with EPA’s comments regarding the importance of the Gila River and its riparian
resources. However, as noted in the EIS, the Corps’s position is that impacts to the Gila River have been
thoroughly analyzed; that appropriate engineering design considerations have been incorporated into
the project; that appropriate multi-agency regulatory oversight has been established to monitor the
construction, operation, and closure of this facility; and that appropriate mitigation has been developed
to avoid, minimize, and/or adequately compensate for any adverse effects to the Gila River.

3-3

Comment noted.
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Responses to Ray Tailings Draft EIS Comments

3-4

The Corps disagrees with the commenter’s suggestion that 550 million tons should be the basis for TSF
sizing considerations. The discussion in Appendix B, Alternative Screening and Clean Water Act Section
404(b)(1) Alternative Analysis, has been expanded to further explain Asarco’s need for tailings storage of
750 million tons for a new facility.

3-5

The Corps has revisited the alternatives considered for the Ray Mine TSF project and reaffirmed its Draft
EIS determination that the West Dam TSF, the Granite Mountain TSF and the methods of dry stacking and
in-pit tailings storage are not practicable. Additional clarification has been added to Appendix B,
Alternative Screening and Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Alternative Analysis.

3-6

See comment response 3-5.

3-7

See comment response 3-5.

3-8

See comment response 3-5.

3-9

See comment response 3-5.

3-10

WestLand Resources, Inc., an Asarco consultant, prepared a report titled, Hackberry Gulch Alternative 2
Functional Assessment of Potential Waters of the US, dated August 29, 2014. This report was made
available to the commenter in September 2014.
The Corps was not present during EPA’s February 9, 2016 field visit to the Ray Mine. Asarco provided the
Corps with the following explanation on the commenter’s claim of being denied an opportunity to “view
the (Hackberry) wetlands in question.”
Asarco coordinated with and conducted a tour for EPA staff on February 9, 2016. Based on EPA’s
priorities determined in email correspondence dated February 2, 2016, EPA requested a tour of the
Ripsey Wash, Hackberry and West Dam alternatives and proposed mitigation sites as time would allow.
Based on this request, Asarco prepared an agenda and planned out a tour that allowed EPA
representatives to see as much as possible in their planned one-day-long site visit. This agenda, which
did not specifically include a visit to the wetlands, was provided to EPA in advance of the tour. During the
afternoon portion of the tour, which included a stop to view the Hackberry Gulch alternative location,
EPA representatives asked about the possibility of visiting the wetlands. Asarco explained that visiting
the wetland sites would have required several hours of round trip hiking and would not have left enough
time to visit the proposed mitigation sites. The EPA representatives elected to continue on the planned
tour to the mitigation sites rather than visiting the wetlands. Asarco unequivocally did not “prevent” EPA
representatives from visiting the wetlands. Asarco would accommodate a second visit to the wetland
areas at the Hackberry Gulch site should EPA request one. Corps staff have visited the wetland sites
within the alternative footprint and confirmed the preliminary assessment of these features by Asarco
and their consultant.
The Corps has revisited the Hackberry Gulch TSF alternative and reaffirmed its Draft EIS determination
that the Hackberry Gulch TSF alternative is not the LEDPA (least environmentally damaging potential
alternative), based primarily on substantial design challenges that are relevant to this site with respect to
seepage control and the associated risks associated with operating a facility at this site compared to the
Ripsey Wash TSF alternative. Additional clarification on this determination has been added to Appendix
B, Alternative Screening and Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Alternative Analysis.
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The Corps disagrees that the proposed Ripsey Wash TSF would cause significant direct impacts to Gila
River water quality. See comment response 3-1.
The Arizona DEQ has approved an APP for the Ripsey Wash TSF. With the approval of the APP, the
Arizona DEQ is satisfied that the design and proposed operation of this TSF will protect the groundwater
and surface water down-gradient of the facility, in particular the Gila River. As stated in comment
response 3-1, Asarco will be required to monitor groundwater quality down-gradient of the tailings
embankments to ensure compliance with the APP.
The Corps agrees that either the Ripsey Wash TSF or the Hackberry Gulch TSF would have to be “actively
managed” beyond closure. See Section 2.3.12, Ripsey Wash TSF Closure and Reclamation, and Section
2.4.12, Hackberry Gulch TSF Closure and Reclamation.
Representative geochemical and hydrogeologic information is set forth in Section 3.3, Geology,
Geotechnical and Geochemistry, and in Section 3.6, Groundwater Hydrology. Discussion on surface water
is set forth in Section 3.4, Surface Water Hydrology.
Also see comment responses 3-20 and 3-21.

3-12

The EIS contains a discussion on temporary closure, closure and post-closure management, including the
basis for closure and post-closure financial assurances. See Section 2.3.12, Ripsey Wash TSF Closure and
Reclamation, and Section 2.4.12, Hackberry Gulch TSF Closure and Reclamation.
As explained in these sections, the Arizona DEQ, Arizona State Mine Inspector and BLM, under their
individual statutory and regulatory authorities, would require Asarco to execute financial assurance
agreements as part of any plan and permit approvals from these agencies. These financial assurances
would be in the form of closure and post-closure (reclamation and environmental performance)
securities. Each of the aforementioned agencies would be responsible to ensure that sufficient funds or
sufficient commitments are made by Asarco to meet closure or post-closure obligations under the terms
and conditions of the company’s plans and the agency approvals. By federal and state law, no operations
under their jurisdiction can commence with the approval of the permits and plans, and agencies’
approvals would depend, in part, on the calculation of adequate financial assurance agreements and the
execution of the appropriate financial guarantees. Once executed, failure of Asarco to comply with
approval or permit terms and conditions, including failure to maintain the financial capability required by
these approvals and permits, would constitute a violation.
The amounts and form of the financial assurances are independently determined by the Arizona DEQ,
Arizona State Mine Inspector and the BLM, based on the estimated costs of reclamation and
environmental protection practices that meet these agencies’ statutory and regulatory authorities.
These agencies may increase or decrease the financial assurances at any time to ensure sufficient funds
or mechanisms are in place to compensate for compliance with their permits and approvals, and these
agencies must periodically review (and update as appropriate) the Asarco financial securities to maintain
such adequacy. There are no federal rules or regulations in place that create specific requirements or
metrics for financial assurances that are applicable to this situation.

3-13

The Corps agrees with the eight factors identified in the comment but disagrees that the potential
environmental impacts cannot be effectively mitigated by the measures discussed in the EIS to protect
the Ripsey Wash watershed and the quality and quantity of flow in the Gila River.
Although the placement of tailings as proposed by Asarco would cover a large portion of lower Ripsey
Wash, the proposed design, operation and closure plans and safeguards would not cause significant
degradation of the Gila River. The Arizona DEQ agrees with that conclusion based on their approval of
the APP for the Ripsey Wash TSF.
Also see comment response 3-1.
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The Corps believes that appropriate and practical steps have been taken to minimize potential impacts
(see comment response 3-1), and appropriate mechanisms exist for closure financial assurance (see
comment response 3-12).
The Corps has directed the preparation of the conceptual mitigation plan presented in the EIS. This plan
was created based on the requirements of the “2008 Mitigation Rule” and the South Pacific Division’s
(SPD’s) compensatory mitigation procedures, which are tiered from the 2008 rule. The Corps has
discussed with EPA repeatedly the basis for the mitigation presented, the need for a qualitative
assessment method because of the lack of an accepted quantitative method, and the use of the SPD
guidelines. Based on the commenter’s remarks, the Corps has revisited the proposed compensatory
mitigation outlined in Appendix J, Clean Water Act Section 404 Conceptual Mitigation Plan, and
Hackberry Gulch TSF alternative and updated and clarified the proposed mitigation work. A substantial
portion of the permittee-responsible mitigation proposal has been converted to in-lieu fee mitigation, a
higher priority compensatory mitigation method as stated in the 2008 rule. In addition, to address the
potential uncertainty associated with the use of in-lieu fee mitigation in this area, Asarco has also
proposed a contingency plan to cover any in-lieu fee mitigation shortfall. This is addressed in the revised
mitigation plan presented in Appendix J, Compensatory Mitigation, of the FEIS.

3-15

See comment response 3-2.

3-16

The remarks about compliance with the Federal Guidelines for Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged
or Fill Materials (40 CFR 230) lack specifics. To comply with these guidelines, along with Corps guidelines
for compliance with alternative assessment pursuant to Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act, the
Corps included Appendix B, Alternative Screening and Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Alternative
Analysis, in the Draft EIS. As stated in comment response 3-5, clarification has been added to this
appendix to further support compliance with aforementioned guidelines.
Regarding the need for tailings storage of 750 million tons for a new facility, see comment response 3-4.
The commenter also incorrectly assumed that Asarco developed the 750 million tons estimate for the TSF
based on multiplying the maximum Ray Concentrator capacity of 45,000 tons per day by the estimated
mine life of 50 years. The requested tailings storage capacity was based on the potential resource at the
Ray Mine site and is not tied to any particular production rate.

3-17

See comment response 3-5.
The analysis of a smaller (550 million ton) site was not analyzed because such a facility would not meet
Asarco’s purpose and need. See comment response 3-4.

3-18

See comment response 3-14

3-19

The Corps believes the testing conducted for geochemical characterization for the proposed TSF project
is consistent with current best practice, and the samples that underwent static and kinetic testing are
representative of site materials. Additional humidity cell testing (HCT) is not necessary for
characterization, as there is no indication from HCT testing conducted that the tailings have potential for
acid generation. The results also show a low potential for constituent dissolution. The analyses of
borrow and alluvial materials showed similar results.
Further, the Arizona DEQ has approved the Ripsey Wash TSF APP, stating that the geochemical
characterization information meets the regulatory requirements of the permit.
Bullet 1: The ore material mined from the Ray Mine after 2042 is expected to continue to be over 85%
diabase and Pinal schist.
Bullet 2: Kinetic (HCT) testing was conducted for 10 weeks on all samples and 52 weeks on select
samples. The Corps believes this timeframe was appropriate for geochemical characterization purposes,
as all tests indicated low potential for acid generation. In addition, leachate parameters were relatively
constant throughout the test period, and the pH values remained neutral throughout testing. Oxidation
reduction potential never reached levels necessary for oxidation of sulfidic minerals. Alkalinity was in
excess of acidity throughout testing. Acidity dropped below detectable levels after 38 weeks of testing.
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Bullet 3: The Corps believes that a sufficient number of Pinal schist and diabase samples were tested and
are representative of the ore at the Ray Mine. The Ray Mine geology is well characterized and, given the
porphyry nature of the ore deposit, very consistent in nature.
The results of the static testing varied, but the results of the static testing analyses showed that the
material would be classified as potentially acid generating. Static testing is known to be conservative,
but, given the results, it was decided to conduct kinetic (HCT) testing, which would provide additional
information regarding the potential of the Ray Mine ore material to generate acid. The kinetic testing
showed that the material has a low potential for acid generation. See response to bullet 2 above.
One of the two Precambrian diabase borrow material samples did have a pyritic sulfur content of 0.95,
but this sample also had NNP >20 and ANP/AGP ratio >3. The geochemical test results for borrow
material and alluvium tend to be conservative as sample preparation requires crushing, which exposes a
greater surface area than would be expected in the field. In addition, this borrow material rock type
would comprise only a small percentage of borrow material that would be used for starter dam
construction.
Bullet 4: The Corps believes the composite samples selected for longer duration testing were the most
representative samples for the proposed TSF. As stated in the response to bullet 2 above, all of the HCT
had similar results indicated a low potential for acid generation regardless of whether the tests were
conducted for 10 weeks or for 52 weeks.
Bullet 5: Humidity cell testing is the standard test used to mimic natural oxidation reactions in a field
setting. HCT were run using not only deionized water as the test protocol requires but also with actual
decant water collected from Elder Gulch as this water would more closely represent water that would
potentially seep through future tailings. The Corps does not believe additional testing segregating the
underflow and overflow is necessary. The decant water from the Elder Gulch TSF, which is in direct
constant contact with the tailings (underflow), is not acidic and supports aquatic life. All of the HCT work
conducted indicated that the potential for acid generation was low. If testing results had indicated
otherwise, additional testing at Elder Gulch may have been warranted.
Bullet 6: Radionuclide analyses during humidity cell testing were conducted only once at the start of
testing due to insufficient extract volumes as testing progressed as previously stated. The results of
these tests were well below the Arizona Aquifer Quality Standards. Some of the parameters also were
detected in tailings water, alluvium and borrow samples, as well as monitoring wells in Ripsey Wash.
Sampling of monitoring well (MW-1B) conducted in the fourth quarter of 2014 had an adjusted gross
alpha concentration of 15.9 pCi/L slightly above the standard of 15 pCi/L. This result is anomalous when
compared to all other results for this well. None of the other point of compliance (POC) monitoring wells
had any exceedances for adjusted gross alpha, further making this one anomalous result suspect.
Uranium is a heavy metal that would behave similarly to other heavy metals during humidity cell testing
and would not be expected to increase in concentration as the risk for acid generation was low and thus
metals dissolution was also low. Although a few general inorganic parameters increased in concentration
over time in the modified HCT work that utilized Elder Gulch decant water, the inorganics in all other
tests remained constant or decreased with time. As an inorganic metal, uranium would be expected to
behave similarly.
Sampling of radionuclides is specified in the APP for the mine site. There have been no instances where
concentrations were higher than the AWQS for the period of sampling. As such, the Corps does not
expect these parameters to increase in concentration over time related to activities at the proposed
Ripsey Wash TSF.
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The Corps agrees that tailings slurry and decant waters from the Elder Gulch TSF provide an analog for
the Ripsey Wash and Hackberry Gulch TSF operations, and samples from the tailings slurry and decant
water were used for the geochemical testing work performed for this EIS. However, the water quality
from the underdrain at the Elder Gulch TSF would not be an analog for the Ripsey Wash or Hackberry
Gulch TSF sites, as this underdrain flow is impacted by mineralized rock materials used in the constructed
of the Elder Gulch TSF foundation and underdrain. Therefore, additional sampling or inclusion of
monitoring results from the Elder Gulch TSF were not conducted and would not be appropriate to
characterize the geochemistry for the proposed Ripsey Wash or Hackberry Gulch TSFs.
The Corps requested additional information from Asarco on the Elder Gulch TSF construction material
geochemistry, which was provided in a November 1, 2016 technical memorandum to James Steward
(Asarco) to Duane Yantorno (Asarco). This memorandum is posted on the project Sharefile site.
Additional clarification on this matter has been added to Section 3.3.1.4, Geochemistry.

3-21

Each of the bullet points made by the commenter are answered in the following.
Bullet 1: A water balance and drain-down assessment for the Ripsey Wash TSF was performed by AMEC
Foster Wheeler (AFW) that utilized a conservative, one-dimensional (1D) calculation to estimate base
flow from the bottom of the TSF after closure (AFW, 2016a), and a water balance model that estimated
the volume of water available for seepage and how long it would take to drain (AFW, 2017). Material
types and properties applied to the studies were representative of Ripsey Wash TSF site conditions
(alluvium and bedrock), and tailings that are currently stored in the Elder Gulch TSF. Asarco has
characterized the future resource at the Ray Mine to verify that the types of ore to be mined is consistent
with those currently being mined.
Core from the existing Elder Gulch TSF were collected and tested for geotechnical properties to help
estimate a range of seepage velocities. As well, empirical data from the Elder Gulch TSF were used to
estimate the amount of seepage that will be lost at the Ripsey Wash TSF due to evaporation and
absorption of interstitial water during TSF operations. TSF water retention capacity during and following
operations was estimated based on the soil water characteristic curves (SWCC) for the tailings (AFW,
2016a).
Results from scenarios using three sets of saturated hydraulic conductivities for tailings and alluvium and
three sizes of areas of saturation on the TSF where maximum evaporation will occur during operations
showed the following (AFW, 2016a and 2017):
•

•

•

•

For an area of saturation of 13% of the TSF surface area, seepage at the bottom of the TSF will
continue for between 150 year and more than 200 years (AWF, 2017). Dividing the volume of
seepage water available (AWF, 2017) by these timeframes results in average flow rates of
between approximately <280 to 370 gpm, with the higher flow rate occurring during the
shorter timeframe.
For an area of saturation of 20% of the TSF surface area, seepage at the bottom of the TSF will
continue for between 30 years and approximately 200 years (AWF, 2017). Dividing the volume
of seepage water available (AWF, 2017) by these timeframes results in average flow rates of
between approximately 240 to 1,600 gpm, with the higher flow rate occurring during the
shorter timeframe.
For an area of saturation of 30% of the TSF surface area, seepage at the bottom of the TSF will
continue for between 12 and 110 years (AWF,2017). Dividing the volume of seepage water
available by these timeframes results in average flow rates of between approximately 400 to
3,600 gpm, with the higher flow rate occurring during the shorter timeframe.
Considering that long-term consolidation of the TSF will reduce hydraulic conductivities of the
in-place tailings, and that decreasing hydraulic conductivities will lengthen the drain-down
time. The more reasonable scenarios for drain down time might be one hundred to two
hundred years. Drain-down flow rates during the earlier years will be higher than those in the
final years, but average linear rates over time are likely to be in the 200 to 400 gpm (AWF
2016a and 2017).

The discussion in Section 3.6, Groundwater Hydrology, has been expanded to further explain this postclosure seepage.
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Bullet 2: The objective of the groundwater modeling was to evaluate whether water (seepage) from the
Ripsey Wash TSF could migrate through the subsurface to the Gila River and, if so, estimate the arrival
times and the path of groundwater flow from the TSF to the Gila River. Hydrogeologic parameters
assigned to the model were based on empirical data collected from numerous field investigations at the
Ripsey Wash TSF, including pumping tests in alluvium and bedrock wells. The assumptions applied to the
model setup are appropriate and consistent with the available hydrological data for this site.
Accordingly, the flow and particle tracking simulations performed by the model are considered
reasonable and representative of future operating conditions. This includes simulated flow and particle
movement through the Hackberry fault.
With respect to future drainage after closure of the Ripsey Wash TSF, see the comment response above
(Bullet 1) and drain-down assessments (AFW, 2016a and 2017). Seepage at the Ripsey Wash TSF would
be captured in the collection trench in Ripsey Wash, as well as in the cutoff wall and pumpback system to
be installed in the East drainage. Asarco has committed to collect and pump back seepage collected from
both of these systems to the Mine complex for reuse and/or back to the top of the TSF to evaporate for
as long as is necessary to prevent seepage from entering the Gila River.
Section 2.3.2.7, Hackberry Fault Seepage Mitigation, addresses the measures that Asarco plans to
implement to prevent seepage from the west side of the proposed Ripsey Wash TSF, in the area
underlain by the Hackberry fault. However, should flow occur in the Hackberry fault, the proposed pointof-compliance (POC) well MW-3 is appropriately located to detect any water leakage from the Ripsey
Wash TSF. Section 2.6 (Contingency Plan Requirements) of the APP is designed to address exceedances
in POC wells. See A.R.S. § 49-243(K)(3), (K)(7) and A.A.C. Rl8-9-A204 and R18-9-A205. If groundwater
monitoring indicates impacts to the aquifer above regulatory requirements, corrective actions are
required under Section 2.6.6 of the APP.
Bullet 3: See comment response to bullet 1 above and comment response 3-12.
With regard to the closure and post-closure timeframes, the Arizona DEQ under the approved APP for
the Ripsey Wash TSF, requires Asarco to provide a notice of cessation and a plan for maintenance of longterm discharge control systems and monitoring. The APP requires Asarco to maintain discharge control
systems and monitoring for as long as necessary to ensure protection of downgradient receptors.
Failure to comply with the APP permit conditions or maintain financial capability would be a permit
violation.
Bullet 4: The Corps disagrees that seepage would be uncontrolled or would contaminate the Gila River.
See comment responses 3-1 and 3-11.
Detailed fate and transport modeling was determined not to be needed. Particle tracking simulations
were used to assess when and where dissolved constituents from TSF seepage could migrate beyond the
TSF. Results showed movement through the alluvial washes to the seepage collection trench in Ripsey
Wash and the cutoff wall and pumpback system in the East Wash drainage, but did not show any particle
movement to the Gila River. Particle tracking also showed movement along the Hackberry Fault, but not
into Zelleweger Wash.
The Arizona DEQ, under its approved Ripsey Wash APP, would require Asarco to capture any seepage
from the TSF, even after closure of the facility, using the same or similar collection and pumpback
systems that would be used during operations. Asarco would install additional pumping capacity as part
of construction that would serve as contingency in the event of maintenance or operational problems.
This pumping capacity will remain after cessation of tailings disposal operations for closure needs and
reclamation activities. See Section 2.3.2.9, Reclaim Ponds. POC wells would monitor for potential
migration. If seepage water quality exceeds levels set by the APP, the Arizona DEQ would require
corrective actions to be implemented as would be required under Section 2.6.6 of the permit.
Additional discussion regarding seepage has been added to Section 3.6.2.2.1, Potential Impacts to
Groundwater Hydrology (Ripsey Wash TSF), and Section 3.6.2.3.1, Potential Impacts to Groundwater
Hydrology (Hackberry Gulch TSF). Also see comment response 15-7.
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Bullet 5: Water balance information for the Ripsey Wash TSF is provided in the 2014 Hydrologic
Characterization Report (AMEC 2014a); within this report, see Appendix B (Technical Memorandum,
Ripsey Wash TSF Main Reclaim Pond BADCT Analyses) and Appendix C (Technical Memorandum, Ripsey
Wash TSF East Reclaim Pond BADCT Analyses) of AMEC (2014). Additional water balance information is
included in the September 29, 2016 Water Balance Model Technical Memorandum – Engineering
Analysis for the Ripsey Wash TSF (AFW, 2016a) and the August 21, 2017 Water Balance Model
Supplemental Technical Memorandum – Engineering Analysis for the Ripsey Wash TSF (AFW, 2017)
Appendix XX (AFW 2016a and 2017). These documents were sealed by Tony J. Frieman, Arizona
Professional Engineer (Civil) and provide information to support design capacities of the TSF seepage and
recovery systems. The Arizona DEQ reviewed these documents as part of their approval of the Ripsey
Wash TSF APP.
Bullet 6: This referenced “mine tunnel” (adit) is thought to be a decline documented in Westland’s
report entitled Ripsey Wash Analysis Area – Abandoned Mine Features Survey (2014) and labeled
U:16:281F-2. As reported by AFW (AFW 2016b), this adit is approximately 100 feet long into Ruin granite
and contains perched groundwater. Due to its location within the footprint of the proposed TSF
embankment, Asarco plans to backfill this adit with controlled low-strength material (CLSM) during initial
construction activity to prevent it from acting as a preferential pathway to groundwater.
Additional discussion has been included in Section 2.3.2, Pre-Tailings Construction (Ripsey Wash TSF),
about backfilling and/or removing old adits and shafts at the Ripsey Wash TSF site.
Bullet 7: Sufficient reconnaissance-level investigations have been conducted to confirm the presence of
numerous faults within the Hackberry Gulch TSF site (AFW, 2015). An assessment of how these faults
affect current activities at the Elder Gulch facility is outside the scope of this EIS. However, the EIS has
been updated to include discussion about the potential for these faults to act as preferential pathways
for seepage beneath the Hackberry Gulch TSF, and how measures to mitigate this potential will be
technically challenging to implement.
Bullet 8: Additional discussion has been included in Section 2.2, No Action Alternative, to clarify the
operation of the Ray Mine if neither of the TSF action alternatives is selected. Similarly, Section 3.6.2.1,
Effects of the No Action Alternative (Groundwater) have been clarified. Additional discussion regarding
potential effects to the operation of Asarco’s wells in the Hayden well field, based on the no action
alternative, has been included in Section 4.7, Groundwater Hydrology Cumulative Impacts.
Bullet 9: Section 4.0, Cumulative Impacts, has been updated to include information about pertinent
issues raised by commenter.

