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demonstrating that Atlantic Richfield’s predecessors were so closely involved
with operations at Walker Mine as to warrant a finding that the sharcholder was
itself an "operator” of the Mine. This inquiry will require the Regional Board to
analyze decades of historical documents, including thousands of pages of business
records and correspondence related to Atlantic Richfield’s predecessors’
relationships with the Walker Mining Company. Based on established case law,
past State Water Board decisions, and the documents so far produced by the
Prosecution Team, the Regional Board would go well beyond the existing
precedents if it were to make a finding of liability consistent with the Prosecution
Team’s argument. The Regional Board cannot, therefore, hold Atlantic Richfield
(including its predecessors) liable for the acts of the separate and independent

- Walker Mining Company.

Regional Board Liability: The Regional Board must also consider its own
liability for the Sites. The Draft CAOs indicate that the Regional Board entered
settlements with multiple former owners of the Mine Site. In exchange for

‘payments from the settling parties, the Regional Board apparently agreed to

indemnify those parties. Atlantic Richfield was not a party to those agreements
and has a right to challenge whether those settlements fairly allocated liabilities
amongst the settling parties consistent with their degtee of ownership and
involvement in the activities that have given rise to liabilities at these interrelated
Sites. Consideration of this issue requires discovery and analysis of the
comimunications, negotiations, and agreements between the Regional Board and
the settling parties, as well as the activities of those parties that gave rise to

-potential liability, Additionally, the Regional Board has undertaken remedial

actions at the Mine Site and is therefore liable for (1) any actions not consistent
with the standard of care applicable to its remedial activities and, (2) any
discharges the Regional Board may have caused or exacerbated in the course of
its remedial activities. Ilere, too, the Regional Board will have to consider highly
technical evidence regarding the work it has performed at the Sites and what
impact that work has had on environmental conditions at the Sites.

The Consent Decree: The Regional Board must evaluate the consent decree
between USFS and Atlantic Richfield, including the scope of the contribution
protection provisions therein, to determine its applicability to both Sites. To
simply accept USFS’s argument that the consent decree does not apply to the
Mine Site without naming USKS a party to the Mine Site CAQ proceedings and
without providing Atlantic Richfield the corresponding opportunity to present
argument and evidence on that point would be a further denial of Atlantic
Richfield’s due process tights.




David Coupe

Kenneth Landau
December 6, 2013

Page 7

Apportionment: If the Regional Board were to find Atlantic Richfield liable for
some aspect of operation at the Mine Site or Tailings Site, the Regional Board
would then have to consider the extent of that liability. Numerous entities and
individuals have conducted mining and remedial operations at the Sites urider
various owners. Prior to the Walker Mining Company staking claims at the Sites,
unknown individuals conducted mining operations there while USFS owned all of
the property. Even after Walker Mining Company patented its claims, there was a
period of several years, perhaps over a decade, when Walker Mining Company
(including any predecessor entities or individuals) was mining but Atlantic
Richfield’s predecessors had not yet acquired any stock in Walker Mining -
Company. And even when Atlantic Richfield’s predecessors did hold stock in
Walker Mining Company, mining operations stopped and started. Mining
operations during those times also occurred in various locations at the Mine Site.
Thus, the question of what (if any) share of responsibility Atlantic Richfield could
‘bear for current environmental conditions is exceedingly complex and will depend
on detailed analysis of highly technica! issues involving facts that took place 70 or
more years ago. As explained above, apportionment of harm arising from the
Regional Board’s operations and settlements with other owners, and USFS
liability for pre-Walker Mining Company mining activities must also be
considered.

State Statutory Issues: In addition to the issues identified above, the Draft CAOs
raise several more issues arising from California state law, including:

o AApplicatiron of the California Water Code, section 13304(j), which bars
retroactive liability for lawful activities.’

o Application of statutes of limitation and repos¢ for the Draft CAOs which seek
to impose remedial obligations on the named Dischargers to each order.

o Application of California Water Code Section 13304(c), which bars recovery of
past costs through CAOs,

o Application of California Code of Civil Procedure Section 877, which bars
impaosition of liability upon Atlantic Richfield for matters covered by the
release of claims from the USFS,

Presenting the foregoing issues in either state or federal court would require two or more
weeks of trial. Such a trial would be preceded by multiple rounds of extensively biiefed and
argued motions, as well as months of discovery including depositions of fact and expert
witnesses. Atlantic Richfield recognizes that the Regional Board cannot replicate court
procedures in its ddmlmstrat&yf framework, but the deficiencies in the Proposed Procedures must
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‘be cured to allow presentation of the arguments and evidence the Regional Board will need to
reach a reasoned decision on the many issues raised by the Draft CAOs,

JIR The Sites are Interrelated as a Result of Both Historical Operations and Geography.