3-22

Figure 5, Schematic for Seepage Trenches and Reclaim Ponds, has been updated, and a schematic
drawing has been added to the EIS to illustrate the Hackberry Gulch TSF seepage capture systems, which
would be very similar to that proposed at the Ripsey Wash TSF site.
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As stated in comment response 3-5, the Corps has revisited the alternatives considered for the Ray Mine
TSF project, including the possibility of in-pit storage of tailings and the methods of dry stack tailings, and
determined that neither of these options are practicable at the Ray Mine. Additional clarification on
these items has been added to Appendix B, Alternative Screening and Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1)
Alternative Analysis.
The Arizona DEQ, in a May 12, 2016 response summary regarding the Asarco Ripsey Wash TSF APP (No.
511395), stated that they believe “that properly constructed wet tailings facility continue to meet the
statutory criteria for BADCT demonstration criteria,” and that this agency would not require Asarco to
use dry-stack tailings technology for the Ripsey Wash TSF.
As stated in Section 3.16, Accidents and Spills, the Corps recognized that there are “an infinite number of
accident and spill scenarios that could be developed for a TSF project.” The analysis in this section was
intended to discuss some of those scenarios and agrees with the commenter that there are probably
other possible failure modes. Asarco has an approved APP for the Ripsey Wash TSF, and, to receive
approval of this permit from the Arizona DEQ, Asarco had to demonstrate compliance with the state’s
Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology (BADCT), which requires a demonstration of stability.
Regarding this matter, Asarco’s tailings design engineering contractor, AMEC Foster Wheeler, prepared a
technical memorandum, dated December 29, 2016 that provides discussion for demonstrating stability
analysis for a TSF under the APP program.
The Corps notes your comments about the Mt. Polly tailings failure in British Columbia, Canada. Asarco’s
tailings design engineering contractor, AMEC Foster Wheeler, in the aforementioned December 29, 2016
technical memorandum, explained how conditions at the proposed Ripsey Wash TSF would differ from
those found to have contributed to the failure of the Mt. Polly TSF. The Corps has reviewed and concurs
with conclusions of these findings, a summary of which follows:
•
•

•

•

The factors that have been identified as causing the Mt. Polley TSF failure are not present at
the Ripsey Wash TSF Site.
The foundation beneath the Ripsey Wash TSF footprint (consisting of bedrock at shallow depth,
mantled by a thin layer of alluvium or colluvium) is extremely unlikely to contain strata of finegrained materials such as the weak clay layer that failed at Mt. Polley when subjected to the
loading of the TSF embankment. The geotechnical investigations performed for the Ripsey
Wash TSF supports the absence of any fine-grained layer. By contrast, the Mt. Polley TSF is
underlain by bedrock that has been heavily altered and extensively deformed by glacial and
other geological processes, resulting in a more complex system in which fine grained strata are
more likely to be present.
Unlike the Mt. Polley TSF, the planned Ripsey Wash TSF will not contain large volumes of water.
The Ripsey Wash TSF will be built in an environment where annual evaporation exceeds annual
precipitation (unlike at Mt. Polley, where the opposite is true. The Ray Mine has no need to
store excess water on the TSF, and, in fact, excess water would be pumped back from the TSF
to the mine for use in operations (unlike at Mt. Polley, where the TSF was used for water
storage in later years). The Ripsey Wash TSF design calls for wide beaches of 1,000 feet or
more to be maintained (unlike at Mt. Polley, where beaches were very small or nonexistent).
The planned Ripsey Wash TSF will incorporate a much less steep (and thus more stable)
embankment slope than at Mt. Polley (between 2.5H:1V to 3.0H:1V for the Ripsey Wash TSF, as
compared to the 1.3 H:1V used at Mt. Polley). This will result in a much more robust design
factor of safety for the Ripsey Wash TSF (between 1.5 and 2.0, depending on the stage of
construction) than were incorporated into the Mt. Polley design (1.3)
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Given the oversight of the Arizona DEQ and the APP requirements, the Corps does not believe that a
seismic hazard and analyses for the “phase 3” of the Ripsey Wash TSF alternative is necessary.
The Corps understands that Asarco must apply for, and the Arizona DEQ must grant, an APP amendment
to allow additional tailings to go to a higher elevation that the currently permitted dram crest elevation
of 2,200 feet (amsl). The Arizona DEQ, in its May 12, 2016 response summary regarding the Asarco
Ripsey Wash TSF APP (No. 511395), stated that “Asarco will be required to demonstrate compliance with
design and safety requirements at that time, and will have data, based on past performance, with which
to make that demonstration.”
The Corps further believes that a “multi-stakeholder failure modes effect analysis to identify all potential
failure modes is not needed. From a review of other mining projects the Corps has reviewed within a
Clean Water Act context, this type of analysis is not commonly used on Corps projects and in this case
does not appear to provide a means to develop any additional information that had not already been
developed and disclosed for this project. The Arizona DEQ will require any TSF permitted under an APP
to meet BADCT. Also see comment response 3-23.

3-24a

As stated in comment response 3-22, the Corps has revised Figure 5, Schematic for Seepage Trenches and
Reclaim Ponds, and a schematic drawing has been added to the EIS to illustrate the Hackberry Gulch TSF
seepage capture systems, which would be very similar to that proposed at the Ripsey Wash TSF site.

3-25

During a period of temporary cessation, there would be no tailings (and associated water) delivered from
the Ray Concentrator to the TSF, but Asarco would continue to operate the seepage collection system.
Water contained in the reclaim ponds would be allowed to evaporate or could be returned to the TSF,
where evaporation would also occur.
Section 2.3.2.8 Seepage Trenches, has been clarified to describe how the seepage trenches would
operate; and Section 2.3.12.2, Ripsey Wash TSF Temporary Cessation, and Section 2.3.12.3, Ripsey Wash
TSF Closure Plan, have been clarified to describe how the seepage control trenches, the pump-back wells
and the reclaim ponds would remain in operation during any period of temporary cessation and during
final closure.
The Corps does not believe that additional design work is needed or justified for the operational phase of
the TSF. As stated in comment responses 3-23 and 3-24, Asarco must meet Arizona DEQ BADCT to obtain
an APP, and BADCT does not require liners for copper tailings when other appropriate seepage control
measures are in place, which is the case for the Ripsey Wash TSF.
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The Corps will require compliance with all related regulatory requirements (APP, CMP, BO terms and
conditions, etc.) as special conditions for the 404 permit. If the permittee is found to not be in
compliance with any of these requirements, the Corps can proceed under the terms of the 404 permit to
seek corrective actions as needed. A separate mitigation and monitoring plan is not needed because
these requirements will already be in place within the regulatory authority of the responsible agencies.
Special conditions will be placed on the 404 permit that link compliance with separate regulatory
requirements with 404 permit compliance.
The mitigation and monitoring measures that would be used and employed by Asarco during
construction, operation and closure are discussed and described for the Ripsey Wash TSF Alternative in
Section 2.3, Ripsey Wash TSF Alternative, and for the Hackberry Gulch TSF in Section 2.4., Hackberry
Gulch TSF Alternative. Appendix I, Applicant Project Mitigation, also contains a description of the
environmental commitments made by Asarco for this project, which are considered a part of this project.
As stated in the EIS document, the proposed TSF (either the Ripsey Wash TSF or the Hackberry Gulch TSF)
would be designed and operated as a closed circuit (zero surface water discharge) facility. Under the
requirements of an APP, Asarco would be required to construct, operate, and close the TSF to comply
with the “best available demonstrated control technology” (BADCT) management practices and
requirements under the APP that would be issued by the Arizona DEQ. These measures would include
the installation of seepage trenches, reclaim ponds and pump-back wells to capture infiltration through
or beneath the TSF embankments, construction of diversion structures/facilities that would route
stormwater around the TSF, and groundwater monitoring down-drainage of the TSF facilities.
The Corps believes the design and mitigation commitments described for the Ripsey Wash TSF
Alternative in Section 2.3, Ripsey Wash TSF Alternative, and for the Hackberry Gulch TSF in Section 2.4.,
Hackberry Gulch TSF Alternative, are appropriate and well-considered, as was discussed for the various
resources in Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis.
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The surface water and groundwater mitigation protection measures described in Appendix I, Applicant
Project Mitigation, would be similar for the Hackberry Gulch TSF site.
For the Hackberry Gulch TSF (the same as for the Ripsey Wash TSF), Asarco would be required to comply
with the “best available demonstrated control technology” (BADCT) management practices and
requirements of an APP that would be issued by the Arizona DEQ. These measures would include the
design and operation of a TSF as a closed circuit (zero surface water discharge) facility, the installation of
seepage trenches, reclaim ponds and pump-back wells to capture infiltration through or beneath the TSF
embankments, and the construction and proper maintenance of diversion structures/facilities that would
route stormwater around the TSF.
Surface water and groundwater mitigation protection measures are incorporated throughout Section
2.4., Hackberry Gulch TSF Alternative, for the layout and design, construction, operation and closure of
the Hackberry Gulch TSF. For example:
•
The Hackberry Gulch TSF would be designed and operated as shown on Figure 15, Process Flow
Sheet - Hackberry Gulch TSF. See Section 2.4.1, Tailings Operation and Placement Overview.
•
As part of pre-tailings storage construction activities, Asarco would construct detention dams
and diversion channels to divert stormwater from the undisturbed watershed areas above the
proposed Hackberry Gulch TSF around the facility as shown on Figure 14, Site Plan Layout –
Hackberry Gulch TSF. The purpose of these detention dam structures would be to prevent updrainage stormwater runoff from entering into the tailings impoundment area. See Section
2.4.2.1, Detention Dams and Diversion Structures.
•
A series of box culverts would be placed under State Route 177 to allow segregated stormwater
passage under State Route 177 and around the reclaim ponds. A separate lined ditch for
seepage water and water that comes into contact with the tailings embankment will be
constructed from the TSF to the lined reclaim pond to prevent comingling with surface runoff
from undisturbed sites. See Section 2.4.2.3, Box Culverts beneath State Route 177.
•
Down-gradient of the starter dams, Asarco would install seepage trenches in each of the seven
washes that dissect the area of the proposed Hackberry Gulch TSF, as shown on Figure 14, Site
Plan Layout - Hackberry Gulch TSF. The seepage trenches would be similar in design to those
proposed for the Ripsey Wash TSF. These trenches would be designed to intercept any water
that might pass under the tailings facility through the alluvium material above the bedrock.
Pumps and piping would be installed in the seepage trenches to route any collected water to
lined reclaim ponds that would be located down-gradient of the seepage trenches. See Section
2.4.2.5, Seepage Trenches.
•
Asarco would install reclaim ponds in each of the seven affected washes down gradient of the
seepage trenches, as shown on Figure 14, Site Plan Layout - Hackberry Gulch TSF. These seven
reclaim ponds would be constructed with an engineered double-liner system, using synthetic
liner material (80 mil HDPE or equivalent) and have leak detection systems incorporated into
their design and operation. See Section 2.4.2.6, Reclaim Ponds.

3-28

Appendix I, Applicant Project Mitigation, has been updated for consistency with the approved Ripsey
Wash TSF APP (No. P-511395).
The Corps has no authority to require the type of hydrologic monitoring requested by the commenter or
the resources to oversee such monitoring. Rather, the Corps defers such oversight to the Arizona DEQ,
which has the statutory and regulatory authority to require and oversee such monitoring as part of the
APP.

3-29

There are no recent water quality data from Seep 4 and HW-30 in the Belgravia Wash drainage, or the
four unnamed seeps and HW-26 and HW-28 northeast of Belgravia Wash. The Corps does not believe
that additional sampling is necessary at this time. If the Hackberry Gulch TSF is determined to be the
preferred alternative, supplemental groundwater quality sampling would probably be needed in
connection with acquiring an APP from the Arizona DEQ for this TSF.
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3-30

The Corps has no authority to require an interim (emergency) fluid management plan for a TSF as
requested by the commenter or the resources to oversee such a plan. Here, the Corps defers such
oversight to the Arizona DEQ, which has the statutory and regulatory authority to require and oversee
such activities as part of the APP. See comment response 3-25.

3-31

See comment response 3-12.

3-32

See comment response 3-12.

3-33

Estimates of PM10 annual emissions were included in Section 3.1, Air Quality/Climate, and used standard
emission control values to estimate emissions. Enforcement of air quality standards for the site is the
responsibility of Pinal County.
The air quality section in the FEIS contains a new subsection for each alternative that provides for a
screening of the alternatives for general conformity. Because the estimated emissions levels for PM10
associated with construction in the vicinity of impacts to waters of the U.S. are only a fraction of the de
minimis levels, a general conformity determination is not required, and the alternatives are presumed to
conform to the Clean Air Act.

3-34

See comment response 3-33.

3-35

See comment response 3-33.

3-36

In the Final EIS, in Section 3.1, Air Quality/Climate, to comply with 40 CFR 1502.14(f), the Corps will
include the commenter’s air quality mitigation suggestions. As stated in comment response 3-33,
enforcement of air quality standards for the site is the responsibility of Pinal County.

3-37

During the initial scoping of this project, the Corps determined the scope of analysis would not include
evaluation of the operation of the entire Ray Mine operation in the EIS. The proposed project is a 404
permit for a new TSF that replaces an existing TSF, using similar methods for tailings disposal. For this
reason, the Corps determined that evaluation of the mine as a whole was beyond the scope of analysis
for this EIS.
To our knowledge, there are no existing emission estimates for the entire Ray Mine, although, as
explained in Section 3.1.1.5, Air Permitting Requirements for Industrial Sources, and Appendix C, Agency
Responsibilities, the Ray Mine operates under the terms and conditions of a Title V Operating Permit
issued by Pinal County. This permit has been recently updated to include the proposed Ripsey Wash TSF.
As explained in the cumulative impact section, the new TSF is simply a replacement for the Elder Gulch
TSF, although there would be some short-term increases in emissions during the construction period.
Under a no-action alternative, as explained in Section 2.2, No Action Alternative, the Ray Mine would
continue operations, albeit at a lower production rate when the Elder Gulch TSF reaches capacity and
when there are no areas for tailings from the Ray Concentrator. At that point, overall emissions at the
Ray Mine would likely decrease.
The Hayden Smelter currently operates under a Title V air quality operating permit (No. 1000042), that
was issued and is overseen by the Arizona DEQ. As explained in the cumulative impact section, the new
TSF is simply a replacement for the Elder Gulch TSF, although there would be some short-term increases
in emissions during the construction period.

3-38
Comment noted. Section 1.2.1, Scope of the Analysis, has been clarified.
Comment Document #4
Arizona House of Representatives (Frank Pratt and T.J. Shope, Arizona State Representatives)
4-1
Comment noted.
Comment Document #5
Town of Kearny (Sam Hosler, Mayor)
5-1

Comment noted.
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Comment Document #6
Town of Hayden (Bobby Smith, Mayor; Maria Munoz, Vice Mayor; Jeremy Garcia, Dean Hetrick, Thomas Lagunas, Enrique
Lopez, and Gloria Ruiz, Councilmembers)
6-1

Comment noted.

Comment Document #7
Town of Winkelman (Louis Bracamonte, Mayor; Nolberto Waddell, Vice Mayor: Elaine Chillson, Anita Hinojos, and Felix
Marquez, Councilmembers)
7-1
Comment noted.
Comment Document #8
The Hopi Tribe (Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, Director of Hopi Cultural Preservation Office)
8-1

Comment noted.

8-2

Comment noted. The cultural resources analysis for this project has included a 100% survey of an area of
potential effect (APE) associated with the project, along with a 100-foot-wide buffer. Such resources
mentioned in this comment were not encountered.

8-3

The Corps is developing a historic properties treatment plan and a memorandum of agreement to
address adverse effects to NRHP-eligible sites in the APE. The Hopi Tribe will be invited to participate and
will be provided draft and final copies of all reports generated under this plan.

8-4

Copies of Phase 1 reports will be provided as requested

8-5

The Ripsey Wash Alternative evaluated in the EIS has been determined by the Corps to be the “least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative”. Under federal guidelines, this is the only alternative
for which a 404 permit can be issued.

8-6
Comment noted.
Comment Document #9
White Mountain Apache Tribe (Mark Altaha, THPO)
9-1

Comment noted. The Corps is developing a historic properties treatment plan and a memorandum of
agreement to address adverse effects to NRHP-eligible sites in the APE. The White Mountain Apache
Tribe will be invited to participate and will be provided draft and final copies of all reports generated
under this plan.

Comment Document #10
U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of the Secretary, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
(Patricia Sanderson Port, Regional Environmental Officer)
10-1
Comment noted.
Comment Document #11
U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona Services Office (Steven Spangle, Field Supervisor)
11-1

Comment noted.

11-2

See comment response 3-5. The Corps has fully evaluated the original array of alternatives in the
404(b)(1) alternatives analysis and has evaluated those alternatives as required under our 404(b)(1)
guidelines. Alternatives were first screened to determine whether they meet the applicant’s purpose
and need statement. Then alternatives were screened for practicability. Two alternative locations were
brought forward for analysis based on this analysis in the EIS and the 404(b)(1). By first screening
alternatives under the 404(b)(1) guidelines, it allowed the Corps to screen out alternatives that could not
be permitted under the guidelines and thus could be eliminated from further consideration in the EIS.
The Corps also revisited the East Dam TSF site near the town of Hayden for tailings storage and
reaffirmed the Draft EIS determination that the East Dam TSF site is not practicable. Additional
clarification has been added to Appendix B, Alternative Screening and Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1)
Alternative Analysis.
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11-3

The Corps also revisited the potential of multiple tailings storage sites that would together store, in total,
the amount of tailings requested by Asarco, but the Corps reaffirmed the Draft EIS determination that
multiple (smaller volume) tailings storage sites area not practicable. Additional clarification has been
added to Appendix B, Alternative Screening and Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Alternative Analysis.

11-4

The Corps corrected inconsistencies in the descriptions in the TSF design, reclamation and closure
between the Draft EIS and the APP submitted and approved by the Arizona DEQ for the Ripsey Wash TSF
alternative.

11-5

The closure plan description is comparatively minimal since it describes a simple, yet effective, plan for
stabilizing the TSF surface and other mine facilities. This plan satisfies the requirements of the BLM and
the Arizona Mining Inspector, and addresses the APP requirements of the Arizona DEQ. The proposed
rock surface also complements the proposed post-mining land use of constructing a solar panel array
field in terms of site maintenance and vegetation/weed control. Therefore, this text description satisfies
the purpose of the EIS. It may also be noted that a final closure plan must be submitted to the Arizona
DEQ at least 30 days prior to mine closure.

11-6

See comment response 3-12.

11-7

Section 2.3.12.2, Ripsey Wash TSF Temporary Cessation, and Section 2.4.12.2, Hackberry Gulch TSF
Temporary Cessation, explain that operational and environmental maintenance and monitoring
requirements would continue in the event of a temporary shutdown of the TSF. The APP from the
Arizona DEQ would require that Asarco provide notice of temporary cessation and provide a plan for
maintenance of discharge control systems and monitoring. Asarco would be required by the permit to
continue to maintain discharge control systems and monitoring during the temporary cessation period.
Failure to comply with the permit conditions be responsible to ensure that Asarco complies with the
terms and conditions of the APP, even during periods of temporary cessation of operations. Failure to
comply with the APP conditions would be a permit violation.
The commenter refers to 30-year post closure activities. Such a reference is not included in the Draft EIS.
It is suspected that the commenter may be referencing a 30-year period which the Arizona DEQ, as a
matter of practice, allows in APP approvals for determination of closure and post-closure cost estimates
for larger discharging facilities, such as the TSF being proposed by Asarco. Under the approved APP for
the RIpsey Wash, the Arizona DEQ will require the updating of the estimated closure and post-closure
costs every six years. The Arizona DEQ will not release the applicant under an APP permit from the
compliance requirements of that permit are met, even if that timeframe extends into hundreds of years
of post-closure activity.

11-8

The toe of the proposed Ripsey Wash TSF embankment (at full build-out) is approximately 2,850 feet
from the Gila River.
Several commenters asked about the history of any tailings embankment and pipeline failures at for the
existing Elder Gulch TSF at the Ray Mine. Asarco provided the Corps with a February 15, 2017 technical
memorandum (Asarco 2017) regarding this inquiry, and the Corps has included Asarco’s technical
memorandum as Exhibit A, February 15, 2017 Asarco Technical Memorandum, in this Appendix.

11-9

The Corps did not perform a functional assessment of Waters of the U.S. on alternatives that were
determined “not practicable” in the 404(b)(1) analysis. A preliminary determination was performed for
Hackberry Gulch; however, the Corps determined that no detailed work would be completed for
Hackberry Gulch unless it was chosen as the preferred alternative.

11-10

See comment response 11-9.

11-11

The analysis of alternative facilities (i.e., pipelines and roads) was considered in Appendix B, Alternative
Screening and Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Alternative Analysis.

Comment Document #12
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, Lower Colorado Region
Sean Heath, Chief of Environmental Resource Management Division
12-1

Figures revised.
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12-2

Comment noted. Asarco is working with the BLM to obtain the proper land authorization approvals for
these facilities. See Section 1.5.2, Bureau of Land Management.

12-3

As indicated in Section 2.3.10.6, vegetation clearing and pipeline bridge construction would occur outside
of the yellow-billed cuckoo and southwestern willow flycatcher season.

Comment Document #13
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Southwestern Region Regional Office
(Laura White, Arizona National Scenic Trail Administrator)
13-1

Comments noted.

13-2

The text was revised in the Land Use, Recreation, and Visual Resources sections of the Executive
Summary to include effects on Gila River Passage. Visibility of TSF from Gila River passage would impact
5.4 miles of trail, not 7.6 as stated in comment. The text has been revised accordingly.

13-3

Revegetation is considered infeasible to due inadequate soils and lack of precipitation (see Section 3.2,
Soils). Irrigating TSF (over 1,900 acres) is considered infeasible due to arid nature of climate; soils would
rapidly dry and wind would blow most soil off the TSF.
The proposed post-mining land use being considered for the TSF sites is the placement of a photovoltaic
array (solar panels) atop the TSF, which means a continuing, post-closure industrial use of the site. This
post-project concept was discussed in the Draft EIS in Section 8.2, Post-Mining Land Uses, of Appendix I,
Applicant Project Mitigation. Some additional discussion on this post-mining land use has been added to
help clarify this proposed post-project land use in Section 2.3.12, Ripsey Wash TSF Closure and
Reclamation and in Section 2.4.12, Hackberry Gulch TSF Closure and Reclamation.

13-4

Suggestions noted. See comment response 13-3.

13-5

The EIS text has been revised to reflect Asarco’s decision to construct the new Arizona Trail segment
early in the construction of the Ripsey Wash TSF, before or as part of the construction of the realigned
Florence Kelvin highway.

13-6

Text revised.

13-7

Section 3.8, Noise, has been clarified to address noise impacts on users of the Arizona Trail.

13-8

Text was clarified to discuss noise effects of Hackberry Gulch on the existing Arizona Trail.

13-9

Text revised.

13-10

Text clarified.

13-11

Text revised. Visual effects of the Arizona Trail as seen from adjacent lands is discussed in Section
3.14.2.2, Effects of Ripsey Wash TSF Alternatives (Visual Resources).

13-12

The text has been revised.

13-13

A new KOP from the realigned trail segment has been added. Views of the TSF were simulated from just
one location along this section (the Tortilla Mountains Passage), since there’s only 2.2 miles of view from
this passage and the other locations have partial views. The selected KOP provides the closest and most
expansive view of the tailings from the realigned trail segment.
Visibility from the existing and new trail routes was shown on Figure 45.
See response to comment on Section 3.9.22 (comment #13-11) regarding visual effects of the trail bench
cuts.
Additional data on miles of Arizona Trail north and south of the Gila River with views of the TSF
alternatives and realigned highway, as well as miles affected in addition to the Ray Mine view, have been
added. This data has been separated into just two distance zones, foreground/middleground and
background, since the BLM combines the foreground and middleground into one distance zone. Text has
also been added, however, to describe the instances where project features are located less than a half
mile from the Arizona Trail or the Florence-Kelvin highway.
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13-14

The text in Section 3.17, Irreversible and Irretrievable Resource Commitment, was expanded to include
recreation impacts. Specific miles of the Arizona Trail to be directly impacted is set forth in Section 3.9,
Recreation. Section 3.17, Irreversible and Irretrievable Resource Commitment is intended as a brief
summary of irreversible and irretrievable resource commitments, with the comparison of alternatives
provided in the Executive Summary (Table 1).

13-15

Text revised. Direct cumulative effects on the Arizona Trail were described for the Ripsey Wash TSF
alternative only, since the Arizona Trail would not be directly impacted by either the Hackberry Gulch TSF
or under the no action alternative.

13-16

Section 4.0, Cumulative Impacts, lists the regional activities to be included in the cumulative impacts
analysis, which includes the Resolution Copper project but not the SunZia or other projects mentioned in
the comment. A general reference to other developments that would cumulatively affect the trail
experience, however, was added.

13-17
Comment noted.
Comment Document #14
U.S. Coast Guard (David Sulouff, Chief of Bridge Section in 11th Coast Guard District)
14-1
Comment noted.
Comment Document #15
Arizona Game and Fish Department (Tom Finley, Assistant Director of Field Operations)
15-1

Comment noted. Though not included as a cooperating agency, this agency was afforded a number of
opportunities to participate in scoping activities, including on-site meetings and agency meetings.

15-2

Comment noted. The Corps’s position is that there has been adequate coordination with Arizona Game
and Fish Department (AGFD) under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. It is not clear what additional
coordination could take place. AGFD has been afforded numerous opportunities to provide input into
the EIS process and the EIS has addressed issues raised by AGFD.

15-3

The Corps position is that, within the context of the Corps’s Clean Water Act authority and scope of
analysis, there has been adequate consideration of all the comments contained in your April 28, 2016
letter and provided responses or made edits in the EIS document as appropriate.

15-4

The Corps does not plan to issue another Draft EIS. The Corps has carefully reviewed the comments
received on the Draft EIS, including comments on the need for additional alternatives, and reaffirmed
that there are no significant changes to the information and conclusions reached in the Draft EIS. The
Ripsey Wash TSF and the Hackberry Gulch TSF sites remain as the practicable alternatives to be
considered in the Final EIS. As noted in several previous comment responses (i.e., 3-5, 3-23 and 11-3),
additional clarification has been added to Appendix B, Alternative Screening and Clean Water Act Section
404(b)(1) Alternative Analysis.

15-5

The Corps disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the purpose and need statement is
“unnecessarily restricted.” The commenter should recognize that the proposed project would be a
privately-funded project, and thus the project must meet the Asarco’s purpose and need for the project,
which is the creation of additional 750-million-ton tailings storage to support the ongoing operations of
the Ray Mine. The Corps, as a federal agency, does not dictate a private company’s project needs; rather
the Corps applies regulatory rules and guidelines to the project being requested. An important part of
the project is the ability of the Asarco to continue to use the extensive infrastructure in which the
company has a substantial investment and to continue to operate the Ray Mine under the proven
processes already in existence at the site.

15-6

See comment response 3-21 and revised discussion in Section 3.3, Geology, Geotechnical and
Geochemistry; Section 3.4, Surface Water Hydrology; and Section 3.6, Groundwater Hydrology.
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The commenter is correct in that seepage that infiltrates into the alluvium underlying the TSF would
migrate in this alluvium material and be intercepted by seepage collection trenches, cut-off walls and
pumpback systems, and would be routed into reclaim ponds from which this water would be returned to
the Ray Concentrator and/or the tailings impoundment, with no discharge to the Gila River.
The statements about “limited” bedrock recharge and “further reduced” infiltration into the underlying
alluvium and bedrock do not contradict the first comment. Common sense would follow that, at full
footprint, the rate of recharge to the underlying alluvium and bedrock through increasingly thick,
relatively low-permeable tailings would decrease. Moreover, seepage that would enter the alluvium
would continue to be captured by the downgradient seepage collection trenches, cut-off walls,
pumpback systems and reclaim ponds. With regard to the quality of seepage, the humidity cell test
results set forth in Section 3.3.1.4, Geochemistry, indicate that seepage quality would not exceed ALs or
AQLs prescribed in the APP.
The commenter is also correct that the area under the Ripsey Wash TSF embankment would be partially
lined with underdrains constructed beneath the two starter dams to collect the seepage in the Main and
East Reclaim Impoundments. As noted above, seepage collection trenches, cut-off walls, pumpback
systems and reclaim ponds would be constructed within the Ripsey Wash and East Drainage to intercept
seepage flows within the alluvium.
The particle tracking component of the Groundwater Modeling Report did in fact simulate capture of
seepage through alluvial washes by the seepage collection trench in Ripsey Wash and the cutoff wall and
pumpback system in the East Drainage. Moreover, it did not show any particle movement into the Gila
River during the 65-year transient simulation. In addition, particle tracking showed movement along the
Hackberry Fault, but did not show any particle movement into Zelleweger Wash during the 65-year
transient simulation.
The commenter is mistaken that the Elder Gulch TSF is an analog for either the Ripsey Wash TSF or the
Hackberry Gulch TSF. Unlike the Elder Gulch TSF, the Ripsey Wash TSF or the Hackberry Gulch TSF would
not have rock underdrain systems under the entire tailings facility that are designed to route water from
the tailings and the drainages at the rear of the TSF into a reclaim pond located at the base of the tailings
embankment. The Elder Gulch underdrains were designed to be highly permeable, and the rock used in
these underdrains was mineralized, leading to different seepage water quality than expected at either
the Ripsey Wash or Hackberry Gulch TSFs.
As explained in comment response 3-20, Asarco prepared a Technical Memorandum explaining why
seepage seen at Elder Gulch is not a good analog for seepage from the proposed Ripsey Wash TSF or
Hackberry Gulch TSF. The mineralized material used to construct the underdrain system and the TSF
embankment affects the quality of seepage seen at the Elder Gulch TSF. In contrast, the proposed starter
dams at the Ripsey Wash TSF and Hackberry Gulch TSF would be constructed using non-mineralized
materials collected at that site, as set forth in Section 3.3.1.4, Geochemistry, and there will be no rock
underdrains beneath the tailings materials at either the RIpsey Wash TSF or the Hackberry Gulch TSF.
Both during operations and following closure, the Ripsey Wash TSF must comply with requirements of an
APP approved by the Arizona DEQ. This permit mandates that seepage or groundwater that exceeds
regulatory requirements will be captured and contained.
Also see comment responses 3-20 and 3-21.

15-8

See comment response 3-21.

15-9

The Corps does not believe that the Ray Mine and full utilization of sulfide ore resources at site makes
the Ray Mine a connected action. As explained in Section 2.2, No Action Alternative, the Ray mine can
continue to operate and sulfide ore resources can continue to be mined at the Ray Mine well into the
future. This sort of “but for” causation has been rejected by the Supreme Court as a basis for
determining the scope of the NEPA analysis. See Department of Transportation v. Public Citizen, 541 U.S.
752 (2004).
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The Ray Land Exchange is discussed in Section 11.0, Asarco-BLM Ray Land Exchange, in Appendix D,
Regional Activity.
Under Section 1.2, Scope and Content of the EIS, the Corps explains that it does not consider the pending
BLM Asarco Ray Land Exchange (Ray Land Exchange) as a connected action with respect to the proposed
TSF. The proposed new TSF project has been separately planned by Asarco to address a different purpose
and need, and the TSF project and the Ray Land Exchange have independent utility and can be
implemented independently from each other. The proposed TSF project does not trigger the Ray Land
Exchange or visa-versa.
The Ray Land Exchange would not create an “expansion” of future mining and processing at the Ray
Mine. The cumulative impacts of continuing operations at the Ray Mine are discussed in Section 4.0,
Cumulative Impacts.

15-11

The Elder Gulch TSF operates under an existing APP from the Arizona DEQ and its direct analysis is
outside the scope of this EIS. Potential cumulative impacts for the Ray Mine, which includes the Elder
Gulch TSF, are discussed in Section 4.0, Cumulative Impacts.

15-12

See comment responses 3-4 and 3-16.

15-13

See comment response 3-5.

15-14

See comment response 3-5 and 11-3.

15-15

Rock quarries for the Ripsey Wash TSF are discussed in Section 2.3.6.3, Rock Quarry, and their location is
shown on Figure 2, Site Plan Layout – Ripsey Wash TSF. The BLM controls the mineral estate for these
rock quarries, but Asarco control valid mineral claims for these areas as shown on Figure 33, Ripsey Wash
Alternative Mineral Estates.
Rock quarries for the Hackberry Gulch TSF are discussed in Section 2.4.6.3, Rock Quarries, and their
location is shown on Figure 14, Site Plan Layout – Hackberry Gulch TSF. The BLM controls the mineral
estate for these rock quarries, but Asarco controls valid mineral claims for the borrow sites. The BLM
mineral estate lands and locations of the borrow areas (rock quarries) are shown on Figure 34, Hackberry
Gulch Alternative Mineral Estate.
Also see comment responses 2-57 and 2-58.
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Comment #1. See comment response 15-1.
Comment #2. Request denied. See comment response 15-1.
Comment #3. See comment response 15-1.
Comment #4. The Section 7 consultation process has been completed. A copy of the draft biological
opinion was provided to AGFD since publication of the DEIS and AGFD provided comments on that
opinion. The Final BO was issued on May 11, 2018.
Comment #5. This comment suggests that AGFD has the authority to require 100% compensation for
construction of a project on privately owned land to account for the loss of wildlife habitat. The EIS
provides a full accounting of the environmental effects that would occur to biological resources if one of
the alternatives is implemented, including species of interest to AGFD. Mitigation has been developed
where appropriate considering the magnitude and type of impact and the requirements of the laws that
are applicable to this project. Neither the Corps nor the State of Arizona have regulations in place that
support the application of such mitigation.
Comment #6. Impacts to SGCN and SERI species are addressed in Section 3.15, Wildlife. As explained in
comment response 15-9, the Ray Mine is not a connected action to a new TSF.
Comment #7. See Section 1.2.1, Scope of Analysis; and comment response 15-9.
Comment #8. The Corps disagrees with this comment. Ample discussion has been included in the EIS to
address the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the project. See comment response 15-28 for
discussion of Hayden well field.
Comment #9. See Section 2.3.10.6, Wildlife, for measures to protect the southwestern willow flycatcher
and the yellow-billed cuckoo, who have habitat along the Gila River.
Comment #10. See comment responses 3-12 and 13-3 and sub-comment 5 above. The Corps has no
regulatory authority to require the type and scope of mitigation suggested in this comment.

15-17

See comment response 3-23.

15-18

See comment response 3-5.

15-19

General wildlife mitigation measures are set forth in Section 2.3.10.6, Wildlife, and also in Appendix I,
Applicant Project Mitigation.

15-20

See comment response 3-21.

15-21

Hydrological precipitation methods have been reviewed and accepted by Arizona DEQ.

15-22

See comment response 15-21.

15-23

Preparing a cost estimate for a speculative seepage failure is outside the scope of this EIS.
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To comply with Arizona Revised Statute (A.R.S) 49-243.b.1, under the APP program, Asarco must follow
the Arizona DEQ Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology (BADCT)
(http://legacy.azdeq.gov/environ/water/wastewater/download/badctmanual.pdf) for the design,
construction and operation of a TSF. Part of the assessment to obtain an APP is to ensure that the TSF
will meet the Arizona BADCT embankment stability design requirements as presented in Section 3.5.4.4
and Appendix E of the BADCT Guidance Manual.
Appendix B, Alternatives Screening and Clean Water Act Section 404(B)(1) Alternatives Analysis, sets
forth different tailings storage methods and the comparative risks and benefits associated with each
method. This appendix presents reasons why certain alternatives were not practicable under the Corps
404(B)(1) guidelines. Alternatives were eliminated in this appendix for reasons other than a potential
embankment failure.
To response to the commenter’s claim that 47 separate releases on uncontained hazardous substances
(copper sulfate, copper tailings and leachate) into Mineral Creek from Ray Mine, and two incidents
included more than 13 separate tailings dike breaches, Asarco provided the Corps with a February 15,
2017 technical memorandum (Asarco 2017) to the Corps, in which Asarco responded to two allegations
incorporated in this comment. The Corps has included this technical memorandum as Exhibit A, February
15, 2017 Asarco Technical Memorandum, in this Appendix.

15-25

The Ripsey Wash TSF has been designed using BADCT as required by the Arizona DEQ. Also see comment
response 15-24.

15-26

Section 2.3.2.5, Detention Dams and Diversion Structures, has been clarified and expanded to discuss the
additional lift to be added on the detention dam to be constructed and maintained up-gradient of the
Ripsey Wash TSF. Figure 54, Detention Dam Plan View and Typical Section – Ripsey Wash TSF, has been
added to illustrate this planned addition to the detention dam during operations.

15-27

The need for permanent water diversion at the Ripsey Wash TSF is discussed in Section 2.3.12.3,
Permanent Ripsey Wash TSF Closure Plan. The permanent diversion channel on the east side of the
Ripsey Wash TSF will function with gravity flow, but the topography of the west side of the tailings facility
will not allow such an arrangement. Asarco would continue to maintain and operate the detention dams
and stormwater pumping and piping system designed to route stormwater around the west side of the
Ripsey Wash TSF. These systems would be maintained by Asarco, or an entity designated by Asarco, in
perpetuity. This plan has been approved by the Arizona DEQ in the APP for the Ripsey Wash TSF.
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As the commenter noted, and stated in Section 2.3.7, Water Use and Management, Asarco has the legal
water right to use the water from its Hayden well field. The Ray Mine uses approximately 3 – 5,000
gallons per minute (gpm) of water delivered from the Hayden well field, which is located downstream of
the confluence of the Gila and San Pedro rivers, near the community of Hayden, approximately 20 miles
southeast of the Ray Mine. The Hayden well field draws water from the alluvial formation surrounding
the Gila River. Asarco does not own or operate any wells in the San Pedro River watershed.
As explained in Section 3.4.1.1, Regional Setting, in Section 3.4, Surface Water Hydrology, annual flows in
the Gila River at the United States Geological Survey (USGS) Kelvin stream gaging station (USGS Gaging
Station 09474000) are extremely variable because of natural variability, withdrawals for irrigation and
water discharge regulation from the upstream Coolidge Dam. The typical mean flows in the Gila River at
this gaging station range from approximately 300 cubic feet per second (cfs) to around 600 cfs, which
converts to a range of 134,640 gpm to 269,280 gpm. The Ray Mine use of 3-5,000 gpm correlates to
approximately 1.1% to 3.7% of the flows in the Gila River at the Kelvin gaging station, but the
aforementioned Gila River surface flows do not reflect that amount of water underflow and water
storage contained in the alluvial material surrounding the Gila River.
It should be noted that agriculture and municipal use are the major draws of surface and alluvial water
from the Gila River system and the lower Gila River bed is usually dry given the large volumes of water
directed toward irrigation and municipalities. The San Carlos Reservoir, formed by Coolidge Dam located
upstream of the Ray Mine, has a current storage capacity of approximately 885,000 acre feet of water
(288,378,135,000 gallons). This dam was constructed in 1928 to store water for irrigation of the San
Carlos Irrigation Project lands. A number of minor diversion dams have been constructed along the Gila
River to support water storage and diversion for irrigation purposes.
The Corps has included discussion about the Hayden well field in Section 2.1, Ray Mine, of Appendix D,
Regional Activity, and in Section 4.0, Cumulative Impacts.

15-29

See comment response 15-28.