Besides overlooking the number and complexity of issues, the Proposed Procedures also
fail to appreciate the interrelationship of the Sites. The Walker Mining Company operated the
Sites as one facility and the connection between the Sites continues to this day. The Mine Site is
adjacent to the Tailings Site less than a mile upstream along Little Dolly Creek. The tailings at
the Tailings Site are the byproduct of mine operations at the Mine Sitc; after economically
valuable portions of copper had been removed from the Walker Mine ore, the mill tailings were
directed downstream for collection at the Tailings Site. Little Dolly Creek still connects the
Sites. Accordingly, any remedial activity the Regional Board decides to require at the upstream
Mine Site — which would almost certainly alter the quantity or character of Little Dolly Creek’s
flow, as well as possibly altering groundwater levels and movement in the area’s aquifer — could
potentially impact ongoing remedial activities at the downstream Tailings Site.

Considering both Sites at the same time is thus an integral part of Atlantic Richfield’s
counter-proposal. The interrelationship between the Sites means that most of the legal and
factual defenses described above apply as much to the Mine Site as to the Tailings Site. Most
importantly, the CERCLA Section 113(h) issue must be evaluated as to both Sites given the )
likely impact upstream remedial actions would have on the USFS’s remedial work at the Tailings
Site. Of course, the possibility that the Prosecution Team can prove some exception 1o the usual
rules of shareholder non-liability is also dependent on historical facts relating to the integrated
development and operation of the two Sites.

The Prosecution Team’s continued suggestion to hold separate hearings on the two Sites,
and USFS’s apparent acquiescence in that suggestion, would only add 1o the inefficiencies
inherent in the Proposed Procedures. USFS suggests that it would simplify matters for the
Regional Board to consider the Tailings Site separately, if at all. That is not the casc. As
explained above, the Sites” histories cannot be considered separately and cannot be evaluated
without USFS’s full participation. The only issue related exclusively to USFS — sovereign
immunity — relates to both sites insofar as Atlantic Richfield asserts that USFS must be a party to
both Draft CAOs. If Atlantic Richfield’s alternative procedures are adopted, the sovereign
immunity issue may be evaluated along with all the other threshold issues implicating the
Regional Board’s jurisdiction and the parties’ alleged liability. Given the litany of other issues
the Regional Board must confront, no efficiency will result from separating the hearings based
solely on the USFS’s assertion of sovereign immunity,
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III,  Atlantic Richfield’s Alternative Procedures Provide a More Efficient Framework

for Resolving all the Issues the Regional Board Must Consider.

To efficiently address the many issues raised by the Draft CAOs, Atlantic Richfield
proposes a hearing structure that bifurcates the more complex legal issues into a preliminary
phase and leaves the more intensively factual / technical apportionment and remediation
questions for a second phase. Atlantic Richfield’s proposed calendar and protocols for pre-
hearing discovery and disclosures is enclosed as an Addendum to this letter. A summary
description of the bifurcated hearing structure follows,

A, Jurisdiction and Liability Phase

The first phase of the bifurcated hearing would consider all matters related to the Board’s
jurisdiction over the two Sites and the Parties identified as a “Discharger” for each site. This
first phase would also consider all matters related to the liability of any Designated Party or third
patty for payment of costs, performance of actions, and any other relief at either or both Sites

under the Draft CAOs.

The issues raised by the Prosecution Team’s assertion of jurisdiction and designation of
Atlantic Richfield and USFS as liable parties in these circumstances are the more complex legal
questions the Regional Board must consider. Further, depending on how the Regional Board
resolves these threshold legal questions, additional development of more complicated factual and
technical issues may not be necessary. Aflantic Richfield therefore proposes dedicating a first
phase hearing to the following issues:

1.

Does CERCLA Section 113(h)’s bar on pre-enforcement review, the
federal Consent Decree for the Walker Mine Tailings Site, sovereign
immunity principles, and / or bankruptcy discharge provide a defense, in
whole or in part, to the Regional Board’s claims and grounds for
jurisdiction at each Site?

Is the Regional Board a liable party as an “operator” for either Site or
arising from settlements with other owners / operators for either Site?
Does The Anaconda Company’s direct involvement with Walker Minitig
Companiy and the Walker Mine merit an exception to the usual rule that a
corporate shareholder will not be held liable for the corporation’s acts?