15-30

The Ripsey Wash TSF, and its associated surrounding facilities (seepage control trenches, cut-off walls,
pumpback systems and reclaim ponds) would not be within the 500-year flood plain of the Gila River.
The toe of the proposed Ripsey Wash TSF embankment (at full build-out) is approximately being 2,350
feet from and approximately 80 feet above the 500-year flood plain. The toe of the reclaim pond in
Ripsey Wash would be over 1,000 feet from and approximately 30 feet above the 500-year flood plain.
See Figure 5, Reclaim and Seepage Trench – Ripsey Wash TSF.
The commenter is correct that the Ripsey Wash TSF would be constructed within the 500-year flood plain
of the Ripsey Wash; but this floodplain would disappear with the TSF construction. As explained in
Section 2.3.2.5, Detention Dams and Diversion Structures, and shown on Figure 2, Site Plan Layout –
Ripsey Wash TSF, Asarco plans to construct a detention dam in Ripsey Wash up-gradient of the Ripsey
Wash TSF; this detention dam would be initially constructed to contain a 500-year return interval storm.
Water intercepted by this detention dam would be routed around the Ripsey Wash TSF by pumping
through a piping and small dam system for eventual discharge into the Zelleweger Wash, an ephemeral
drainage located to the west of Ripsey Wash. During operations, the Ripsey Wash up-gradient detention
dam would be raised to contain runoff from the probable maximum precipitation event.
As further explained in Section 2.3.2.5, Detention Dams and Diversion Structures, and shown on Figure 2,
Site Plan Layout – Ripsey Wash TSF, Asarco also plans to intercept stormwater flow on the east side of
the proposed Ripsey Wash TSF and route this flow through an approximate 16,000-foot (about 3-mile
long) diversion channel, which would be designed to handle flow from a 100-year, 24-hour storm event.
Several commenters asked about the history of any tailings embankment and pipeline failures at for the
existing Elder Gulch TSF at the Ray Mine. Asarco provided the Corps with a February 15, 2017 technical
memorandum (Asarco 2017) regarding this inquiry, and the Corps has included Asarco’s technical
memorandum as Exhibit A, February 15, 2017 Asarco Technical Memorandum, in this Appendix.
A discussion on the consequences that would result from an extremely unlikely catastrophic Ripsey Wash
TSF tailings embankment failure is found in Section 3.16, Design Considerations, Accidents and Spills.
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The Corps has included additional information in the EIS to clarify and further describe the design,
construction and operation of the proposed stormwater diversion channels, reclaim ponds and the draindown ponds. See Sections 2.3.2.5, Detention Dams and Diversion Structures; Section 2.3.2.9, Reclaim
Ponds; and Section 2.3.2.11, Pumping Booster Station and Tailings Drain-Down Pond.
To better illustrate the aforementioned facilities and structures, the Corps has also added several figures
to the EIS document. These are Figure 54, Detention Dam Plan View and Typical Section – Ripsey Wash
TSF; Figure 55, Typical Sections of East Diversion and Stormwater Channel – Ray Wash TSF; and Figure 56,
Reclaim Pond and Seepage Trench – Hackberry Gulch TSF.
The detention dams and stormwater diversion channels to be installed at either the Ripsey Wash or
Hackberry Gulch TSF sites would be constructed in native ground and without any synthetic liner or side
slopes that would cause an entrapment impediment for wildlife.
The reclaim ponds would be lined with a synthetic liner (80-mil HDPE or equivalent), but this facility will
be fenced with an 8-foot high chain link fence to discourage wildlife and unauthorized human access to
the pond.
Although the drain-down ponds will be lined with a synthetic liner similar to the reclaim ponds, Asarco
will leave an ingress/egress slope that would allow maintenance and clean-out of the pond (in the event
that tailings are captured the pond from a pipeline operational emergency). This ingress/egress area
would also allow for an escape route for wildlife that might inadvertently enter the pond. Asarco is also
planning to fence the drain-down ponds with an 8-foot high chain link fence to discourage wildlife and
unauthorized human access to the pond.
The reclaim ponds and drain-down ponds would be reclaimed as part of the post-closure activities
described in Section 2.3.12.3, Permanent Ripsey Wash TSF Closure Plan, and Section 2.4.12.3, Permanent
Hackberry Gulch TSF Closure Plan. The stormwater diversion channels and detention dams upstream of
the TSF sites would remain, and be monitored and maintained in perpetuity by Asarco or an entity
designated by Asarco. See Section 2.3.12.3, Permanent Ripsey Wash TSF Closure Plan, and Section
2.4.12.3, Permanent Hackberry Gulch TSF Closure Plan.
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Issue #1 - ESA species and their Critical Habitats are addressed in Section 3.15.1.12, Section 3.15.2.15,
and in the Biological Assessment prepared for the project analysis. Formal Section 7 Consultation has
been initiated with the USFWS on the potential project effect on listed threatened and endangered
species. Mitigation measures specific to Endangered Species Act (ESA) species are also discussed in detail
in the Biological Assessment. The Sonoran desert tortoise is not an ESA species and is discussed in Section
3.15.1.9, Reptiles and Amphibians; 3.15.1.11, BLM Sensitive Wildlife Species and Arizona Wildlife Species
of Concern (WSC); 3.15.2.2.12, Reptiles and Amphibians, and 3.15.2.2.14, BLM Sensitive Wildlife Species
and Arizona Wildlife Species of Concern (WSC).
Issue #2 – Suggested general wildlife mitigation measures have been added to Section 3.15.3. MIKE – Do
we want to add a potential mitigation section at the end of Section 3.15, Wildlife? See comment
response 15-31 regarding the long-term maintenance of diversion channels and possible entrapment of
wildlife.
Issue #3 - The EIS addresses the environmental effects associated with potential issuance of a Clean
Water Act, Section 404 permit, addresses compensatory mitigation for the loss of aquatic functions and
values as required under the 2008 Mitigation Rule. In addition, as a federal agency, the Corps is required
to evaluate potential effects of permit issuance on species listed or proposed for listing under the
Endangered Species Act. The Corps is consulting with the USFWS as required and will adopt conservation
measures requested by USFWS as part of this consultation process.
This comment suggests the Corps should require mitigation, in terms of compensatory mitigation, for the
loss of common wildlife habitat occurring on private property (assuming the land exchange is finalized).
As documented in the EIS, there are a number of species, classified as “species of greatest conservation
need (SGCN)” that have the potential to occur within the analysis area; however, none of the upland
habitats present in the analysis area provide unique or uncommon/rare habitat characteristics worthy of
special consideration. Impacts to xeroriparian and riparian habitats, the habitats of greatest concern that
would be affected, are being mitigated as discussed previously. For these reasons, mitigation was not
proposed for common upland habitats. Also see response to comment 15-16 above.
The EIS provides a full accounting of the environmental effects that would occur to biological resources if
one of the alternatives is implemented, including species of interest to AGFD. Mitigation has been
developed, where appropriate, considering the magnitude and type of impact and the requirements of
the laws that are applicable to this project.
This comment also refers to an AGFD policy requiring compensation for the loss of wildlife resources.
The policy describes the AGFD’s authority for implementing this policy with respect to federally funded
land and water projects and on lands administered by the State Lands Department. Neither of these
situations are applicable to the Ray Mine proposed TSF project, and there is no relevant state law placing
this requirement on a project occurring on private land. The Corps also notes that AGFD has been
requesting similar compensation on other Clean Water Act permitting actions for mining projects in
Arizona, while at the same time NOT making such requirements, as a matter of standard practice, on
other permitting actions by the Corps. This dissimilar treatment of projects appears to be arbitrary and
the Corps does not agree with that approach. For these reasons, no changes will be made to the EIS in
response to this comment.
Issue #4 - A noxious weed monitoring and management discussion has been added to Appendix I,
Applicant Project Mitigation.
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The commenter is correct that many of the environmental monitoring measures for a new TSF would be
the responsibility of federal, state and local agencies other than the Corps, because of the statutory and
regulatory responsibilities of those agencies. The overarching responsibilities of pertinent agencies are
explained in Appendix C, Agency Responsibilities (Regulatory Framework). Adherence to these other
regulatory requirements will be addressed as special conditions to the 404 permit to tie compliance with
those requirements with the 404 permit.
Regarding potential wildlife mitigation, see comment responses 15-31 and 15-32.
The Corps believes that monitoring of fish populations, macroinvertebrates and instream habitat quality
upstream and downstream of the project areas within the Gila River is not necessary. Results of
groundwater modeling discussed in Section 3.6, Groundwater Hydrology, showed no seepage movement
to the Gila River. The ADEQ APP point of compliance well network that would be established below the
TSFs would be sufficient monitoring and does not believe that monitoring in the Gila River is necessary.
The points of compliance wells are shown on Figure 30, Groundwater Hydrology – Ripsey Wash TSF and
Figure 31, Groundwater Hydrology – Hackberry Gulch TSF. In addition, the TSFs will be operated as zero
surface water discharge facilities, which would preclude any surface discharge of tailings or decant water
into the Gila River. The stormwater diversions would simply route natural upstream drainage around the
proposed TSF sites.
In addition, as explained in Section 4.5, Surface Water Hydrology Cumulative Impacts, the Gila River
would be most affected by irrigation demands and the upstream storage in and water releases from the
San Carlos Reservoir behind the Coolidge Dam, which is controlled by SCIP.

15-34

See comment response 15-33.

15-35

The groundwater monitoring plan for the Ripsey Wash TSF Alternative is described in Section 2.3.2.10,
Monitoring Wells, Section 3.6.1.1, Ripsey Wash TSF Site, Table 3-37, Groundwater Quality -Ripsey Wash
TSF Site, and Appendix I, Applicant Project Mitigation, Section 4.3, Groundwater Wells. Table 3-37 has
been updated to reflect monitoring well data collected after the Draft EIS was published.
As stated in Appendix I, Applicant Project Mitigation, "Asarco has installed four monitoring wells
downstream of the tailings embankment and proposes that these wells serve as the points of compliance
in the APP for the TSF (Figure 2). The wells will be used to characterize groundwater quality before TSF
operations commence and to monitor groundwater quality throughout facility operations and for some
period of time after closure. Two wells are located in Ripsey Wash, one is in the unnamed drainage east
of Ripsey Wash, and one is within the Hackberry Fault zone." There is no water quality monitoring plan
for surface water collection in the ephemeral Ripsey Wash.

15-36

See comment responses 15-31, 15-32 and 15-33.

15-37

See comment response 3-12 and 15-4.

15-38

For discussion about no revegetation planned for the site, see comment response 13-3. For noxious
weed plan, see comment response 15-32.

15-39

Section 2.3.10.3, Water Resources, has been expanded to address how abandoned mine features within
the footprint of the TSF would be sealed or mined out prior to or during the TSF construction and
operations to prevent seepage. Also see revised discussion in Section 3.16, Design
Considerations/Accidents and Spills for additional discussion on BADCT. Also see comment response 321.

15-40

Additional discussion has been included in Section 2.2, No Action Alternative, to clarify the operation of
the Ray Mine if neither of the TSF action alternatives is selected

15-41

See comment responses 3-1, 3-26, 3-27, 15-27, 15-30, 15-31, and 15-33.
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The Corps disagrees that seepage from the TSF would reach the Gila River; see comment response 3-21.
Water quality will be monitored in Arizona DEQ APP point-of-compliance (POC) wells during operation
and post-closure; see Section 2.3.2.10, Monitoring Wells. Asarco has designed for seepage from the
Ripsey Wash TSF and would capture and recycle any seepage; see Section 2.3.2.7, Hackberry Fault
Seepage Mitigation; Section 2.3.2.8, Seepage Trenches; and, Section 2.3.2.9, Reclaim Ponds.
With regard to closure and post-closure of the TSF, Asarco would be required by the Arizona DEQ APP to
continue to maintain discharge control systems for as long as is necessary to ensure protection of
downgradient receptors, including the Gila River. Failure to comply with APP requirements would be a
permit violation.

15-43

See comment response 3-20.

15-44

The Draft EIS did not make comparisons to aquatic criteria as the APP provides protection from seepage
reaching the Gila River. Seepage would be captured by seepage collection trenches, cutoff walls,
pumpback systems and reclaim ponds for the Ripsey Wash TSF. Arizona DEQ APP point-of-compliance
(POC) wells are appropriately located to detect any water leakage from the TSF. In addition, Section 2.6,
Contingency Plan Requirements, of the APP is designed to address any exceedances in POC wells. See
A.R.S. § 49-243(K)(3), (K)(7) and A.A.C. Rl8-9-A204 and R18-9-A205. If groundwater monitoring indicates
impacts to the aquifer above regulatory requirements, corrective actions would be required under
Section 2.6.6 of the APP.

15-45

See comment responses 3-21 and 15-44.

15-46

See comment response 3-21.

15-47

Standards for sulfate and total dissolved solids are nuisance based. Their presence in groundwater is not
known to pose a risk to vegetation and/or wildlife. The APP provides protection from seepage reaching
the Gila River, thus protecting surface water from the potential nuisance from these parameters.
The Geochemical Characterization Report (AMEC, July 10, 2014) compared humidity cell test results to
Ripsey Wash monitoring well results not to Elder Gulch point of compliance wells. Variable sulfate
concentrations in those wells is attributed to natural variation.
The Elder Gulch TSF is not a geochemical analog to the Ripsey Wash or Hackberry Gulch TSFs (November
1, 2016, Letter to James Steward, Asarco Ray Operations, from Duane Yantorno, Asarco Environmental
Supervisor, regarding Elder Gulch Construction Material Geochemistry). Although sulfate has a
secondary drinking water standard of 250 mg/l, there is no primary or secondary standard for total
dissolved solids (TDS). Background sulfate concentrations in the existing Ripsey Wash groundwater have
ranged from 260 to 1,200 mg/l, all above the above mentioned secondary drinking water standard for
sulfate. The Arizona DEQ-approved APP for the Ripsey Wash TSF does not have standards for either
sulfate or TDS. No change to text is necessary.

15-48

Additional information on the intensity of noise sources has been added to Section 3.15.2.2, Effects of
the Ripsey Wash TSF Alternative (Wildlife). However, as indicated in this section, reaction of animals to
noise varies depending on the intensity of the noise source and whether it is continuous or intermittent.
Transient loud noises would provoke alarm responses; however, many animals learn to ignore more
constant, lower level noise sources that are not associated with negative experiences such as being
chased or hunted.
The extent of wildlife displacement is impossible to predict for most species since the response severity
varies from species to species and can even vary between different individuals of the same species.
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15-49

In Section 3 .9.2.3, Effects of the Hackberry Gulch TSF Alternative (Recreation), the sentence referring to
access from the north or east was deleted because the distance of these trails from the Hackberry Gulch
TSF site makes them not acceptable alternative access routes. The presence of private lands and closed
gates also make these trails unsuitable alternatives for accessing the Dripping Springs Mountains, as
mentioned in this comment. Text has been revised in this EIS section to emphasize loss of access to the
Dripping Springs Mountains resulting from the Hackberry Gulch TSF alternative. Asarco has not proposed
any mitigation measures that would provide access around the southern boundary of the proposed
Hackberry TSF to existing trails east of the TSF. Conducting a detailed inventory of all access routes into
the Dripping Springs Mountains was outside the scope of this EIS.

15-50

See comment response 15-32.

15-51

Hunting information has been updated in Section 3.15.1.2.1, Mammal Species of Economic and
Recreational Importance (SERI).

15-52

Information from the AGFD citation in the comment has been added to Section 3.15.2.2.1, Habitat Loss
and Fragmentation.

15-53

Section 3.15.1.10, Gila River Associated Aquatic Species, has been updated based on the two references
provided in this comment.

15-54

Information on Sonoran desert tortoise has been added to Section 3.15.1.9, Reptiles and Amphibians,
and Section 3.15.1.11, BLM Sensitive Wildlife Species and Arizona Wildlife Species of Concern (WSC).
Impact discussion text for Sonoran desert tortoise has been added to Sections 3.15.2.2, Effects of the
Ripsey Wash TSF Alternative (Wildlife).

15-55

The term "possible" has been changed to "likely to occur" for appropriate species in Table 3-66. The
designation of "possible" is retained for desert sucker, Sonora sucker and longfin dace since surveys have
not found any of these species in reaches of the Gila River near the analysis area since 2002 (Marsh and
Kesner 2006, Kesner and Marsh 2010).

15-56

See comment response 15-55.

15-57

See comment response 15-55.

15-58

Based on more recent fish surveys completed in the Gila River (Marsh and Kesner 2006, Kesner and
Marsh 2010), spikedace is no longer present in the Gila River.

15-59

Citations have been updated in Section 7.0, References.

15-60

Information on the Sonoran desert tortoise has been added to Section 3.15.1.9, Reptiles and Amphibians,
and Section 3.15.1.11, BLM Sensitive Wildlife Species and Arizona Wildlife Species of Concern (WSC).
Impact discussion text for the Sonoran desert tortoise has been added to Section 3.15.2.2, Effects of the
Ripsey Wash TSF Alternative (Wildlife), and Section 3.15.2.3, Effects of the Hackberry Gulch TSF
Alternative (Wildlife).

15-61

A discussion of impacts to critical habitat is provided in 3.15.2.2.15, Threatened, Endangered, Proposed
and Candidate Species. A more detailed and comprehensive discussion of critical habitat impact is
provided in the BA (on file with the Corps and USFWS) prepared for the proposed project.

15-62

The indicated reference has been corrected.

15-63

Additional discussion regarding potential effects to Sonoran desert tortoise from Arizona Trail
construction and mitigation have been added to Sections 3.15.2.2.6, Special Habitat Features, and
3.15.2.2.14, BLM Sensitive and State Wildlife Species of Concern (WSC).

15-64

The extent and location of additional surface water sources outside of the Ripsey Wash and Hackberry
Gulch TSF site footprints are unknown. Additional text on the loss of water sources within the Ripsey
Wash and Hackberry Gulch TSF site footprints has been added to Sections 3.15.2.2.6, Special Habitat
Features (Ripsey Wash TSF), and 3.15.2.3.6, Special Habitat Features (Hackberry Gulch TSF).
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15-65

Impacts to fish populations in the Gila River from releases from the Elder Gulch TSF have been attributed
to the fact that much of the rock used in the construction of this facility was acid-generating. Rock to be
used for construction of the Ripsey Wash or Hackberry Gulch TSF sites would not be acid generating, and
both facilities have to be designed as zero-surface water discharge impoundments. Therefore, there
would be no discharge to the Gila River and no water quality impacts to Gila River fish populations from
the operation of the tailings impoundment. See Section 3.4.2.2, Effects of the Ripsey Wash TSF
Alternative (Surface Water Hydrology), and Section 3.4.2.3, Effects of the Hackberry Gulch TSF
Alternative (Surface Water Hydrology).

15-66

Construction of a new TSF would allow for continued future use of the Ray Concentrator at the Ray Mine,
and continued groundwater pumping from Asarco’s wells for processing water, so there would be no
change from existing conditions. In addition, under the no action alternative, mining and ore processing
would also continue as explained in Section 2.2, No Action Alternative. When the existing Elder Gulch
TSF reaches its full capacity (expected in 2023 or 2024), the Ray Concentrator would have to close under
the no action alternative, thus reducing sulfide ore production from the Ray Mine (given the limits of the
Hayden Concentrator, where sulfide ore is currently shipped and where future sulfide ore would
continue to be shipped even after the Ray Concentrator was closed). This reduction is production, and
with no processing at the Ray Concentrator, it would be expected there would be a decrease in
groundwater extraction from the Hayden well field, which would probably lead to a localized increase in
the water table surrounding the well field. However, because Asarco has adjudicated water rights at the
Hayden well field, they may choose to use the water under their rights for other mine related activities.
Given that the potential future use of Asarco’s water rights is unknown, any future environmental impact
would be speculative and so is beyond the scope of this EIS.

15-67

See comment responses 3-1, 3-13, 3-19, 3-21, 3-23, 3-25, 3-27, 11-8, 15-7, 15-28, 15-30, 15-33, 15-42, 1545, 15-46 and 15-47.

15-68

Section 3.15.2.2.12, Reptiles and Amphibians, indicates most reptiles (including Sonoran desert tortoise)
would be lost within the Ripsey Wash TSF footprint. Impacts to amphibians would be minimal for the
Ripsey Wash alternative since there is little to no suitable habitat for these species within the TSF
footprint.
As indicated in Section 3.15.2.3.12, Reptiles and Amphibians, the risk of impacts to amphibians would be
greater with the Hackberry Gulch alternative since there is suitable amphibian habitat within the TSF
footprint. Sonoran desert tortoise is the only listed BLM sensitive reptile species likely to be affected by
TSF site development.

15-69

There would be no suitable habitat features or food sources to attract Sonoran desert tortoise back into
the TSF sites. Therefore, fencing these areas to preclude the re-entry of Sonoran desert tortoise is
unnecessary and not practical. Reclaim ponds below the tailings impoundment and the drain-down pond
east of the tailings bridge crossing of the Gila River would be fenced with 8-foot chain-link fencing that
would preclude access to Sonoran desert tortoise. Offsite bufflegrass control as a mitigation measure is
beyond the scope of the EIS analysis.

15-70

The tailings to be placed at either the Ripsey Wash or Hackberry Gulch TSF sites would not be acid
generating, and both facilities are designed as zero-surface water discharge impoundments, so there
would be no discharge into the Gila River and no water quality impacts to Gila River fish populations from
tailings impoundment operation. See Section 3.4.2.2, Effects of the Ripsey Wash TSF Alternative (Surface
Water Hydrology), and Section 3.4.2.3, Effects of the Hackberry Gulch TSF Alternative (Surface Water
Hydrology).

15-71

See comment response 15-70.

15-72

Asarco has committed to clearing vegetation in suitable southwestern willow flycatcher and yellow-billed
cuckoo habitat outside of the nesting season for these species.

15-73

Text revised.
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15-74

Section 3.15.2.2.15, Threatened, Endangered, Proposed and Candidate Species, summarizes direct and
indirect impacts to threatened and endangered species and their critical habitats. The summaries are
based on the BA prepared for the project.

15-75

See comment response 15-70.

15-76

See comment response 15-24.

15-77

Potential impacts from erosion, including tailings from the embankment faces during operations and
from the regraded surface of the TSF after closure, are addressed in Section 3.4, Surface Water
Hydrology.
Asarco would be required to obtain and operate under an Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(AZPDES) 402 permit from the Arizona DEQ that would address stormwater control. See Section 9.4,
Industrial Stormwater Permit, in Appendix C, Agency Responsibilities (Regulatory Framework).

15-78

Section 1.2.1, Scope of the Analysis, states the primary focus of this EIS is the identification of direct and
indirect effects associated with the construction of a new TSF and its related components, including the
relocation of a 69-kV electric transmission line owned and operated by SCIP, the reroute of a portion of
the Arizona Trail, and the implementation of compensatory mitigation at multiple locations in the project
region. In Section 4.0, Cumulative Impacts, the Corps has also identified the cumulative effects of the
project, including those of the Ray Mine, within the scope of federal control that could occur as a result
of Asarco’s proposed alternative of a new TSF. The implications associated with the future closure of the
Ray Mine (50 plus years into the future?) are way too speculative to assess at this time and are clearly
outside the scope of this EIS.

15-79

There would be no change to the existing water rights associated with the Hayden well field. Also see
comment response 15-28.