Is USFS a liable party as an “owner” or “opetator” of the Tailings Site

- and does USFS bear any liability for the Mine Site?

Are there any third parties with liability for either Site?
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6. Have all necessary parties been joined in the action?
7. Are any of the other issues raised above, or any further liability or

jurisdictional issues that may later emerge, an impediment to the
Regional Board’s assertion of its authority in these circumstances?

The timeline and calendar appended to this letter outlines discovery and other pre-hearing
tasks, and supports scheduling a *“first phase” hearing in May 2014. The hearing would allocate
time separately for both legal argument and factual testimiony over the course of two days. The
first three hours of hearing time would be devoted to oral argument and questions from the
Regional Board concerning legal issues. The remainder of the first day of hearing and at least
six houts on a second day of hearing would be used for presenting factual and expert testimony.

B, Anportionment and Remedy Phase

The second phase of the bifurcated hearing would consider the complex issues of
apportionment and remedy. Phase 2 would proceed only in the event the Regional Board made
liability determinations in the Phase 1 hearing that require further proceedings to resolve issues
related to implementation of the Draft CAOs. In particular, if the Regional Board determined
that Atlantic Richfield’s predecessors had operated either of the Sites to some extent, further
proceedings would be needed to detérmine what portion of the Walker Mine’s operations
Atlantic Richfield’s predecessor had conducted, what (if any) ongoing environmental impacts
those operations by Atlantic Richfield’s predecessors caused, and what several (allocated) share
of remedial costs or remedial actions Atlantic Richfield should bear as a result. Consistent with
whatever findings the Regional Board made in Phase 1, the Regional Board would also need to
consider allocation of costs and / or remedial action to USFS and the Regional Board itself.

As outlined in the appended timeline, deadlines for Phase 2 would begin to run only after
the Regional Board issued a written decision addressing all of the issues raised in Phase 1. The
Phase 2 determination would include such issues as;

1. Causation issues for each Site (i.e., specifically whaf operations each
Designated Party conducted and what ongoing environmental conditions
those operations caused).

2, Apportionment of costs and / or remedial responsibilities aniong liable
Designated Parties for each Site.

3. The nature and relationship of the remedy for each Site.

4, Regional Board authority to bind a Designated Party to perform any

future response action the Regional Board may identify after the Phase 1
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and Phase 2 proceedings have been concluded and while any remedial
activities are being carried out.

Assuming a written decision is available soon after the Phase 1 hearing, Phase 2
discovery could be completed in advance of a September or October hearing date. We refer to
the appended timeline for a description of Phase 2 pre-hearing procedures and disclosures.

C. Applicable Rules.

The Proposed Procedures do not identify the Prosecution Team’s burden of proof for the
hearing. The Proposed Procedures also do not identify any basis on which the Prosecution Team
may hold Atlantic Richfield jointly and severally liable under the Draft CAOs, though the Draft
CAOs themselves suggest that is the Prosecution Team’s intent. Accordingly, Atlantic Richfield
urges the Regional Board to adopt the following procedural riles to govern any hearing it sets on
the Draft CAOs:

. At any hearing on the Walker Mine Site and / or the Walker Tailings Site, the
Prosecution Team will have the burden of production, together with the burden of
persuasion by a preponderance of the evidence, as to any finding of fact and as to
any finding that one or more parties is responsible for cleaning up and abating the
site in question, including the proportionate share of liability which should be
allocated to each such party. Each respondent will have the burden of production,

“together with the burden of persuasion by a preponderdnce of the evidence, as to
any affirmative defense offered at the hearing. '

. In any portion of a hearing assigning responsibility to Atlantic Richfield for either
remedial activities or the costs of remedial activities, the Prosecution Team shall
have the burden to prove that any remedial activities or costs for which it seeks to
hold Atlantic Richfield responsible are necessary because Anaconda or
International Smelting & Refining Company has caused the specific condition
requiring remediation by a discharge of wastes into the waters of the state.

. In any portion of a hearing assigning responsibility to Atlantic Richfield for either
remedial activities or the costs of remedial activities, the Prosecution Team shall
be precluded from presenting any evidence of temedial activities or costs
attributable to a discharge of wastes into the waters of the state by any individual
or entity other than Anaconda or International Smelting & Refining Company.