15-80

Additional information on construction and operational lighting has been added to Sections 2.3.6,
Tailings Facility Support Facilities (Ripsey Wash TSF), and 2.4.6, Tailings Facility Support Facilities
(Hackberry Gulch TSF), and a discussion of possible impact to wildlife has been added to Section
3.15.2.2.2, Displacement of Wildlife.

15-81

See comment responses 15-11 and 15-24.

15-82

See comment response 15-70.

15-83

See comment responses 15-66 and 15-70.

15-84

Comment noted. The Corps has considered the comments received from the Arizona Game and Fish
Department.

15-85

See comment responses 3-23, 15-30 and 15-85.

15-86

See comment responses 3-4, 3-17 and 15-5.
The Corps disagrees that the commenter’s claim that the analysis restricted the analysis of multiple,
smaller tailings storage facilities or disposal of tailings within the current or future footprint of the Ray
Mine pit. These options were analyzed and evaluated in Appendix B, Alternative Screening and Clean
Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Alternative Analysis. The results of this analysis found that smaller tailings
storage facilities or disposal of tailings within the current or future footprint of the Ray Mine pit were not
practicable and was therefore eliminated from detailed environmental evaluation in Chapter 3,
Environmental Analysis, of the EIS.

15-87

See comment response 3-8.

15-88

See comment responses 3-4, 3-6, 3-7 and 15-18.

15-89

See comment responses 3-4, 3-6, 3-7 and 15-18.

15-90

See comment responses 3-4, 3-16, and 15-5.
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For protections measures for Gila River and its associated aquatic resources, see comment responses 3-1,
3-13, 3-19, 3-21, 3-23, 3-25, 3-27, 11-8, 15-7, 15-28, 15-30, 15-33, 15-42, 15-45, 15-46 and 15-47.
Discussion regarding the Hayden well field is set forth in comment response 15-28.

15-92

See comment response 3-5.

15-93

See comment response 3-5.

15-94

See comment response 11-2.

15-95

The language in the final 404(b)(1), Purpose and Need, now reads “up to approximately”.

15-96

See comment responses 3-4, 3-5 and 15-5.

15-97

See comment response 3-5.

15-98

Commenter reaffirmed what was discussed about the Devils Canyon alternative in Appendix B,
Alternative Screening and Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Alternative Analysis.
Also see comment response 3-5 and note that additional clarification on the Ripsey Wash TSF and
Hackberry Gulch TSF has been added to Appendix B, Alternative Screening and Clean Water Act Section
404(b)(1) Alternative Analysis.

15-99

See comment response 3-5 and 15-24.

15-100

See comment response 3-21 and 15-7.

15-101

See comment response 3-5.

15-102

See comment response 3-21, 15-11 and 15-28.

15-103

The placement of tailings in the area suggested by the commenter is not practicable. There would be
insufficient storage volume to safely contain the requested 750 million tons of tailings in a structure that
would have realistic and geotechnically acceptable embankment heights. Even if practicable, storage of
tailings in this suggested area could not be sited to avoid disturbance to Waters of the U.S.; and there
would be a need, similar to that of the proposed Ripsey Wash TSF, to capture seepage, although from
several drainages. A TSF in this area would also require the construction of upstream detention dams
and diversion structures, which would capture and route upstream flows around the TSF facility. From
an operation standpoint, Asarco would require pumping of tailings several miles further and nearly 1,000
feet higher than the projected pumping needs for the Ripsey Wash TSF.

15-104

See comment response 15-28.

15-105

The Corps did not see the need to analyze regional biological resources (those beyond the areas of direct
physical impact from the actual TSF and associated infrastructure), given the lack of predicted impact.
Where TSF-related infrastructure does cross the Gila River (i.e., the tailings and water return pipelines
proposed for the Ripsey Wash TSF), the EIS contains a description of these biological resources and
discusses potential impacts to those resources. Based on the proposed seepage and stormwater
safeguards, and the hydrologic monitoring that would be required by the Arizona DEQ, the Corps does
not expect any impacts to the aquatic resources in the Gila River. For protections measures for Gila River
and its associated aquatic resources, see comment responses 3-1, 3-13, 3-19, 3-21, 3-23, 3-25, 3-27, 11-8,
15-7, 15-28, 15-30, 15-33, 15-42, 15-45, 15-46 and 15-47.
As stated in comment response 15-28, Asarco operates its well field near Hayden under its existing water
rights to supply water to the Ray Operations. The commenter mistakenly states that Asarco well field
pumps water from the San Pedro River subflow. The actual well field is located down-drainage of the
confluence of the Gila River and the San Pedro River. Asarco does not own or use any wells that are
located within the San Pedro River bottom.
Potential cumulative impacts for the project from the Ray Mine, including the Hayden well field, are
discussed in Section 4.0, Cumulative Impacts.

15-106

Wildlife impacts are addressed in EIS but not in 404(b)(1).
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15-107

See comment response 3-5.

15-108

See comment response 3-5.

15-109

General mitigation measures for the construction of a TSF are set forth in Appendix I, Applicant Project
Mitigation, and the Corps will require mitigation for loss of waters of the U.S. as addressed in Appendix J,
Compensatory Mitigation. These suggested mitigation measures will be discussed with Asarco and
voluntarily implemented as appropriate.

Comment Document #16
Pinal County (Greg Stanley, County Manager)
16-1

Thank you for the reference information. Section 3.1, Air Quality, has been updated and clarified to
address you comment.

16-2

Comment noted.

16-3

Comment noted.

16-4

Comment noted.

16-5

Comment noted.

16-6

Differences in impacts on threatened and endangered species habitat between the pipeline crossing of
the Gila River versus S.R. 177 are discussed in Sections 3.15.2.2.15, Threatened, Endangered, Proposed
and Candidate Species (Ripsey Wash TSF), and 3.15.2.3.15, Threatened, Endangered, Proposed and
Candidate Species (Hackberry Gulch TSF).

16-7

Comment noted.

16-8

Commented noted.

16-9

Comment noted.

16-10

Comment noted.

16-11

The Corps disagrees. Both the proposed Ripsey Wash TSF and the Hackberry Gulch TSF would allow for
continuation of the Ray Mine operations. The Hackberry Gulch TSF is not a continuation of the existing
Elder Gulch TSF; rather, the Hackberry Gulch TSF will be a new facility.

16-12

The Ray Land Exchange is addressed in Section 1.2.1, Scope of the Analysis, and in Section 11.0, AsarcoBLM Ray Land Exchange, in Appendix D, Regional Activity. This land exchange is also addressed in Section
4.0, Cumulative Impacts, specifically in Section 4.8, Land Use Cumulative Impacts, and in Section 4.10,
Recreation Cumulative Impacts, where it is noted that recreational opportunities could be restricted on
the new private lands that the BLM would transfer to Asarco should the Ray Land Exchange be approved
by the BLM.

16-13

Asarco informed the Corps that the Arizona State Lands Department (ASLD) fixed the size of the parcel to
be included in a future land auction for the Ripsey Wash TSF site to the 7,400-acre size. Asarco did not
request this much property for the purchase; as seen in Table 2-1, Summary of Ripsey Wash TSF
Alternative, Asarco needs less than half of that acreage for this facility.
Asarco will continue to allow areas further than 500 feet from project facilities to remain open to the
public. See Section 3.9.2.2, Effects of the Ripsey Wash TSF Alternative. However, in that same section,
the Corps acknowledges that dispersed recreation use of the area around the Ripsey Wash facility may be
displaced to other areas, especially during construction.
The Arizona Trail would continue to be available for recreationists on Asarco lands (in the event the state
lands are sold to Asarco), even though a portion of the Arizona Trail located on such newly acquired lands
from the ASLD would be relocated under the Ripsey Wash TSF alternative.
If ASLD lands are sold to Asarco, there would be property taxes paid to Pinal County. The ASLD managed
lands in the Ripsey Wash area are currently not taxed under state of Arizona ownership.
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The Corps understands that Asarco has committed to the responsibility for payment and relocation of the
Arizona Trail around the Ripsey Wash TSF, if this alternative is selected. It is part of their proposed
action.
The Corps also understands that Asarco would relocate and build the relocated section of the Arizona
Trail to meet the specifications agreed to by the Arizona Trail Partner Group (ATPG), a group whose
function is explained in Section 2.3.2.3, Arizona National Scenic Trail.

16-15

See comment response 16-14.
The Corps has no authority to require Asarco to pay or reimburse Pinal County for any costs associated
with the Arizona Trail or its relocation. Such an agreement or arrangement would have to be made
directly between Pinal County and Asarco.

16-16

See comment 16-14.
The Corps understands that the relocation of the Arizona Trail and trailhead would occur when tailings
facility construction and operations would directly impact the existing Arizona Trail. This would occur as
part of the proposed early construction work for the project, should the Ripsey Wash TSF alternative be
selected.
Upon review of the early construction activities proposed for the Ripsey Wash TSF Alternative, the Corps
determined that relocation of the Florence-Kelvin highway and construction of the eastside diversion
structure would preclude public access to the existing trailhead or physically disturb the Arizona Trail.
Therefore, the Corps has revised Section 2.3.2.3, Arizona National Scenic Trail, to clarify the Asarco
commitment to relocate the Arizona Trail and the trailhead when TSF construction would have a direct
impact on these items.

16-17

The Corps does not expect any major maintenance to be required of the Arizona Trail after its proper
construction. In addition, the Corps has no authority to require Asarco to fund maintenance for the
relocated portion of the Arizona Trail or maintenance on the relocated trailhead. Such an agreement or
arrangement would have to be made directly between Pinal County and Asarco, or with some other
group, such as the Arizona Trail Association.

16-18

The Corps has no authority to require Asarco to place the relocated Arizona Trail on lands purchased
from private entities or the ASLD into a conservation easement or to require Asarco to provide similar
protection, such as deeding an easement to either the BLM or Pinal County. Such an agreement or
arrangement would have to be made directly between Pinal County and Asarco, Asarco and the Arizona
Trail Association, and/or the BLM and Asarco.

16-19

See comment response 16-14.
The Corps understands that Asarco’s proposed action is to build the relocated section of the Arizona Trail
to meet the specifications agreed to by the Arizona Trail Partner Group (ATPG), a group whose function is
explained in Section 2.3.2.3, Arizona National Scenic Trail.

16-20

Revegetation of the TSF is not deemed to be practical considering the site’s soil and moisture conditions
and the extensive water requirements to re-establish revegetation.

16-21

It is not clear what “additional corridor and/or land acquisition” that the commenter is seeking to
mitigate for the “permanent visual degradation of the RW TSF. It is difficult to assess a mitigation
measure without specifics. Similar to response 16-18, the Corps has no authority to require Asarco to
purchase additional corridor and/or other lands as a mitigation measure for effects to visual resources.
Such an agreement or arrangement would have to be made directly between Pinal County and Asarco or
with other interested parties.

16-22

Asarco plans to allow continued OHV access between Kearny and Florence-Kelvin Highway through
Asarco lands south of TSF.

16-23

Text revised.

16-24

Text revised.
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16-25

The Corps and the BLM are responsible for the timing of the individual approvals, and one agency cannot
dictate to another on that timing. However, given BLM oversight on the Arizona Trail on their
administered lands, Asarco should obtain the appropriate approval from the BLM before construction
and operational activities physically disturb the Arizona Trail.

16-26

Language regarding Arizona Trail objectives has been deleted from Section 2.3.2.3, Arizona National
Scenic Trail. Asarco plans to build the relocated portion Arizona Trail as part of their initial site
construction work, which would involve the construction of the realigned Florence Kelvin highway.

16-27

Section 3.9.2.2, Effects of the Ripsey Wash TSF Alternative (Recreation) has been revised to address
impacts on County's OHV network.

16-28

The new route for the Florence-Kelvin highway will be considerably less visible and audible from the
Arizona Trail route proposed in the Draft EIS. Sections 3.8, Noise, and 3.9, Recreation, have been
expanded to clarify the noise impacts on recreationalists using the Arizona Trail. Section 3.14, Visual
Resources, has also been expanded to clarify the visual impacts to hikers along the Arizona Trail,
including length of view of the new Florence Kelvin highway alignment.

16-29

Text revised.

16-30

Section 3.9.1.4 describes ROS system. ROS designations were developed for privately owned land merely
as a means to assess existing conditions, and does not assume recreational access to private lands.
Comment regarding preference for Hackberry site is noted.

16-31

Statement deleted. Discussion of impacts on Arizona Trail north of the Gila River is expanded.

16-32

Text revised.

16-33

Text revised.

16-34

Text revised to describe the predominance of the embankment rather than the tailings surface in the
view from this KOP.

16-35

Sentence comparing the two alternatives was deleted. Direct cumulative effects on the Arizona Trail
described as only relevant to the Ripsey Wash TSF alternative.

16-36

Text revised to eliminate reference to hand-built trail.

16-37

See Section 2.3.2.1, Florence-Kelvin Highway. The Corps understands that Asarco has committed to pay
for the relocation of the Florence-Kelvin around the Ripsey Wash TSF, if this alternative is selected. The
Corps has no authority to set the construction standards to be used for this relocation; these standards
would be part of an agreement between Asarco and Pinal County.

Comment Document #17
American Legion PAL Post #18 (Michael Dinwiddie, Commander)
17-1

Comment noted.

Comment Document #18
Arizona Mining Reform Coalition
18-1

Comment noted. See Section 1.5.2, Bureau of Land Management.

18-2

Comment noted.

18-3

This comment is a general declarative comment on the status of the EIS, 404 permit application, and the
project and does not contain any specifics to back up this assertion. Many sections of the EIS describe
the statutory and regulatory responsibilities of the Corps and the BLM related to the proposed project
and these responsibilities are being met. For example, see Section 1.2, Scope and Content of the Draft
EIS; Section 1.3, Purpose and Need; Section 1.4, Decision Framework; and Section 1.5, Agency
Responsibilities and Jurisdictions. Also, see Appendix C, Agency Responsibilities (Regulatory Framework).
Decision makers from the Corps, BLM and other agencies are responsible for ensuring that the proposed
project complies with their regulatory charge.
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18-4

This comment is a general and declarative comment regarding the adequacy of the EIS and does not
contain any specific facts or arguments to support the commenter’s assertion. As stated in Section 1.2.1,
Scope of Analysis, and demonstrated throughout the EIS, the Corps has completed the EIS in accordance
with procedures specified by Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for NEPA (40 CFR §1500
– 1508), CEQ guidance, the Corps’ NEPA Implementation Procedures for the Regulatory Program (33 CFR
Part 325, Appendix B), and South Pacific Division’s Standard Operating Procedure for Preparing and
Coordinating EIS Documents (12509-SPD).

18-5

This comment covers six issue areas, which are addressed below:
1)

Ray and Hayden Operations as a connected action. The commenter states their opinion that the
scope of the DEIS should have included Asarco’s operations at both Ray Mine and Hayden. As
discussed in the DEIS, and expanded on in sub-response 6 below, the Corps is required to develop a
scope of analysis for an EIS for 404 permits based on the nature of the impacts to waters of the U.S.
to occur and the relationship of those areas to
The scope of analysis for the Corps’ Regulatory Program has two distinct elements: determining (1)
the areas directly or indirectly affected by the federal action; and (2) how to evaluate direct,
indirect, and cumulative environmental effects. For the purposes of NEPA, the analysis area is
limited to the specific activity requiring a Corps permit and any additional portions of the entire
project over which there is sufficient federal control and responsibility to warrant review. In
establishing the scope of analysis, the Corps must consider four basic factors to determine the
extent of federal control and responsibility over a project (33 CFR Part 325, Appendix B). The
following is a discussion of these four factors with respect to the proposed project.
a.

Whether the regulated activity comprises ‘merely a link’ in a corridor-type project. The
regulated activity in this case is a mining operation that requires placement of fill within
waters of the U.S. This is not a corridor type project and this is not part of a series of
projects being evaluated; thus, the Corps would not extend the scope of its EIS analysis
beyond waters of the U.S impact footprints based on this factor.

b.

Whether there are aspects of the upland facility in the immediate vicinity of the regulated
activity that affect the location and configuration of the regulated activity. To construct
the TSF, Asarco has identified a number of elements that are required. Because some of
the new required elements would impact waters of the U.S, and because the project
elements are all required to accomplish the project purpose, the scope of analysis has
been expanded to include the proposed project as a whole. Other facilities associated
with Ray and Hayden operations were either constructed pre-Clean Water Act or
evaluated under previous 404 permits and associated NEPA documentation. It would not
be appropriate to evaluate only the impact footprints to waters of the U.S because those
footprints are part of a larger component footprint and cannot be independently
evaluated. In addition, each of the project elements is dependent on the other elements;
thus the scope of analysis has been established as the total project footprint for the new
facilities as a whole.

c.

The extent to which the entire project will be within Corps jurisdiction. The project
elements would impact a considerable amount of waters of the U.S. As indicated above,
because of the interdependent nature of the water of the U.S. impact footprints with the
project elements individually and collectively, the scope of analysis must be extended to
include the physical extent of all new project elements.

d.

The extent of cumulative federal control and responsibility. In addition to the Corps’s
jurisdiction under the CWA, the Corps and the Advisory Council for Historic Preservation
have responsibilities under the National Historic Preservation Act. The U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service have responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act and Migratory Bird
Treaty Act. These three federal agencies have cumulative control and responsibility over
the project footprint as a whole for direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts under these
federal laws.
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18-5

The scope of analysis for the Section 404 permit application under consideration was
established as the physical extent of new project elements associated with proposed project,
including those that do not directly impact waters of the U.S. Existing mine facilities (Ray and
Hayden operations) that would continue to operate are not included within the scope of
analysis, but are evaluated as part of the baseline conditions and included in the cumulative
analysis. One non-mining related component that is included in the scope of analysis is the
establishment of off-site compensatory mitigation sites because it is directly related to the
permitting action.
As documented in the EIS, the proposed TSF would eventually replace the Elder Gulch TSF.
However, no change in operations at Ray or Hayden operations would result under this project
except for the future diversion of tailings from one storage point to another. Including a
comprehensive analysis of Ray and Hayden operations is viewed by the Corps as being well
beyond the extent of federal control and responsibility associated with the permitting action
under evaluation.
2)

Cumulative Analysis: As indicated above, this EIS is not an evaluation of Ray and Hayden operations;
rather, it is an evaluation of the environmental effects associated with a new tailings storage site.
For this reason, to the extent appropriate, operations at these two locations were considered as
part of the environmental baseline for the project and thus were considered in the cumulative
analysis as part of the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects that are required as part of
this analysis. The Ripsey TSF would eventually replace the Elder Gulch TSF when it reaches capacity;
this is the only change in Asarco’s mining operations in this area. There will be no changes to mining
operations associated with this project with the exception of disposing of tailings at a different
location. The EIS clearly states this, and no changes in this approach are warranted.

3)

Air quality analysis: Emissions for Ray and Hayden operations comprise part of the air basin baseline
conditions reflected in air quality monitoring data for the basin. The emissions that are generated
by these operations would not change as part of this baseline, with the exception of the
construction and operations emissions that are associated with the Ripsey TSF. Thus, the only
change to air quality conditions is associated specifically with the new TSF itself. Once construction
of the new TSF is completed, operational emissions associated with tailings disposal will be
comparable between the old and new TSFs. The construction and operation of the new TSF is the
only change associated with the Ray Mine that would affect air quality at both a project level and on
a cumulative basis. This is confirmed by the analysis of general conformity. Under general
conformity requirements, the Corps must evaluate the impacts of a federal action, in this case,
issuance of a 404 permit, to determine whether the project would conform to the requirements of
the federal Clean Air Act. Thresholds used for this analysis are based on the degree of
nonattainment/maintenance that is applicable to the air basin in question. This analysis is included
in the EIS and confirms that the project would have a de minimis effect. Additional subsections have
been added to the air quality section specifically addressing the issue of general conformity for
purposes of clarity.
The Corps is NOT deferring to the state with respect to air permitting. Air permitting issues at Ray
and Hayden operations are a regulatory issue associated with a different agency and are not directly
relevant to this NEPA analysis.

4)

Other analysis areas: See above sub-responses.

5)

Relationship of Land Exchange EIS to TSF EIS: The BLM’s Land Exchange process is a separate related
action that is not directly relevant to the current EIS analysis. The only potential connection would
be if the Hackberry Gulch alternative site is selected for permitting. If such a thing occurred, the EIS
would have to substantially revised and reissued.

6)

Scope of Action: See sub-response 1 above. The Corps’ NEPA regulations limit the scope of the
analysis under NEPA to the “specific activity requiring a Department of the Army (Corps) permit”
and “those portions of the entire project over which the district engineer (Corps) Government has
sufficient control and responsibility to warrant Federal review.” 33 CFR Part 325, Appendix B,
Section 7.b(1).
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One factor used in determining whether sufficient federal (Corps) control and responsibility exists
over portions of a project in upland areas is whether that are aspects of the upland facility in the
immediate vicinity of the regulated activity (i.e., the placement of fill in waters of the U.S.) that
affect the location and configuration of the regulated facility. 33 CFR Part 325, Appendix B, Section
7(b)(2)(ii). Unlike a large commercial or residential project, the proposed new TSF is a single
integrated facility and the upland portions of it cannot be segregated from those portions to be
constructed in jurisdictional waters. Corps guidance notes that the scope of the analysis can be
expanded to upland areas in cases where there is “inextricable interconnectedness of activities
within and outside of jurisdictional waters.: See Memorandum from Earl Stockdale (Chief Counsel)
to the Director of Civil Works, Legal Guidance on the NEPA Scope of Analysis in Corps Permitting
Actions (July 9, 2007), at page 9. The regulations and guidance both suggest that the upland
portions of the TSF could be considered with the NEPA scope of Analysis because the fact that they
are integrated into the portions located in jurisdictional waters.
The geographic scope of analysis for this project consists of jurisdictional waters and upland areas
that would be impacted by the proposed TSF and related project components, including tailings
delivery and return water pipelines from the existing thickener tanks at the Ray Mine to the new
TSF, power infrastructure that is needed for the construction and operation of the new TSF, reroute
of the Florence-Kelvin highway, SCIP electric transmission line, and the Arizona Trail as required to
construct the proposed TSF and Clean Water Act Section 404 mitigation activities.
Section 1.2.1, Scope of Analysis, has been clarified regarding federal control and responsibility, and
what will be considered within the analytical framework of the EIS. In addition, Section 4.0,
Cumulative Impacts, has been updated to respond to this and other comments on cumulative
impacts.