Proceeding to a hearing without additional clarification of the rules proposed above
would be a further violation of Atlantic Richfield’s due process rights.
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On behalf of Atlantic Richfield, we look forward to the Regional Board’s decision as to
the appropriate procedures for resolving the claims made in the Draft CAOs.

for /-
Davis GRAHAM & StuBBs LLP

Enclosures
cc:  Andrew Tauriainen, Esq.
Michael Hope, Esq.



IMPORTANT DEADLINES
Phase 1 Hearing

December 6, 2013

» Atlantic Richfield (AR) / USDA will transmit any requests under

CPRA to the Regional Board by this date.

» The Board will respond to each request within 10 days of receipt and

produce documents and other responsive information within 30 days
of receipt.

January 17, 2013

Each Designated Party may propound up to 20 interrogatoriees by
this date. Responses to interrogatories are due within 20 days of
receipt.

January 31, 2013

Each Designated Party may propound up to 20 requests for
admission by this date.

Responses to requests for admission are due within 20 days of
receipt. ‘

February 7, 2014

Designated Parties must ask the Board to add additional parties by
this date. .

‘February 24, 2014

Each Designated Party shall disclose a list of witnesses that may be
called to testify at the hearing, including a brief description of the
topics each witness will cover. This disclosure shall include a
general description of the type of experts, if any, the party intends to
use. The identity of any expert need not be disclosed until the expert
disclosure.

March 7, 2014

The Designated Parties will exchange expert disclosures that shall
contain the qualifications of the expert, a summary of all opinions
the expert may offer at the hearing, and a description of the basis for
those opinions.

March 19, 2014

A Designated Party may make supplemental expert disclosures with
opinions or commennts in rebuttal to another party’s expert, provided
that supplementation is completed this day.

March 21, 2014

Each Designated Party may take up to four depositions of percipient
witnesses, and depose all expert witnesses designated by the
opposing side.

Each deposition shall be no longer than six hours. All non-expert

_depositions shall be completed by this date.

April 14, 2014

All expert depositions shall be completed by this date.

20 days prior to the
date of the hearing

The Designated Parties may submit pre-hearing briefs, with a copy
provided contemporaneously to each remaining Designated Party,
that outline the legal and factual matters for determination by the
Board at the Hearing. Any Designated Party may request oral
argument on a legal matter raised for determination by the Board.

* Each Designated Party may append to its pre-hearing brief proposed

findings of fact and law for the Board’s consideration.

2959483.2




10 days prior to the
hearing

= Each Designated Party shall disclose a list of exhibits it expects to
use at the hearing, and disclose any and all demonstrative exhibits
incloding all PowerPoint presentations that may be used at the
hearing.

May 2014

= The hearing shall take place on a mutually agreeable date in May
2014 and shall be no more than two days in length, depending upon
the number of Designated Parties and Interested Persons involved
and issues presented for determination by the Board.

= The first three hours of hearing time will be dedicated to oral
argument and questions from the Regional Board regarding legal
issues identified in the parties’ pre-hearing briefs.

= The remainder of the first day’s hearing time, and at least six hours
during a second day of hearing, will be used for presentation of
testimony and other evidence on factual issues.




IMPORTANT DEADLINES
Phase 2 Hearin

» Each Designated Party and/or its experts shall be permltted access to
the Walker Mine Site and the Walker Mine Tailings Site, provided at
least 4 days advanced notice is provided

15 days following
receipt of Board’s
written decision in the
liability hearing

» AR/USDA will transmit any additional CPR A records requests by
this date. The Board will respond to each such request within 10
days of receipt, and produce documents and other responsive
information within 30 days of receipt.

30 days following the
Board’s written
decision

* Designated Parties must ask the Board to add additional parties by
this date.

30 days following
receipt of the Board’s
written decision

» Each Designated Party shall disclose a list of witnesses that may be
called to testify at the hearing, including a brief description of the
topics each witness will cover. This disclosure shall include a
general description of the expert testimony, if any, the party intends
to offer at the hearing. The identity of any expert need not be
disclosed until the expert disclosure, as described below.

45 days following
receipt of the Board’s
written decision

» Each Designated Party may propound up to 20 requests for
admission by this date. Responses to requests for admission are due
within 20 days of receipt.

45 days following
receipt of the Board’s
written decision

» Each Designated Party may propound up to 20 interrogatories by this
date. Responses to interrogatories are due within 20 days of receipt.

60 days following
receipt of the Board’s
written decision

» The Designated Parties will exchange expert disclosures that shall
contain the qualifications of the expert, a summary of all dpinions
the expert may offer at the hearing, and a descrlpnon of the basis for
those opinions.