18-6

See responses to Comment 18-5 above. The activities at the Ray Mine are not part of the NEPA scope of
analysis for the new TSF, but are discussed in Section 4.0, Cumulative Impacts.
Neither the Corps nor any other federal agency is currently being asked to issue a permit or authorization
that will allow future activities to occur at the Ray Mine. Even if no new TSF was constructed, mining
operations would continue at the Ray Mine for some time, as explained in Section 2.2, No Action
Alternative.
Overall federal control and responsibility at the Ray Mine is minimal. Several prior Section 404 permits
have been issued (each with accompanying NEPA analysis), and the BLM currently manages and
administers a small portion of federal lands within the overall footprint of the Ray Mine. However, as
stated above, no new federal approvals or permits are currently being sought to authorize continued
operations at the Ray Mine.
The Corps does not believe the full utilization of sulfide ore resources at site makes the Ray Mine a
connected action. As explained in Section 2.2, No Action Alternative, sulfide ore resources can continue
to be mined at the Ray Mine well into the future. This sort of “but for” causation has been rejected by
the Supreme Court as a basis for determining the scope of the NEPA analysis. See Department of
Transportation v. Public Citizen, 541 U.S. 752 (2004).

18-7

The Corps acknowledges that the BLM is a NEPA cooperating agency on this EIS and has decision making
requirements as outlined in Section 1.5.2, Bureau of Land Management and in Appendix C, Agency
Responsibilities (Regulatory Framework), including their responsibility to comply with requirements
under the Federal Land Policy Management Act. Section 1.3, Purpose and Need, has been strengthened
to affirm BLM responsibilities.

18-8

See comment response 18-4 and 18-5.

18-9

See comment response 3-26. Technical analyses required for related regulatory actions, such as the APP,
were reviewed by the EIS team and used, in part, for the analysis in the EIS.

18-10

See comment response 3-5, 3-17, 11-2, 11-3, 15-86 and 18-4. For a 404 permitting project such as this,
the primary means of screening alternatives for analysis is associated with the 404(b)(1) analysis, which is
a required step in the permit review process. This detailed analysis is included with the EIS as Appendix
A.
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CWA compliance: The Corps certainly understands compliance with the Clean Water Act (CWA). As
explained in Section 1.1, Introduction, the Corps determined that the Ripsey Wash drainage and other
ephemeral washes within the project footprint of the proposed Ripsey Wash TSF are “Waters of the
United States and subject to Corps jurisdiction under Section 404 of the CWA. With Asarco’s submittal of
a Section 404 permit application, the Corps determined that an EIS be prepared to comply with NEPA and
provide Corps’ decision makers with information (including alternatives) regarding potential
environmental impacts of the issuance of a 404 permit.
Additional information to demonstrate that the Corps understands CWA compliance is set forth in
Section 1.5.1, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; Appendix B, Alternative Screening and Clean Water Act
Section 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis; Appendix C, Agency Responsibilities (Regulatory Framework),
particularly in Sections 2.0, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and Section 3.1, Clean Water Act; and,
Appendix J, Clean Water Act Section 404 Conceptual Mitigation Plan.
APP: The discussion on permanent closure plans and the permanent measures to prevent impacts to
surface water hydrology of the area, particularly with respect to the Gila River, are addressed in Sections
2.3.13.3, Permanent Ripsey Wash TSF Closure Plan, and Section 2.4.12.3, Permanent Hackberry Gulch TSF
Closure Plan.
The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) is also responsible for CWA compliance under
several permits including the Aquifer Protection Permit (APP), the Water Quality Certification of Corps
Section 404 permit and stormwater permits. See Section 9.0, Arizona Department of Environmental
Quality, in Appendix C, Agency Responsibilities (Regulatory Framework). These permits and the
protective measures required by these permits, as outlined in Appendix C and summarized in Sections
2.3.13.3, Permanent Ripsey Wash TSF Closure Plan, and Section 2.4.12.3, Permanent Hackberry Gulch TSF
Closure Plan, will ensure proper facility closure and long-term (in perpetuity) protection and CWA
compliance.
The APP also requires that Asarco has the financial and technical capabilities to comply with the permit,
including the permanent infrastructure in place to handle water and protect water quality. For
information regarding project financial assurances, see comment response 3-12.
Technical studies developed in support of the APP were developed in concert between the ADEQ APP
reviewers and the EIS team. The EIS team worked with Asarco to ensure that work plans for the technical
studies developed in support of the APP also were adequate for the EIS analysis. The EIS team reviewed
and commented on these draft studies, which were then used in preparing the EIS, and also used as the
technical basis for the APP application.
Alternatives analysis: The 404(b)(1) analysis exhaustively documents the alternatives analysis process in
accordance with the 404(b)(1) guidelines. This analysis has been updated for the final EIS to further
incorporate the results of the environmental analysis in the EIS. The environmental consequences
associated with the Hackberry Gulch Alternative and the questionable constructability of the alternative
disqualify this alternative from consideration. This is in addition to the loss of special aquatic sites that
would occur under this alternative. No special aquatic sites would be lost under the Ripsey alternative.
Compensatory Mitigation: Regarding compensatory mitigation, the mitigation plan has been developed
under the requirements of the 2008 Mitigation Rule and South Pacific Division procedures and
subsequently revised/updated for the final EIS to add higher priority mitigation to this plan.
Financial Assurance: This issue is regulated under state permit using state rules. There is no federal rule
or regulation in place that makes this requirement or sets any kind of metric. Asarco will be bound to the
APP requirements regarding financial assurance and the 404 permit will require compliance with the APP
as a special condition to the 404 permit.
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Comment Document #19
Arizona Trail Association (Fred Guadet, Vice President for Trail Operations)
19-1

Comment noted. The impacts of the project to the ANST are documented in the EIS along with a
discussion of the efforts of Asarco has been involved with to find an acceptable alternative route for this
section of the trail.

19-2

Comment noted.
Closure and reclamation work on the Hackberry Gulch TSF Alternative is discussed in Section 2.4.12,
Hackberry Gulch TSF Closure and Reclamation, specifically in Section 2.4.12.3, Permanent Hackberry
Gulch Closure Plan. The primary purpose of the final grading of the tailings surface would be to achieve
drainage off the facility. Grading the top of the tailings surface to blend with the surrounding terrain is
not a goal of the reclamation work, as the post-project land use for the tailings surface is projected by
Asarco to be for solar panel generation, which will continue an industrial use for the site.

19-3

See responses 16-14 through 16-19.

19-4

Comment noted.

19-5

See comment response 16-14.

19-6

See comment response 16-16. Construction of the realigned Arizona Trail has been added to Section
2.3.2, Pre-Tailings Construction.

19-7

The cultural resources section provides a conclusion that a previously completed survey did not reveal
the presence of any cultural resources sites that would be impacted by the trail construction. However,
this is based on a standard pedestrian survey of the route. A typical measure that is applied for grounddisturbing projects such as this is a measure identifying the potential for encountering previously
undiscovered subsurface cultural resources during construction. The 404 permit will include a special
condition that addresses this possibility.

19-8

Most of the visible portions of the TSF and new alignment of the Florence-Kelvin Highway are located
over one-half mile away from the Arizona Trail, and thus located within the middleground view, as
defined by the U.S. Forest Service. The BLM does not distinguish between foreground and middleground
views.
A new KOP has been added from the realigned trail. The TSF will not be revegetated after closure due to
limitations of existing soil and moisture conditions. Adding curvilinear topography poses challenges due
to potential erosion issues.
References to panoramic views and the relative scenic quality as seen from the realigned section of trail
have been deleted.
The Florence Kelvin highway route has been revised to reduce noise and visual effects on the Arizona
Trail, particularly along the Gila River. Discussion of noise impacts from the realigned section of trail,
other trail KOP’s, and Jake’s Crossing has been added.
Visual and noise effects of construction and operation of the Florence-Kelvin Highway on the trail’s Gila
River passage have been substantially reduced by realignment of the highway closer to the TSF.
Discussion of the new alignment’s effects on the Arizona Trail has been added.
See comment response 16-18 regarding donating trail easements and patented mining claims to a
governing body.
The commenter should also be aware the U.S. Department of the Interior maintains a moratorium on the
acceptance of new mineral patent applications.

19-9

See responses 16-21 and 19-8.

Comment Document #20
Asarco LLC (James Stewart, Technical Services Manager)
20-1
Comment noted. Text has been augmented to further clarify that impacts to the upland areas physically
disturbed by either the Ripsey Wash TSF or the Hackberry Gulch TSF are considered direct effects in this
EIS document.
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20-2

Commented noted. See comment response 20-1.

20-3

Commented noted. See comment response 20-1.

20-4

Comment noted. See comment response 20-1.

20-5

Comment noted.

20-6

Comment noted.

20-7

Comment noted.

20-8

Comment noted.

20-9

Comment noted. The discussion on connected actions is set forth in Section 1.2.1, Scope of the Analysis.

20-10

Text in Sections 3.3.1.2, Hackberry Gulch TSF Site Geology, and 3.3.2.3, Effects of the Hackberry Gulch
TSF Alternative, has been expanded to incorporate geologic and hydro-geologic complexities of the
Hackberry Gulch TSF site.

20-11

See comment response 20-10.

20-12

Text revised. See comment response 20-10.

20-13

Text revised. Also, there is expanded discussion in Section 3.4, Surface Water Hydrology, and Section 3.5,
Groundwater Hydrology, on this issue.

20-14

The Corps has updated and clarified Section 4.0, Cumulative Impacts, to respond to this and other
comments on the cumulative impact section.

20-15

The Corps has updated and clarified Section 4.0, Cumulative Impacts, to respond to this and other
comments on the cumulative impact section.

20-16

See comment response 20-15.

20-17

See comment response 20-15.

20-18

See comment response 20-15.

20-19

See comment response 20-15.

20-20

Text revised.

20-21

Text revised.

20-22

Text revised.

20-23

Additional discussion has been included in the EIS document to further explain the effects of effects of
the no action alternative.

20-24

See Appendix I, Applicant Project Mitigation.

20-25

The Corps does not see any benefit in making the environmental justice a separate major section.

20-26

Comment noted. Additional text has been added to Section 3.15.1.1.2 discussing the limitations of SWAP
habitat models and SGCN/SERI ratings.

20-27

Citations have been added where appropriate.

20-28

Text revised.

20-29

Text revised.

20-30

Tables revised as appropriate.

20-31

Text revised.

20-32

Text revised.

Responses to Ray Tailings Draft EIS Comments
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20-33

Comment noted, but text appears appropriate as written.

20-34

Text revised.

20-35

Text revised.

20-36

Text revised.

20-37

Text revised.

20-38

Text revised.

20-39

Text revised.

20-40

Text revised.

20-41

Text revised.

20-42

Text revised.

20-43

Text revised.

20-44

Comment noted, but text appears appropriate as written.

20-45

Comment noted, but text appears appropriate as written.

20-46

Text revised.

20-47

Text revised.

20-48

Text revised.

20-49

Text revised.

20-50

Comment noted, but text appears appropriate as written. BADCT can apply to stormwater and other
surface water controls.

20-51

Text revised.

20-52

Text revised.

20-53

Text revised.

20-54

Text revised.

20-55

Text revised.

20-56

Text revised.

20-57

Text revised.

20-58

Text revised.

20-59

Text revised.

20-60

Reference checked.

20-61

Text revised.

20-62

Text revised.

20-63

Text revised.

20-64

Text revised.

20-65

The map units less than10 acres in size were considered to be too limited to significantly impact the
conclusions in the soil discussion.

20-66

Text revised.
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20-67

Text revised.

20-68

Text revised.

20-69

Text revised.

20-70

Text revised.

20-71

Text revised.

20-72

Text revised.

20-73

Text revised.

20-74

Text revised.

20-75

Text revised.

20-76

Text revised.

20-77

Text revised.

20-78

Text revised.

20-79

Text revised.

20-80

Text Revised.

20-81

Text revised.

20-82

Text revised.

20-83

Text revised.

20-84

Text revised.

20-85

Text revised.

20-86

Text revised.

20-87

Text revised.

20-88

Text revised.

20-89

Text revised.

20-90

Text revised.

20-91

Text revised.

20-92

Text revised.

20-93

Text revised.

20-94

Text revised.

20-95

Text revised.

20-96

Text revised.

20-97

Text revised.

20-98

Text revised.

20-99

Text revised.

20-100

Text revised.

20-101

Text revised.
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20-102

Text revised.

20-103

Text revised.

20-104

Text revised.

20-105

Text revised.

20-106

Text revised.

20-107

Text revised.

20-108

Text revised.

20-109

Text revised.

20-110

Comment noted.

20-111

Text revised.

20-112

Text revised.

20-113

Text revised.

20-114

Text revised.

20-115

Text revised.

20-116

Text revised

20-117

Text revised.

20-118

Text revised.

20-119

Text revised.

20-120

Text revised.

20-121

Text revised.

20-122

Text revised.

20-123

Text revised.

20-124

Text revised.

20-125

Text revised.

20-126

Text revised.

20-127

Text revised.

20-128

Text revised.

20-129

Text revised.

20-130

Text revised.

20-131

Text revised.

20-132

Text revised.

20-133

Text revised.

20-134

Text revised.

20-135

Figure revised.

20-136

Text revised.
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20-137

Text revised.

20-138

Text revised.

20-139

Text revised.

20-140

Text revised.

20-141

Text revised.

20-142

Text revised.

20-143

Text revised.

20-144

Text revised.

20-145

Comment noted.

20-146

Text revised.

20-147

Text revised.

20-148

Text revised.

20-149

Text revised.

20-150

Text revised to change VQR to SQR. Map of SQRU, including location of TSF, provided in Appendix F,
Visual Resource Inventory Analysis.

20-151

Text revised.

20-152

Text revised.

20-153

Text revised.

20-154

Text revised.

20-155

Text revised.

20-156

Text revised.

20-157

Text revised.

20-158

Comment noted.

20-159

Text revised.

20-160

Text revised.

20-161

Text revised.

20-162

Text revised.

20-163

Text revised.

20-164

Text revised.

20-165

Text revised.

20-166

Text revised.

20-167

Text revised.

20-168

Text revised.

20-169

Text revised.

20-170

Text revised and also modified to indicate the Ripsey Wash TSF site would be used as a solar energy
facility after closure.
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20-171

Text revised.

20-172

Discussion of Sonoran desert tortoise removed from this section as suggested.

20-173

Text revised.

20-174

Text revised.

20-175

Text revised.

20-176

Text revised.

20-177

References checked.

20-178

Reference checked.

20-179

Text revised.

20-180

Text revised.

20-181

Text revised.

20-182

Text revised.

20-183

Text revised.

20-184

Text revised.

20-185

Text revised.

20-186

Text revised.

20-187

Text revised.

20-188

Text revised.

20-189

Text revised.

20-190

Text revised.

20-191

Text revised.

20-192

Figure clarified.

20-193

Figure clarified.

20-194

Figure clarified.

20-195

Figure clarified.

20-196

Figure clarified.

20-197

Figure clarified.

20-198

Figure clarified.

20-199

Figure clarified.

20-200

Figure clarified.

20-201

Figure clarified.

20-202

Figure clarified.

20-203

Figure clarified.

20-204

Text revised.

20-205

Text revised.
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20-206

Text revised.

20-207

Text revised.

20-208

Text revised.

20-209

Text revised.

20-210

Text revised.

20-211

Text revised.

20-212

Text revised.

20-213

Text revised.

20-214

Text revised.

20-215

Text revised.

20-216

Text revised.

20-217

Text revised.

20-218

Text revised.

20-219

Text revised.

20-220

Text revised.

20-221

Text revised.

20-222

Text revised.

20-223

Text revised.

20-224

Text revised.

20-225

Text revised.

20-226

Text revised.

20-227

Text revised.

20-228

Text revised.

20-229

Text revised.

20-230

Text revised.

20-231

Text revised.

20-232

Text revised.

20-233

Text revised.

20-234

Text revised.

20-235

Text revised

20-236

Text revised.

20-237

Text revised.

20-238

Text revised.

20-239

Text revised.

20-240

Table revised.
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20-241

Text revised.

20-242

Text revised.

20-243

Text revised.

20-244

Text revised.

20-245

Text revised.

20-246

Text revised.

20-247

The proposed paved segment of the Florence-Kelvin highway is shown on Figure 2, Site Plan Layout –
Ripsey Wash TSF.

20-248

Text revised.

20-249

Text revised.

20-250

Text revised.

20-251

Text revised.

20-252

Text revised.

20-253

Text revised.

20-254

Text revised.

20-255

Figure revised.

20-256

Text revised.

20-257

Text revised.

20-258

Text revised.

20-259

Comment noted.

20-260

Text revised.

20-261

Text revised.

20-262

Text revised.

20-263

Text revised.

20-264

Text revised.

20-265

Text revised.

20-266

Text revised.

20-267

Text revised.

20-268

Text revised.

20-269

Text revised.

20-270

Text revised.

20-271

Text revised.

20-272

Text revised.

20-273

Text revised.

20-274

Text revised.

20-275

Figure clarified.
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20-276

Figure clarified.

20-277

Text revised.

20-278

Text revised.

20-279

Text revised.

20-280

Text revised.

20-281

Text revised.

20-282

Text revised.

20-283

Text revised.

20-284

Text revised.

20-285

Text revised.

20-286

Comment noted, but text appears appropriate as written.

20-287

Text revised.

20-288

Text revised.

20-289

Comment noted.

20-290

Text revised.

20-291

Text revised.

20-292

Text revised.

20-293

Text revised.

20-294

Text revised.

20-295

Text revised.

20-296

Text revised.

20-297

Text revised. Figure 28, Site Drainages – Hackberry Gulch TSF, was revised to show
perennial/intermittent stretches.

20-298

Text revised.

20-299

Text revised.

20-300

Item #1: Table 3-40 has been revised, with additional supporting discussion.
Item #2: The noted sections have been re-labeled as suggested.
Item #3: Comment noted. While the rough approximation may overstate the significance of the impact,
at a calculated 0.02% impact, the impact remains insignificant. Only change to the text is indicating that
approach is conservative.

20-301

Text revised.
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The Corps does not believe that the term “zero surface water discharge facility” needs to be changed, as
this reference is made to the actual closed-circuit system of the concentrator process water handling, by
pump back of tailings decant pond water and any seepage water collected by the seepage collection
trenches that would be pumped to the reclaim ponds and then pumped back to the Ray Concentrator.
The Corps understands that much of the upgradient stormwater runoff would be diverted around the TSF
through detention dams and diversion channels, subject to the terms and conditions outlined in the
Arizona DEQ Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The Corps believes that there is sufficient
information and discussion in the EIS for the reader to distinguish the difference between the zero
surface water discharge nature of the tailings impoundment and the stormwater runoff diversion system
designed to keep water from entering the tailings impoundment.

20-303

Text revised.

20-304

Text revised.

20-305

Text revised

20-306

Text revised.

20-307

Figure clarified.

20-308

Comment noted.

20-309

Text revised.

20-310

Text revised.

20-311

Text revised. New figure added, entitled “Detention Dam Plan View and Cross Section – Ripsey Wash.”

20-312

Text revised.

20-313

Text revised.

20-314

Text revised.

20-315

Text revised.

20-316

Text revised.

20-317

Text revised.

20-318

Text revised.

20-319

Comment noted.

20-320

Text revised.

20-321

Comment noted.

20-322

Text revised.

20-323

Comment noted.

20-324

Text revised.

20-325

Text revised.

20-326

Comment noted. Text revised as appropriate.

20-327

Comment noted.

20-328

Text revised.

20-329

Text revised.

20-330

Text revised. Additional discussion has been added to Section 3.11.2.1, Effects of the No Action
Alternative (under Socioeconomics).
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20-331

Text revised.

20-332

Text revised.

20-333

Comment noted.

20-334

Comment noted.

20-335

Test revised.

20-336

The Corps does not see the benefit of discussing the results of the referenced species in separate EIS
sections. That would create unnecessary repetition. The section clearly indicates which species is
discussed as per the BLM and ESA analyses. Neither the BLM nor the USFWS requested separate
discussions, so the Corps believes the information must be clear for their needs.

20-337

The Corps does not see the benefit of making the revisions requested by the commenter. This would add
an unnecessary amount of verbiage and out of place in the text, when the terms themselves are selfexplanatory and defined in the references.

20-338

See comment response 20-67. Acreages added.

20-339

Comment noted.

20-340

The Corps did not believe the requested change is needed.

20-341

Text revised.

20-342

Sentences regarding land exchange are necessary to explain why BLM VRM objectives will not be
applicable once the land exchange is complete. This is important to keep in the text since the VRM
objectives would not be met under this alternative if under BLM management.

20-343

Text revised.

20-344

Text revised.

20-345

Sonoran desert tortoise text added to analysis as suggested.

20-346

Text on suitable habitat for yellow-billed cuckoo has been added as suggested.

20-347

A table that summarizes the existing condition of mitigation sites and proposed mitigation at these sites
has been added to Section 3.15.2.2.15, Threatened, Endangered, Proposed and Candidate Species.

20-348

Text has been modified to confirm there would be no fragmentation of Gila River riparian habitat or longterm interruption of wildlife movement along the Gila River corridor.

20-349

Text revised.

20-350

Text revised.

20-351

Text revised.

20-352

The Corps has included the referenced Asarco technical memorandum as Exhibit B, September 29, 2016
AMEC Foster Wheeler Technical Memorandum, in this Appendix and in Section 7.0, References as AMEC
Foster Wheeler 2016. This technical memorandum summarizes the Arizona DEQ’s BADCT requirements
for tailings embankment stability design requirements. The Corps recognizes that the Arizona DEQ would
require a future amendment to the APP permit for the upstream raise of the TSF for both liquefaction
potential and earthquake induced deformations. The Corps does not expect that the results of the
additional testing would alter the conclusions reached in the EIS, as this testing would merely be
conducted to ensure long-term safety of the facility.
The Corps also added discussion on potential impacts of a catastrophic tailings dam failure at the
Hackberry Gulch TSF that would be different than a similar failure at the Ripsey Wash TSF.

20-353

Text revised.

20-354

Text revised.
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20-355

Text revised.

20-356

Text revised.

20-357

Figure clarified.

20-358

Figure clarified.

20-359

Figure clarified.

20-360

Text revised.

20-361

Text revised.

20-362

Text revised.

20-363

Text revised.

20-364

Text revised.

20-365

Text revised.

20-366

Text revised.

20-367

Text revised.

20-368

Text revised.

20-369

Text revised.

20-370

Text revised.

20-371

Text revised.

20-372

Text revised.

20-373

Text revised.

20-374

Repeat of Comment 20-216.

20-375

Repeat of Comment 20-216.

20-376

Text revised.

20-377

Text revised.

20-378

Text revised.

20-379

Text revised.

20-380

Text revised.

20-381

Text revised.

20-382

Text revised.

20-383

Text revised.

20-384

Text revised.

20-385

Text revised.

20-386

Text revised.

20-387

Text revised.

20-388

Text revised.

20-389

Text revised.
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20-390

Text revised.

20-391

Text revised.

20-392

Text revised.

20-393

Text revised.

20-394

Typo fixed.

20-395

Reference corrected.

20-396

Text revised.

20-397

Text revised.

20-398

Text revised.

20-399

Text revised.

20-400

Text revised.

20-401

Text revised.

20-402

Text revised.

20-403

Text revised.

20-404

Text revised.

20-405

Table revised.

20-406

Table 3-21, Gila River Water Quality form Kelvin (AZ) Gaging Station (Arizona DEQ-21ARIZ-WQXMGGLR313.73) found in the Draft EIS included a maximum value for dissolved cadmium of 49 mg/l
sampled on 5-13-2009. That data was obtained from the STORET database accessed on 4-17-15. After
reading comment 20-406 and querying for the Gila River station on 5-13-2009, the value was no longer
included in the dataset. The table has been corrected.

20-407

Table revised.

20-408

Text revised.

20-409

Text revised.

20-410

Text revised.

20-411

Text revised.

20-412

Text revised.

20-413

Text revised.

20-414

Text revised.

20-415

Table revised.

20-416

Table revised.

20-417

Revised based on final APE.

20-418

Typo fixed.

20-419

Table revised.

20-420

Table revised.

20-421

Table revised.

20-422

Table revised.
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20-423

Text revised.

20-424

Text revised.

20-425
Text revised.
Comment Document #21
Lower San Pedro Watershed Alliance (Peter Else, Chair)
21-1

The 130 acres of impacts referred to in this comment is the quantity of waters of the U.S., subject to the
Corps’s jurisdiction, that would be impacted, which corresponds to some of the xeroriparian plant
communities found within the project footprint. Not all xeroriparian vegetation found in this area
corresponds to regulated waters.

21-2

Comment noted. A quantitative method for assessing regulated waters and mitigation sites is not
currently available to the Corps; thus, a qualitative method must be used. The Corps notes the
shortcomings inherent to using a qualitative methodology in this situation, but no other options are
currently available.

21-3

Mitigation ratios have been revisited and increased in a revised conceptual mitigation that is included in
the final EIS.

21-4

The revised conceptual mitigation plan has omitted Site E in favor of using the Lower San Pedro Wildlife
Area in-lieu fee project for the balance of compensatory mitigation requirements. Temporal factors are
taken into account when calculating mitigation ratios; this information is in the mitigation plan..

21-5

See Comment 21-4.

21-6

See comment response 15-28.

21-7

The flows into Zelleweger Wash will not be increased as assumed in this comment. It is important to
understand the capacity of the detention dam and reservoir located at the upstream side of the
proposed Ripsey Wash TSF. There are two phases for the detention dam and reservoir. Phase 1 (interim
condition) has an embankment height of 2,380 ft. (dam height of 130 feet), which will detain three times
the 100-year, 24-hour storm event, or 1,163 acre-feet of water. A side weir and spillway are included in
this phase to preclude overtopping the main embankment by stormwater runoff that is generated within
the up-gradient Ripsey Wash watershed. The side weir and spillway are sized to pass the total discharge
associated with the runoff generated during the probable maximum precipitation (PMP) event. Phase 2
(the ultimate condition) extends the height of the embankment to an elevation of 2,440 feet (dam height
of 190 feet), which will detain more than 1.5 times the PMP event, or 14,902 acre-feet of water. During
large runoff events, there will be sufficient capacity in either Phase 1 or Phase 2 to hold runoff. Because
of the time lag between detention and release, it is anticipated that much of the suspended sediment in
the runoff would settle out. Outflow to the East Wash and Zelleweger Wash would be metered
appropriately to maintain sediment/flow equilibrium within the East Wash and Zelleweger Wash
drainages downstream of the Ripsey Wash TSF.

21-8

See Comment 21-1 above.

21-9

See Comment 21-2 above.

21-10

See Comment 21-3 above.

21-11

See Comment 21-4 above.

21-12

See Comment 21-4 above.

21-13

See Comment 21-4 above.

21-14

With the construction of a new TSF, there would be no significant changes to the use of water from
Asarco’s Hayden well field. See comment response 15-28.
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See comment responses 21-7 and 21-21.
There are no practicable means to route Ripsey Wash ephemeral flows into a contained drainage system
and route underneath or adjacent to the proposed TSF and then return such flows to Ripsey Wash.

21-16

Text revised.

21-17

Text revised.

21-18

Text revised.

21-19

Reference to sharp-shinned hawk as a yearlong resident has been revised. Scientific name for golden
eagle removed from text.

21-20

Text revised.

21-21

See comment response 21-7.

21-22

WestLand baseline surveys found possible evidence of roosting by California leaf-nosed bat in an
abandoned mine feature at the Ripsey Wash TSF site. Suitable roosting habitat for pocketed free-tailed
bat does not exist at either the Ripsey Wash or Hackberry Gulch TSF sites; therefore, references to roost
sites for this species have been removed from the EIS. Please refer to Sections 3.15.1.11, BLM Sensitive
Wildlife Species and Arizona Wildlife Species of Concern (WSC), and 3.15.2.2.14, BLM Sensitive and State
Wildlife Species of Concern (WSC), for more in-depth discussions of Sensitive bat species presence and
potential impacts to Sensitive bat species.

21-23

Please refer to Sections 3.15.1.11, BLM Sensitive Wildlife Species and Arizona Wildlife Species of Concern
(WSC), and 3.15.2.2.14, BLM Sensitive and State Wildlife Species of Concern (WSC), for more in-depth
discussions of Sensitive bat species presence and potential impacts to Sensitive bat species.

21-24

Text revised.

21-25

Text revised.

21-26

Text revised.

21-27

Typo fixed.

21-28

Text revised.

21-29

Text revised.

21-30

Text revised.

21-31

Text revised.

21-32

Typo fixed.

21-33

See comment response 21-7. Given the expected slow timing for the release of water into Zelleweger
Wash from any diversion from Ripsey Wash (through the series of detention dams, and the condition of
the Zelleweger Wash, which is a sandy and cobble stream bed, there should be no adverse impacts to
this stream bed as a result of the “hungry water” denoted to by the commenter.

21-34

Text revised to indicate sharp-shinned hawk and Cooper's hawk occur primarily as winter residents.

21-35

Text revised.
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There has been no formal monitoring of wildlife mortalities at the Elder Gulch TSF, but Asarco
operational staff have never recorded any mortalities. In addition, geochemical testing of the Elder Gulch
tailings water quality (see Section 3.3.1.4, Geochemistry) indicates the water is pH neutral and contains
relatively low levels of metals, such as arsenic, cadmium, lead, mercury, and selenium, which are known
to bio-accumulate,
Geochemical testing has also indicated that tailings water quality at the Ripsey Wash and Hackberry
Gulch TSF sites would be similar to Elder Gulch (see Section 3.3.1.4, Geochemistry). The presence of
persistent populations of mosquito fish in some of the decant pools at the Elder Gulch TSF provides
further evidence of the relatively good quality of Elder Gulch tailings water.
Another indicator that tailings water would not create a short-term or long-term toxicity issue for
terrestrial wildlife is that the projected levels of metals such as arsenic, cadmium, lead, mercury, and
selenium at the Ripsey Wash or Hackberry Gulch TSFs would be well below limits for these metals set by
the State of Arizona for livestock drinking water sources and below or near the limits for aquatic
organisms and wildlife. Only selenium slightly exceeds the aquatic and wildlife state standard perennial
water sources, but selenium levels would be below the aquatic and wildlife state standard for ephemeral
water sources.

21-37

Text revised.

21-38

The greatest threats to bat populations are loss of important hibernation, maternity, and brood rearing
sites. Admittedly some loss of foraging habitat would occur with development of either the Ripsey Wash
or Hackberry Gulch TSF alternatives, but preferred foraging locations such as aquatic and riparian habitat
along the Gila River would not be impacted. The Hackberry Gulch TSF alternative may have a greater
impact on preferred bat foraging habitat since this alternative would impact a number of springs as well
as associated pockets of riparian habitat supported by the springs. A review of known roost, maternity,
and hibernation sites outside of the analysis areas would have little value in improving the impact
assessment since many of these sites may not be known and the dispersion and foraging habits of bats
from any recorded locations are unknown.

21-39
See Comment 21-4 above.
Comment Document #22
Superstition Horseman’s Association and the East Valley Back Country Horseman (Daryl Cross, Chair)
22-1

Comment noted.

22-2

Regarding the need for Congressional approval to move the Arizona Trail, according to Laura White of the
USFS, the trail realignment would not be considered a "major relocation" and thus require Congressional
approval since the Arizona Trail as constructed deviates from the original trail route approved by
Congress to a similar extent as the proposed relocation for the Ripsey Wash TSF project. In addition, a
similar trail realignment has been proposed for the Rosemont Copper Project without being approved by
Congress. Any potential for Asarco to mine a section of new trail crossing a federally patented mining
claim would only be speculative and is outside the scope of this EIS.
See comment response 16-18 regarding potential conservation easements on the portion of relocated
trail crossing patented mining claims.

22-3

Comment noted. As indicated in Section 3.15.2.2.15, potential impacts to SWFL and YBC would be
relatively minor (possible short-term effects on a few individuals) with the applicant's committed
mitigation measures (Appendix I), and offsite mitigation activities would improve overall habitat for both
of these species. A Biological Assessment (BA), addressing threatened and endangered, was prepared for
the project and must be reviewed and approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service before the project
can proceed.

22-4

Comment noted.

22-5

Comment noted.

22-6

See comment response 3-12.
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Percentages were used because annual precipitation varies widely in this area, and calculating an amount
of contact water falling with the TSF footprint could not be estimated with any certainty. Also see
comment response 21-7.

Comment Document #23
Ron Dorn
23-1

Comment noted.

23-2

Comment noted.

23-3

Comment noted.

23-4

The Verde River is north of Phoenix and flows into the Salt River. It is well outside the area within and
surrounding the Ray Mine.

23-5

The existing Elder Gulch TSF has a limited remaining life, at which time no additional tailings can be
added to this facility. Engineering (stability analysis) design for the Elder Gulch TSF limits the height that
tailings can be stored, for geotechnical considerations and by permit. It is expected that the Elder Gulch
TSF would reach its capacity in 2023 or 2024. Therefore, to continue mining at the Ray Mine at current
production levels, a new TSF is required.

23-6
Geochemistry has been considered in the EIS. See Section 3.3, Geology, Geotechnical and Geochemistry.
Comment Document #24
24-1

Section 3.9, Recreation, have been revised to mention the presence of stock/wildlife tanks in Ripsey
Wash. These tanks were installed for agricultural purposes (livestock watering) and were not intended to
provide a recreation water source for users of the Arizona Trail. The Corps does not have the authority to
require Asarco to replace stock tanks lost as a result of the proposed Arizona Trail relocation, but the
Corps understands that Asarco is working with the BLM, Pinal County and the ATA to voluntarily provide
a recreation/wildlife water supply along the relocated portion of the Arizona Trail.

Comment Document #25
Fred Gaudet
25-1

Section 3.8, Noise, and Section 3.9, Recreation, have been revised to respond to comment.

25-2

A simulation of the view of the Ripsey Wash TSF from a new KOP on the relocated Arizona Trail has been
added to the EIS. The simulation KOP’s were selected to portray the views showing the largest extent of
tailings or realigned highway, or from particularly sensitive locations, such as Jake’s Overlook.

Comment Document #26
Mike Kotras
26-1
Comment noted.
Comment Document #27
Jason Reynolds
27-1
Comment noted.
Comment Document #28
Daniel Sharp
28-1
Comment noted.
Comment Document #29
John Windfeldt
29-1

Comment noted. The area you have cited is outside the scope of this EIS.

29-2

Comment noted.

29-3

The retaining structure for the re-located Florence-Kelvin Highway will be constructed of inert materials
not associated with the copper mine or the tailings.
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29-4

The main pump station for the tailings is located at the Ray mine. The main pump station is at a higher
elevation than the auxiliary pump station which is located just North of the Gila river. Gravity would
likely supplement the energy necessary to pump tailings to this point. The auxiliary pump station,
located North of the Gila river, would pump the tailings to the Tailings Storage Facility that is located at a
higher elevation than the Gila river auxiliary pump station.

29-5

Comment noted.

29-6

Comment noted.
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COMMENT DOCUMENT #1
SAN CARLOS IRRIGATION PROJECT
(COOPERATING AGENCY)

Comment Pocument :/I .1
From:
To:

Subject:
Date:

Goldstein. Beau
Langley Michael SPL
[EXTERNAL] Ripsey Wash DEIS
Friday, February 19, 2016 10:37:50 AM

Good morningI have the following 2 comments on the DEIS:
1. Section 3.7.2.2 does not analyze SCIP's 69kV line relocation, even
though it is mentioned in Section 3.7.1.6.

J /-/

2. Section 3.10.2.2 (page 3-106) discusses archaeological sites in the
:]
path of proposed Arizona Trail realignments; what about SCIP's 69kV
line proposed realignments?
Thank you,
Beau J. Goldstein, RPA
BIA SCIP, Acting Environmental Coordinator
BIA WRO, Contractor
Mobile 602.758.9335

,-2

COMMENT DOCUMENT #2
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

Comment Docu.mu,f :ItZ
From:
To:

Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Dun lavey. Li nda
Langley. Michael SPL
[EXTERNAL] Comments from BLM on Ripsey Wash
Monday, March 14, 2016 5:58 :22 PM
Comennts BLomeli.pdf
Comments LDun lavey 3-8-2016.docx
Comments NFavour.pdf
Minerals Program Comments 2016 03 14.docx
Ray Mine TSF Draft EIS Review Comments DTersey dm .docx

Here are our comments.

The comments have also been sent in hard copy to your address in Phoenix.
Linda

Linda L. Dunlavey
Realty Specialist 520-258-7260
Tucson Field Office
3201 E Universal Way, Tucson, AZ 85756

Comment Docu.rnenf :/I 2.
Ray Mine TSF Administrative Draft EIS Review Comments 2°' Review 3/7/2016
Reviewing Agency: --=-U-=-S~B~L~M~----Reviewer: _ _,B""'e"'n-'-='Lo""'m"--'-"e"'"i,_,
'I H'"'"y..._d""'r~o'""lo""'g"'i"-'st,___ _
Page No.
2-20 ?

Paragraph
4?

Comment
Engineering details of all tailings and return water pipelines, especially for tailings
slurry pipeline bridge over Gila River, should be provided . (E.g. Sizes, materials, joint
connections, cross-sections, hydraulic requirements, pier scour calculations, depths,
geotechnical drawings, etc.). Ground disturbance and erosion control features should
be described for overland pipeline segments and engineering details should be
provided. Partially addressed in Figures #5, 6, 7, 9, & 12. (Locations & cross-sections are shown,

-

but not the sizes, materials, joint connections, hydraulic requ irements, pier scour calculations, depths, geotechnical

--

drawings, etc.}.

2-32?

2-34?

3-61 3-14

1?

4?

3-78

4-Footnote
17 to Table
3-11
3

3-85

Table 3-17

3-86

Table 3-18

3-88

1 ( below
Tab le 3-22 )

3-88

Table 3-23

3-88

Table 3-23

3-89

Table 3-23

2.-1

Specific locations for the proposed monitoring wells can be critical for proper
detection of potential contaminant flows . A plan view on topographic base map
should be provided showing exact monitoring well locations. Well construction details
should also be provided, including depths, diameters, materials, perforation intervals,
etc. Addressed in Figure #30 & by response #4-172.
Engineering details of all stormwater management features (ditches, ponds, diversion channels, etc.) should be provided. (E.g. Sizes, materials, cross-sections, hydraulic
freeboard requirements, outfall designs, energy dissipation, etc.). Partially addressed
in Figures #5, & 12. (Locations & some cross-sections are shown, but not the sizes, materials, hydraulic
treeboard requirements, outfall designs, outlet energy dissipaters, etc.). May have also been partially
addressed by response #4-173.
It is the Natural Resources Conservation Service (Not " National" Resources .. .) Still not
addressed (footnote not corrected).

Z-2

2-3

--i 2-4
-- 2-s

Protecting, conserving and enhancing groundwater levels and baseflows are also
Congressionally mandated BLM goals within the SPRNCA. (BLM has an explicit Federal
Reserve Water Right for the SPRNCA) . Only partially addressed on page 3-43.
"Conservation" not mentioned.
February groundwater levels from monitoring wells likely will not show lowest (late - ,
summer) levels. The full range of groundwater level fluctuations should be analyzed .
Addressed by response #4-61.
_
February & March groundwater levels from piezometers may not show lowest (late
summer) levels. The full range of groundwater level fluctuations should be analyzed.
Addressed by responses #4-61 & 4-62.
How was the 5-15% of annual precipitation "estimated" for groundwater recharge?
What was the rationale used to arrive at this estimate?
Addressed by response #4-63.
The temperature scale should be indicated as degrees Fahrenheit; (or Centigrade) .
Addressed by response #4-64.
Any explanation for the much higher electrical conductivity, magnesium, nitrite (N) andsulfate levels at MW-7? Addressed by response #4-65.
Any explanation for the much higher TDS, manganese, zinc and total uranium levels at -,
MW-7? Addressed by response #4-66.

-

-

2.-7

~I- 2-6
2. -9
2 -10

z. -11

3-89

last

3-93

Table 3-25

3-93

Table 3-25

3-94

Table 3-25

3-94

last

What about the nitrite AAWQS level at MW-7 (it's much higher than the "exceedance" •
at MW-3)? Addressed by response #4-67.
The temperature scale should be indicated as degrees Fahrenheit; (or Centigrade).
Addressed by response #4-68.
Any explanation for the much higher electrical conductivity, total hardness, and
calcium levels at USGS well D-04-1407B8B? Addressed by response #4-69.
Any explanation for the much higher chloride, magnesium, sulfate and TDS levels at
USGS well D-04-1407B8B? Addressed by response #4-70.
Incomplete sentence. Does not finish thought on the volume of groundwater
expected. Addressed by response #4-71.
The first occurrence of the word "exhibit" seems like it should be replaced with the
word "exist" ... ?? "Five wetland areas exist ....... " May have been addressed by response
#4-97?
What was the rationale used for "expected traffic dispersion" of new contractors and
families into surrounding communities? Wouldn't most want to live close by? May
have been addressed by response #4-98?
What was the rationale for concluding that " ... the greenhouse gas emissions
generated from either action alternative would have a negligible effect on global
warming"? (Localized affects on climate change may not be negligible). Adding a more
local and longer-term {>3 years) analysis is recommended for comparison to existing
conditions in the vicinity. It is part of cumulative impacts; it all adds up regionally and
globally.
Unsatisfactorily addressed by response #4-99.
What does "TBC" stand for? Addressed by response #4-100.
What is the rationale for concluding that" ... the estimated annual PM10 emissions
during construction are expected to add moderate amounts of these emissions to the
environment but at amounts below the EPA defined de minimis levels (40 CFR 93
§153) .. ... "? Addressed by response #4-101.
It appears the word "more"should be inserted in front of the word "complicated".
Addressed by response #4-102.
Word "These" at the beginning of the second sentence is misspelled. Addressed by
response #4-103.
Needs label for Ripsey Wash; (or Hackberry). Addressed by response #4-169 .