14 days following
receipt of expert
disclosures

" A Designated Party may make supplemental expert disclosures with
opinions or comments in rebuttal to another party’s expert, provided
that supplementation is completed by this date.

60 days following
receipt of the Board’s
written decision

» Each Designated Party may take up to four depositions of percipient

witnesses and depose all expert witnesses designated by the
opposing side. Each deposition shall be no longer than six hours.
All non-expert depositions shall be completed by this date.

90 days following
receipt of the Board’s
written decision

» All expert depositions shall be completed by this date.

20 days prior to the
date of the hearing

» Each Designated Party may submit pre-hearing briefs, with a copy
provided contemporaneously to each party, that outline the legal and
factual matters for determination by the Board at the Hearing. Any
Designated Party may request oral argument on a legal matter raised
for determination by the Board.




» Each Designated Party may append to its pre-hearing brief proposed
findings of fact and law for the Board’s consideration.

10 days prior to the
hearing

» Each Designated Party shall disclose a list of exhibits it expects to
use at the hearing, and disclose any and all demonstrative exhibits
including all PowerPoint presentations that may be used at the
hearing.

No sooner than one
hundred twenty (120)
days following
publication of the
Board’s written
decision

® The hearing shall take place on a mutually agreeable date no sooner
than one hundred twenty (120) days following publication of the
Board’s written decision on the matters addressed in the Phase 1
hearing.

 The hearing shall be no more than two days in length, depending
upon the number of Designated Parties and Interested Persons
involved and issues presented for consideration by the Board.
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Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board

HEARING PROCEDURE (AMENDED 1/29/2014)
FOR CLEANUP AND ABATEMENT ORDERS

R5-2014-XXXX
ISSUED TO
ATLANTIC RICHFIELD COMPANY
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
UNITED STATES FOREST SERVICE
WALKER MINE TAILINGS
PLUMAS COUNTY

AND

R5-2014-YYYY
ISSUED TO
ATLANTIC RICHFIELD COMPANY
WALKER MINE
PLUMAS COUNTY

SCHEDULED FOR 27/28 MARCH 2014

PLEASE READ THIS HEARING F’ROCEDURE CAREFULLY. FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE
DEADLINES AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS CONTAINED HEREIN MAY RESULT IN THE
EXCLUSION OF YOUR DOCUMENTS AND/OR TESTIMONY.

Overview

On 27/28 March, 2014, the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board {(Central Valley Water
Board) will conduct a hearing to consider Cleanup and Abatement Order (CAQ) R5-2014-XXXX,
regarding Walker Mine Tailings, and CAO R5-2014-YYYY, regarding the Walker Mine, both in Plumas
County. Given the overlap between the parties, issues, alleged facts and evidence, the Central Valley
Water Board will consider both CAOs during the same hearing. The proposed CAOs impose cleanup
obligations, including characterizing waste material and conducting remediation activities, on those who
have legal responsibility for mining wastes at the Walker Mine and Tailings.

The purpose of the hearing is to consider relevant evidence and testimony regarding the CAOs. Atthe
hearing, the Central Valley Water Board will consider whether to issue the CAOs as proposed, whether
to medify or remand the CAOs, or whether to direct other appropriate actions designed to control
discharges from the Walker Mine and Tailings site. If less than a quorum of the Board is available, this
matter may be conducted before a hearing panel. The public hearing will commence at 8:30 a.m. or as
soon thereafter as practical, or as announced in the Board’s meeting agenda. The meeting will be held
at: :

11020 Sun Center Drive, Suite 200, Rancho Cordova, California.

An agenda for the meeting will be issued at least ten days before the meeting and posted on the
Board's web page at:

http:/iwww.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board_info/meetings

Hearing Procedure

The hearing will be conducted in accordance with this Hearing Procedure. The Hearing Procedure was
initially prepared by the Prosecution Team, and was subsequently revised by the Advisory Team with
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only minor changes. The procedures governing adjudicatory hearings before the Central Valley Water
Board may be found at California Code of Regulations, title 23, section 648 et seq., and are available at

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov

Copies will be provided upon request. In accordance with Section 648(d), any procedure not provided
by this Hearing Procedure is deemed waived. Except as provided in Section 648(b) and herein,
Chapter 5 of the Administrative Procedures Act (Gov. Code, § 11500 et seq.) does not apply to this
hearing.

The procedures and deadlines herein may be amended by the Advisory Team in its discretion.
Objections to the hearing procedures had to be received by the Central Valley Water Board's Advisory
Team no later than 5 p.m. on 6 December 2013, or they were waived. Failure to comply with the
deadlines and requirements contained herein may result in the exclusion of documents and/or
testimony. The January 27, 2014 version of the Hearing Procedure incorpeorates the Chair rulings on
objections submitted regarding the original Hearing Procedure.

Separation of Prosecutorial and Advisory Functions

To help ensure the fairness and impartiality of this proceeding, the functions of those who will act in a
prosecutorial role by presenting evidence for consideration by the Board (the “Prosecution Team”) have
been separated from those who will provide legal and technical advice to the Board (the “Advisory
Team”). Members of the Advisory Team are: Ken Landau, Assistant Executive Officer; David Coupe,
Senior Staff Counsel, and Alex MacDonald, Senior Engineer. Members of the Prosecution Team are:
Pamela Creedon, Executive Officer; Andrew Altevogt, Assistant Executive Officer; Rob Busby,
Supervising Engineering Geologist; Jeffrey Huggins, Water Resources Control Engineer; and Andrew
Tauriainen, Senior Staff Counsel.

Any members of the Advisory Team who normally supervise any members of the Prosecution Team
are not acting as their supervisors in this proceeding, and vice versa. Pamela Creedon regularly
advises the Central Valley Water Board in other, unrelated matters, but is not advising the Central
Valley Water Board in this proceeding. Other members of the Prosecution Team act or have acted as
advisors to the Central Valley Water Board in other, unrelated matters, but they are not advising the
Central Valley Water Board in this proceeding. Members of the Prosecution Team have not had any ex
parte communications with the members of the Central Valley Water Board or the Advisory Team
regarding this proceeding.

Hearing Participants

Participants in this proceeding are designated as either “Designated Parties” or “Interested Persons.”
Designated Parties may present evidence and cross-examine witnesses and are subject to cross-
examination. Interested Persons may present non-evidentiary policy statements, but may not cross-
examine witnesses and are not subject to cross-examination. Interested Persons generally may not
present evidence (e.g., photographs, eye-witness testimony, monitoring data). At the hearing, both
Designated Parties and Interested Persons may be asked to respond to clarifying questions from the
Central Valley Water Board, staff, or others, at the discretion of the Board Chair.

The following participants are hereby designated as Designated Parties in this proceeding:

1. Central Valley Water Board Prosecution Team
2, Atlantic Richfield Company (R5-2014-XXXX and R5-2014-YYYY)
3. United States Forest Service (R5-2014-XXXX only)

Reguesting Designated Party Status
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Persons who wish to participate in the hearing as a Designated Party must request designated party
status by submitting a request in writing so that it is received no later than the deadline listed under
‘Important Deadlines” below. The request shall include an explanation of the basis for status as a
Designated Party (i.e., how the issues to be addressed at the hearing affect the person, the need to
present evidence or cross-examine witnesses), along with a statement explaining why the parties listed
above do not adequately represent the person’s interest. Any objections to these requests for
designated party status must be submitted so that they are received no later than the deadline listed
under “Important Deadlines” helow.

Primary Contacts

Advisory Team:

Kenneth Landau, Assistant Executive Officer David Coupe, Senior Staff Counsel
11020 Sun Center Drive, Suite 200 c/o San Francisco Bay Regicnal Water
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 Quality Control Board

Ph: (916} 494-4726; fax: (916) 474-4758 1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400

Ken.Landau@waterboards.ca.gov Qakland, CA 94612

Ph: (510) 622-2306; fax: (510) 622-2460
David.Coupe@waterboards.ca.gov

Prosecution Team:

Jeffrey Huggins Andrew Tauriainen, Senior Staff Counsel
Water Resource Control Engineer State Water Resources Control Board,
11020 Sun Center Drive, Suite 200 COffice of Enforcement

Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 1001 | Street, 16™ Floor

Ph: (916} 464-46309; fax: (916} 464-4775 Sacramento, CA 95814
Jeffrey.Huggins@waterboards.ca.gov Ph: (916) 341-5445; fax: (916} 341-5896

Andrew.Tauriainen@waterboards.ca.gov

_Atlantic Richfield (R5-2014-XXXX and R5-2014-YYYY)

William J. Duffy James A. Bruen

Davis Graham & Stubbs LLP Farella Braun & Martel LLP

1550 Seventeenth Street, Suite 500 235 Montgomery Street

Denver, CO 80202 . San Francisco, CA 94104

Ph: (303) 892-7372; fax: (303) 893-1379 Ph: (415) 954-4430; fax: (415) 954-4480

William.Duffy@dgslaw.com jbruen@fbm.com
United States Forest Service (R5-2014-XXXX only)