2 -/2

--' 2-/3
-- Z-I4

- r Z-15

-

- 2-/6

-

3-132

4

4-161

1

4-161

3

4-163
4-164

Table 4-4
last

4-167

6 (4.3.4)

4-173

4
Figure 2-5
Figure 2-7
Figu re 2-13

New

Comments

Section
4.0
Section
4.2

Tables 4.1
&4.2
l rt & Only

-

2-17

-, 2-/8

--

2-/9

--·- z-zo
-

2 -ZI

- 2-22
]
-,

Needs label for Hackberry; (or Ripsey Wash). Addressed by response #4-170.
Needs upgrading (engineered; not hand-drawn) and labeling to specify proposed
location . (So as not to be confused w ith crossing at Gila River). Appears to be
addressed by response #4-171?
(3/4/16)
Cross-referencing between these two tables makes it very difficult to review by
resources, (using resource ID #'s) .
How does "replacing" one TSF with another automatica lly equate to "negligible
cumulative impacts" to climate change?
The second TSF does add some degree of cumulative impacts. As stated in this DEIS,
another TSF will increase surface soil albetos / reflectivity, (bare ground), increase
sedimentation and dust, decrease groundwater recharge leading to degradation of
riparian vegetative communities, thus further exacerbating climate change. No

2-23
2-2.4

I

-,

-, Z-25
I

2-2.I,

-

I 2-27

-

2-28

..
f

Section

6.3

List of
Preparers

analysis/rationale is presented to demonstrate that these additional impacts would be
"negligible cumulative impacts" to climate change.
Only Francisco's name is on the List of Preparers for BLM .

: 2-26
Ccon•t)

--

2-29

Comment Oocument :I/ 2

{ corrlinved)

Comments by Linda Dunlavey Realty Specialist BLM 3/8/2016
Information that BLM Lands and Realty will need in the EIS in order to teir off of this
document.
The length, width, grade and description of what kind of construction is being used on the road.
The casefile number that Pinal County will have to amend is AZA-35391-01. The legal
description of where the change is being made.

2-30

Same goes for the SCIP powerline, the only difference is they will have to file a new application
for a ROW across public land.
Will need the legal description for the Arizona Trail that is being moved. BLM # AZA-33631
and State Land# 10-13922.
The bridge and pipelines will need the same type of information plus a Plan of Development
shows what materials are being used, where the peirs are going, what is going to be done to
protect the river.

J

Z· 3/

Following comments on the Original Draft by Sbernal were not included.
Part of this San Carlos (SC) line is located on BLM lands in T.4 S., R. 13 E, sec. 12, SW4, is7
unauthorized and requires a BLM ROW authorization.

:J

2-.32

sci Z-33

A portion of the existing SC line runs on BLM lands without a BLM ROW authorization.
will need to apply to the BLM for a ROW in order to allow the line to remain on public land.:J

If the Ripsey Wash alternative is selected ASARCO will need to apply for a BLM ROW for the
pipeline bridge in NE NW sec 12; and for the pipe lines crossing the BLM parcel along the
adjacent road in the NWSW, NWSWSW sec. 12, T. 4 S., R. 13 E.
Please add the above information along with providing the lengths and widths for each
infrastructures sites (bridge/pipeline areas), with a map showing their locations and
length/width/height, and provide all engineer designs for these facilities, and a section of
describing the construction methodology for the bridge and pipeline such as (site preparation,
reclamation, safety, hazmat mitigation, traffic control, types of equipment, number of vehicles
and number personnel, engineer specifications, and must include all ancillary features.

Z-34

Provide the engineer designs for the pipeline bridge and the pipeline layouts along the road an~
include all ancillary features required for their installations and operations. Also describe in the
EIS all ancillary features are needed to support these.

2-.35

Provide the specifications for the pipelines, i.e., diameter, thickness, etc. What are the risks ofJ
pipeline bursting and causeing runoff onto public lands and the river. How will this be
mitigated.

2-36

A plan of development(POD) should be created and added to the EIS that will describe the
construction project for each alternative as well as their locations and designs of the bridge and
pipeline. We attached to our comments a sample form POD guide. Note, where will the pipeline
be placed and what side of the road, and are there are ancillary features that required with your
operations and placement. Pinal County will need to give approval if these features are to share
and fall into their existing BLM road right-of-way.

I2-38

In addition, the B LM is to be compensated for the loss of vegetation. The removal of saguar:
are to be avoided, if not, BLM must be compensated for each lost or replaced or salvaged as
much as possible. A BLM vegetation inventory of potential vegetation targeted for removal
needs to be provided.
The BLM ownership is incorrect on this Figure. See the actual Figure where the BLM parcel
been identified. in section 12.

2-37

~j Z-39

j

The EIS needs to analyze the impacts of the this alternative for both scenarios if or if not the
ASLD's lands are acquired by ASARCO. The purchase is a connected action, so, the question is
can this alternative occur without the purchase occurring. Suggest adding a map showing the
subject ASLD lands.
The EIS needs to analyze the impacts of the this alternative for both scenarios if or if not the
BLM lands are acquired by ASARCO. The exchange is a connected action, so, the question is
can this alternative occur without the exchange occurring. Suggest adding a map showing the
BLM lands proposed under the exchange. The Hackberry alternative and analysis needs to be
similar (same) as under the amended Ray Land Mine exchange.

2-4o

z-4/

A plan of development(POD) should be created and added to the EIS that will describe the
construction project for each alternative as well as their locations and designs of the bridge and
pipeline. We attached to our comments a sample form POD guide. Note, where will the pipeline
be placed and what side of the road, and are there are ancillary features that required with your
operations and placement. Pinal County will need to give approval if these features are to share
and fall into their existing BLM road right-of-way.

2-42.

Commenf Document =tf 2 ( confin11e.d)
Nancy Favour
Comments on Draft EIS Proposed Tailings Storage Facility, Ray Mine - Pinal County, Arizona
(January 29, 2016)
(Ripsey Wash Draft EIS)

Executive Summary
Pg. ES-3 - footnote 6 - 2"" sentence is confusing- are there words missing?
"If a proposed project is not water-dependent and would impact a special aquatic site (e.g., a wetland),
then there is a strong regulatory presumption that if practicable alternatives that do not involve special
aquatic sites are available, aR€I that such alternatives would have less adverse impact on the aquatic
ecosystem."

2

A3
-T

ES-3 - Project Purpose & Need
The Purpose and Need statement does not reflect the agency's purpose and need, just the applicant's.

2-44

For SLM, I would suggest SLM's purpose and need statement be similar to:
The SLM's purpose is to respond to ASARCO's request to develop portions of a new TSF for the Ray
Mine on public lands, and to use salable materials from the federal mineral estate. The need is to comply
with regulations under the General Mining Law of 1872, as amended; Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976, as amended (FLPMA); and the Surface Resources Act of 1955.
SLM's Decision to be Made:
The SLM Authorized Officer is the Tucson Field Manager. The Authorized Officer will decide: whether to
approve ASARCO's request to construct the portion of the proposed TSF located on public land; whether
to allow the applicant to relocate a segment of the Arizona Trail to a new location on SLM-administered
land; whether to allow the applicant to relocate a portion of an existing 69kV transmission line onto SLM
administered land; whether to approve the Mineral Materials request for federal mineral estate; to
approve one or more of the requests with modifications, or to deny the requests.
Hackberry Gulch Alternative ~
It seems more should be mentioned that this alternative would require the RLE to occur, or that an MPO
would be required if the land stays under SLM administration.
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Footnote 4 refers to 2,300 acres of subsurface estate administered by SLM. This acreage should be
E~
included in the table, with notation as to who manages the surface estate . Also, document needs to
reflect that SLM will need to make a decision regarding proposed activities involving the subsurface
estate.
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ES-12
Footnote
1 describes that the facility would be partly located on land involved in the Ray Land Exchange
proposal. Why is this footnote attached to "State of Arizona"? Please move note to SLM and disclose the
amount of SLM-administered land [for each alternative in this EIS] involved in the land exchange and
amount of SLM-managed land that would be affected that is excluded from proposed land exchange.

z-4B

Ch. 1, section 1.1
The SLM has a number of decisions to make. The portion of the Proposed action and Alternatives that
would involve SLM decisions need to be more clearly described, analyzed and disclosed.
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Facilities that would be on SLM-managed land include/require a SLM decision :
A tailings pipeline
A return-water pipeline
Re-route of an existing 69-kV transmission line
I

'••

BLM-ASO-Favour-comments-3-4-2016

•
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(corl'+)

Re-route of a portion of the Arizona Trail [is the new trail segment being decided on in this
document, or would that be in a future document?]
Also , BLM approval would be required for mineral materials from the subsurface mineral estate
managed by the BLM underneath the proposed Ripsey Wash TSF.
?Would there be a new bridge on SLM-administered land?

1.3 - Suggest delineating the Agency's Purpose and Need as distinct from Applicant's Purpose and
Need. (what regulatory requirement triggers the USACE's need to review this proposal?)
Also , I would like to see BLM 's Purpose and Need included, separate and distinct from the other federal
agencies that will be using this EIS to issue a decision on the portion of the proposal under their
jurisdiction.

Z-&./\
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I would suggest SLM's purpose and need statement be similar to :
The BLM 's purpose is to respond to ASARCO's request to develop portions of a new TSF for the Ray
Mine on public lands, to relocate a portion of the Arizona National Scenic Trail onto public land ; and to
use salable materials from the federal mineral estate. The need is to comply with regulations under the
General Mining Law of 1872, as amended ; Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, as
amended (FLPMA) ; and the Surface Resources Act of 1955.
BLM's Decision to be Made:
The SLM Authorized Officer is the Tucson Field Manager. The Authorized Officer will decide: whether to
approve ASARCO's request to construct the portion of the proposed TSF located on public land; whether
to allow the applicant to relocate a segment of the Arizona Trail to a new location on SLM-administered
land; whether to allow the applicant to relocate a portion of an existing 69kV transmission line onto SLM
administered land; whether to approve the Mineral Materials request for federal mineral estate; to
approve one or more of the requests with modifications, or to deny the requests.
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Pg. 1-5
This
statement should be revised, ".A.ltho1o19h tRe ooly Asarco-proposed operational activity on BLMadministered lands includes be the installation and use of approximately 1,500 feet (or about 0.3 miles) of
the tailings and reclaim water pipel ines for the Proposed Action, use of mineral materials, and a re-route
of the Arizona Trail. .. "

_

2 52.

As stated previously, there are a number of aspects of the proposal that will require SLM decision,
including the mineral material sale , and over 6 miles of relocated trail.
Also , this statement illustrates that the mineral estate is a concern/should be disclosed as an impact in
the document:
Federal mineral estate would be covered by both the Ripsey Wash TSF and the Hackberry Gulch
alternative. Both the Ripsey Wash and the Hackberry Gulch TSF sites would remain open to mineral entry
whether or not a TSF is constructed ; however, the construction of a tailings facilities over the federal
mineral estate may effectively preclude future mineral resource development beneath the facilities
(indirect & residual impact).
The entire document needs to be reviewed and clarified as to what components would involve SLM- ~
managed lands, both surface and sub-surface. Also , activities proposed on any SLM-administered lands
that are proposed for exchange in the Ray Land Exchange should be treated as SLM-administered lands
since we do not yet know what the outcome of the proposed exchange will be. (Any assumption that the
exchange is "likely" is pre-decisional.)
Pg. 1-6
This information should be in regular text and not buried as a footnote:

2
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BLM-ASO-Favour-comments-3-4-2016

•
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For example, in the event that the Hackberry Gulch TSF alternative is selected and the Ray Land ~
Exchange does not proceed, the SLM would need to authorize a modification to Asarco's mine plan of
operations to incorporate the construction, operation and closure of the Hackberry Gulch TSF.

(

Con'f)

~ 2- 56

Public Scoping
Just curious, if there were 2 locations for the public scoping meetings, why weren't there 2 locations for
the Draft EIS meetings?

Pg . 1-10-1 would think that Mineral Resources would deserve a spot in the EIS. What minerals beside
~
copper were tested for? Since as the footnotes states , "the construction of tailings facilities over the federal
mineral estate may effect ive ly preclude future mineral resource development beneath the facilities", the loss of that public
resource should be disclosed.
_

Ch.2
~
It would be really nice to have maps that show land ownership. Also , I would like to see the federal
mineral estate indicated , as well as relevant parcels involved in the Ray Land Exchange.
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2-2 No Action Alt. - if neither TSF alternative is selected , won't ASARCO choose some other way
storing tailings? Store on existing site? Would they transport the tailings farther away? Shut the mine
down?
2.3.2
~
Relocation of the Kelvin-Florence Highway would be a connected action if it would involve federal
decision .... or is it all on ASLD land?

2-57
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Figure 8. Legend doesn't explain Florence-Kelvin highway symbol. A cross-hatch overlay or other sym:
for the TSF extents would be better than a single red line. There's so many red lines, it is difficult to
discern what they all refer to. An inset locator map would be nice.

~
Table 2-1
Does "Acreages at Full Capacity" include Temporary as well as Permanent disturbance? For example ,
the relocation of the Florence-Kelvin Highway would likely involve temporary and permanent disturbance,
as would construction of the pipelines. Please discuss temporary and permanent disturbance acreages.
Access to Upper Ripsey Wash----SLM? Impacts to recreationists? (hopefully this is addressed in lmpacj

Appendix C
Table 1 - BLM Permits and Approvals :
Right-of-way for tailings pipeline
Right-of-way for return-water pipeline
Right-of-way for Re-route of an existing 69-kV transmission line operated by SCIP
Re-route of a portion of the Arizona Trail
Mineral material sale for salable materials (requires SLM approval of Mine Plan of Operation)

Please revise footnote 1 to remove the characterization of SLM-administered land as "minimal". There is
no NEPA reason to state this; and saying so is inaccurate and misleading. Please simply fully disclose
impacts to SLM-administered lands so that SLM Decision Maker can make informed decision.
c-5: Is text missing from final sentence of first paragraph? Just says , "Regulator".

3
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Minerals Program Comments (Dan Moore)
In order for BLM to adopt the EIS for use in making a decision concerning the potential issuance of sale
contract(s) for the use of federal mineral materials in the TSF project, the EIS needs to provide 1)
sufficient detail in the description of the proposed mining of the mineral mat erials and the reclamation
of these mining activities; and 2) an analysis of the expected impacts of these mining activities on the
human environment adequate for the BLM Field Manage r to make a reasoned decision.
For each alternative, the following information is required :
1.

Proposed source locations for mineral materia ls

2.

Identification of any active mining claims covering proposed sale locations (Note that BLM must
seek a Mineral Materials Waiver from holders of existing, valid mining claims covering a
proposed sale area prior to the issuance of a mineral materia l sale contract.)

3.

Volume or tonnage of mineral materials required

4. Access route locations and descriptions of access route requirements
5.

Map showing access routes and general site layout of sufficient detail to allow an analysis of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed activities

6. A gene ral description of mining methods and equipment requirements
7.

Schedule of mining activities

8.

Discussion of methods that will be used to avoid unnecessary or undue degradation

9.

Discussion of how the public will be protected from mining activities (fencing, signing, etc.)

10. Disclosure of any required permits (dust, air quality, etc.)
11. Reclamation plan (or final disposition plan for sites to be buried under a proposed TSF)
12. Interim site management plan for sites proposed to be buried under a TSF if a protracted time
pe riod (five years or more) will pass between mineral material mining and ultimate burial under
a TSF
13. A disclosure and analysis of the environmental impacts of the activities proposed above

2-ft>I::,

Comment Document :II 2 (conlin1Jed)
Ray Mine TSF Administrative Draft EIS Review Comments
Reviewing Agency: _BLM _ __
Reviewer: Darrell Tersey
Page No.
ES-14
ES-24

ES-35

ES-37

2-8

Paragraph
6.2.2
6.15 .1

Potential
spread of
noxious
weeds
Potential
impacts to
BLM
sensitive
wildlife
species

2.3.2.14

3-3

Table 3-1

3-79

3.7.1.7
Land Use
Plans and
Policies

3-88

3-96

3.9.1.1

3.9.2.2
Effects of
the Ripsey

Comment
_)
Extra word in first sentence that does not belong there "within"
Only one species of animal has a scientific name listed. Either all should
have them the first time the common name is used or none. The T&E
species should have their scientific names listed for clarity and consistence
with the Biological Assessment needed for the Section 7 consultation
process.
Buffelgrass and Malta Star Thistle are both known to occur in the project
area and are highly invasive on disturbed sites.

-

--
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2-69

--

This is a current list of BLM sensitive species for the project area.
Lowland Leopard Frog (Lithobates yavapaiensis), American Peregrine Falcon
(Falco peregrinus anatum), Bald Eagle (non-listed DPS) (Haliaeetus
leucocephalus), Cactus Ferruginous Pygmy-Owl {Glaucidium brasilianum
cactorum), Allen's Big-eared Bat {ldionycteris phyllotis), Arizona Myotis
(Myotis occultus), California Leaf-nosed Bat (Macrotus californicus), Cave
Myotis( Myotis velifer), Greater Western Mastiff Bat (Eumops perotis
californicus). Additionally, The Sonoran Desert Tortoise (Gopherus morafkai)
is covered by a Candidate Conservation Agreement and that species is now
considered as a sensitive species by the BLM.
There is no information how Asarco will "eliminate existing public access
within and 500 feet beyond the proposed footprint of the facility and
related infrastructure in the area of construction and operation of the
Ripsey Wash TSF." Response to comments on the administrative draft were
referred to a non-existent section about "A new section (2.5.2 .15, Fencing
and Signage), has been added to EIS to respond to comment."
Source 2 and 4 are both for the same location in Winkelman, but they show different average total precipitation at the bottom of the table.
Last paragraph in section is duplicate to last part of second paragraph above ·
it.

2 -10

-2-7/

- 2-72.
-

Section should also note that The area is part of the White Canyon Resource
Conservation area and the Middle Gila Cultural Resource management Area
under the Phoenix RMP
BLM management of recreation on BLM-administered lands in this area is
guided by the 1989 Phoenix Regional Management Plan (RMP) (BLM 1989).
Should be Resource management plan . Responses to Comments on the
October 15, 2014 Internal Working Draft EIS stated: 4-82 Typo fixed.
After construction and operation of the TSF, a total of 3.3 miles of trail
located within the footprint or within 500 feet of project facilities will be
closed to public use (1.0 miles on BLM ROW and 2.2 miles on County ROW).

--

2-13

2-74

2-75

••

Wash TSF
Alternative
3-122
3-121

3.13.1.2
Table 3-61

3-123

3.13.1.2

3-123
3-124

3.13 .1.3

3-125
3-125
3-125
3-126

3.13 .1.6
3.13 .1.6.1
3.13.1.6.2
3.13.2.2.1

3-127

3.13.2.2.3

3-146

3.15.1.2

3-154

Table 3-66

3-155

Table 3-66

3-157

3.15.1.12

3-161

3.15.2.2.3

. 2-75

Need to discuss how these closures will be constructed for impact analysis
(cort'f)
in wildlife and recreation sections, different types of closures will have
different impacts.
Xenoriparian xeno- combining form, prefix: xeno-relating to a foreigner or - '
2.-7l,
foreigners. "xenophobia" •other; different in origin. Responses to
Comments on the October 15, 2014 Internal Working Draft EIS stated:
"Spelling correction made in text and table."
First full paragraph on page. Only one species of plant does not have a
scientific name listed. Either all should have them the first time the
common name is used or none.
Xenoriparian used twice in this section. Responses to Comments on the
2-18
October 15, 2014 Internal Working Draft EIS stated: "Spelling correction
made in text and table."
-First sentence should read Pinal county
- 2-7'1
There is not any designated or proposed Critical Habitat for this species.
- 2. - 80
Z -8 1
There is not any designated or proposed Critical Habitat for this species.
Xenoriparian used once in this section . Responses to Comments on the
2- 92.
October 15, 2014 Internal Working Draft EIS stated: "Spelling correction
made in text and table."
Buffelgrass and Malta Star Thistle are both known to occur in the project
area and are highly invasive on disturbed sites.
Arizona Game and Fish Department HGIS system also identifies Desert
2-84
Bighorn sheep as a Mammal Species of Economic and Recreational
Importance (SERI) for the Ripsey TSF area.
Sonoran Desert Tortoise should be listed as a BLM sensitive species with
appropriate analysis of impacts. BLM guidance is "The Sonoran desert
2-85
tortoise and its habitat south and east of the Colorado River will be
conserved and managed as described in Manual Section 6840 (Special
Status Species) and consistent with the CCA conservation commitments." _
Golden Eagles are known to next about 5 miles west of Ripsey TSF, Arizona 2-86
Golden Eagle Nest Survey 2012 (AZ G&FD 2012)
F&WS IPac tool (species list) indicates that projects in the area also need to 2-87
consider affects to Lesser Long-nosed bat and Ocelot.
Since there is not any design features in the EIS to prevent mortalities of
desert tortoise both during construction and during operation of the TS F's,
the EIS should clearly state that there will be a high mortality rate, possibly
greater than 95% to the desert tortoise in and near the facilities.
In the Candidate Conservation Agreement, Stressor A.4. Loss or degradation

-

---

-

--

-

-

-
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of habitat through minerals extraction activities may reduce available
habitat and disrupt natural movement between suitable habitat patches.
Has the following guidance. Adverse impacts to desert tortoise will be
mitigated to the extent allowable in the 43 CFR 3809 regulations. And
Salable mineral material permits will be prohibited in occupied SOT habitat
unless it is clearly in the public interest to permit them.
The footnotes at the end of the table on page 128 of the SDT-CCA defines
the ratings for the impacts to desert tortoise from projects.

-

3-162

3.15.2.2.6

3-162
3-165

3.15.2.2.6
3.15.2.2.14

Append ix
D
D-15

12.0

D-9

7.1

-

Special habitat Features for the desert tortoise include caliche banks along
washes, shelter sites under shrubs and caves and burrows in wash banks
and on slopes.
Need to add desert bighorn sheep
Add desert tortoise to discussion.

-- 2 -9o
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The Special Management Areas were designated by the Record of Decision
in 1989. Drop all references to "Proposed"
Next to last paragraph - Delete "Bryce Thomson Arboretum"

--
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