Michael R. Hope, Attorney

Office of the General Counsel

United States Department of Agriculture
740 Simms 3t. Room 209

Golden, CO 80401

Ph: {303)275-5545; fax (303) 275-5557
Michael.Hope@usda.gov
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Ex Parte Communications

Designated Parties and Interested Persons are forbidden from engaging in ex parte communications
regarding this matter. An ex parte communication is a written or verbal communication related to the
investigation, preparation, or prosecution of the CACs between a Designated Party or an Interested
Person and a Board Member or a member of the Board's Advisory Team (see Gov. Code, -

§ 11430.10 et seq.). However, if the communication is copied to all other persons (if written) or is made
in a manner open to all other persons (if verbal), then the communication is not considered an ex parte
communication. Communications regarding non-controversial procedural matters are also not
considered ex parte communications and are not restricted.

Hearindg Time Limits

To ensure that all participants have an opportunity to participate in the hearing, the following time limits
shall apply: the Central Valley Water Board's Prosecution Team shall have a total of 90 minutes to
present evidence (including evidence presented by witnesses called by the Prosecution Team), cross-
examine witnesses (if warranted), and provide a closing statement; the remaining Designated Parties
shall each have 45 minutes to present evidence (including evidence presented by witnesses called by
the Designated Party), cross-examine witnesses (if warranted), and provide a closing statement. Each
Interested Person shall have 3 minutes to present a non-evidentiary policy statement. Participants with
similar interests or comments are requested to make joint presentations, and participants are requested
to avoid redundant comments. Participants who would like additional time must submit their request to
the Advisory Team so that it is received no later than the deadline listed under “Important Deadlines”
below. Additional time may be provided at the discretion of the Advisory Team (prior to the hearing) or
the Board Chair (at the hearing) upon a showing that additional time is necessary. Such showing shall
explain what testimeny, comments, or legal argument requires extra time, and why it could not have
been provided in writing by the applicable deadline.

A timer will be used, but will not run during Board questiohs or the responses to such questions, or
during discussions of progedural issues.

Submission of Evidence and Policy Statements

The Prosecution Team and all other Desighated Parties must submit the following information in
advance of the hearing:

1. All evidence {other than witness testimony to be presented orally at the hearing) that the
Designated Party would like the Central Valley Water Board to consider. Evidence and exhibits
already in the public files of the Central Valley Board may be submitted by reference, as long as
the exhibits and their location are clearly identified in accordance with California Code of
Regulations, title 23, section 648.3. Board members will not generally receive copies of
materials incorporated by reference unless copies are provided, and the referenced materials
are generally not posted on the Board’s website.

All legal and technical arguments or analysis.

3. The name of each witness, if any, whom the Designated Party intends to call at the hearing, the
subject of each witness’ proposed testimony, and the estimated time required by each witness
to present direct testimony.

4. The qualifications of each expert witness, if any.

Prosecution Team: The Prosecution Team'’s information must include the legal and factual basis for its
claims against each Discharger; a list of all evidence on which the Prosecution Team relies, which must
include, at a minimum, all documents cited in the Cleanup and Abatement Orders, Staff Report, or
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other material submitted by the Prosecution Team; and the witness information required under items 3-
4 for all witnesses, including Board staff.

Remaining Designated Parties (including the Dischargers): All remaining Designated Parties shall
submit comments regarding the Cleanup and Abatement Orders along with any additional supporting
evidence not cited by the Central Valley Water Board’s Prosecution Team no later than the deadline
listed under “Important Deadlines” below.

Rebuttal: Any Designated Party that would like to submit evidence, legal analysis, or policy statements
to rebut information previously submitted by other Designated Parties shall submit this rebuttal
information so that it is received no later than the deadline listed under “Important Deadlines” below.
“Rebuttal” means evidence, analysis or comments offered to disprove or contradict other submissions.
Rebuttal shall be limited to the scope of the materials previously submitted. Rebuttal information that is
not responswe to information previously submitted may be excluded.

Copies: Board members will receive copies of all submitted materials. The Board Members hard.
copies will be printed in black and white on 8.5"x11” paper from the Designated Parties’ electronic
copies. Designated Parties who are concerned about print quality or the size of all or part of their
written materials should provide an extra nine paper copies for the Board Members. For voluminous
submissions, Board Members may receive copies in electronic format only. Electronic copies will also
be posted on the Board's website. Parties without access to computer equipment are strongly
encouraged to have their materials scanned at a copy or mailing center. The Board will not reject
materials sclely for failure to provide electronic copies.

Other Matters: The Prosecution Team will prepare a summary agenda sheet (Summary Sheet) and will
respond to all significant comments. The Summary Sheet and the responses shall clearly stafe that
they were prepared by the Prosecution Team. The Summary Sheet and the responses will be posted
online, as will revisions to the proposed Order.

Interested Persons: Interested Persons who would like to submit written non-evidentiary policy
statements are encouraged to submit them to the Advisory Team as early as possible, but they must be
received by the deadline listed under “Important Deadlines” to be included in the Board’s agenda
package. Interested Persons do not need to submit written comments in order to speak at the hearing.

Prohibition on Surprise Evidence: In accordance with California Code of Regulations, title 23, section
648.4, the Central Valley Water Board endeavors to avoid surprise testimony or evidence. Absent a
showing of good cause and lack of prejudice to the parties, the Board Chair may exclude evidence and
testimony that is not submitted in accordance with this Hearing Procedure. Excluded evidence and
testimony will not be considered by the Central Valley Water Board and will not be included in the
administrative record for this proceeding. :

Presentations: Power Point and other visual presentations may be used at the hearing, but their content
shall not exceed the scope of other submitted written material. These presentations must be provided
to the Advisory Team at or before the hearing both in hard copy and in electronic format so that they
may be included in the administrative record.

Witnesses: All witnesses who have submitted written testimony shall appear at the hearing to affirm
that the testimony is true and correct, and shall be available for cross-examination.

Evidentiary Documents and File

The Cleanup and Abatement Orders and related evidentiary documents are on file and may be
inspected or copied at the Central Valley Water Board office ai 11020 Sun Center Drive, Rancho
Cordova, CA 95670. This file shall be considered part of the official administrative record for this
hearing. Other submittals received for this proceeding will be added to this file and will become a part
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of the administrative record absent a contrary ruling by the Central Valley Water Board's Chair. Many
of these documents are also posted on-line at:

http://mww.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board decisions/tentative orders/index.shtml

Although the web page is updated regularly, to assure access to the latest information, you may contact
Jeffrey Huggins (contact information above) for assistance obtaining copies.

Questions

Questions concerning this proceeding may be addressed to the Advisory Team attorney (contact
information above).



IMPORTANT DEADLINES

All required submissions must be received by 5:00 p.m. on the respective due dafe.

| 22 November 2013

* Prosecution Team sends proposed Hearing Procedure to Dischargers and
Advisory Team.

6 December 2013

* Objections due on Hearing Procedure.
» Deadline to request “Designated Party” status.

Electronic or Hard Cobpies to: All other Designated Parties, All known Interested Persons, Prosecution
Team Atforney, Advisory Team Attorney '

Electronic and Hard Cobles to: Prosecution Team Primary Contact, Advisory Team Primary Contact

20 December 2013

* Reply to Objections on Hearing Procedure.
» Deadline to submit oppositiocn to requests for Designated Party status.

Electronic or Hard Copies to: All other Designated Parties, All known Interested Persons, Prosecution

Team Attorney, Advisory Team Attorney
Electronic and Hard Copies to: Prosecution Team Primary Contact, Advisory Team Primary Contact

10 January 2014 * Advisory Team issues decision on requests for Designated Party status.
» Advisory Team issues decision on Hearing Procedure objections.
23 January 2014 * Prosecution Team's deadline for submission of information required under

“Submission of Evidence and Policy Statements,” above.
Electronic or Hard Copies to: All.other Designated Parties, All known Interested Persons

Electronic and Hard Copies to: Advisory Team Primary Contact, Advisory Team Attorney

20 February 2014

* Remaining Designated Parties’ (including the Discharger's) deadline to submit
. all information required under "Submission of Evidence and Policy Statements”
-above. This includes all written comments regarding the CAOs.

* Interested Persons’ comments are due.

Electronic or Hard Copies to: All other Designated Parties, All known Interested Persons, Prosecution

Team Attorney, Advisory Team Attorney
Electronic and Hard Copies to: Prosecution Team Primary Contact, Advisory Team Primary Contact

6 March 20147

» All Designated Parties shall submit any rebuttal evidence, any rebuttal to legal
arguments and/or policy statements, and all evidentiary objections.

= Deadline to submit requests for additional time.

= If rebuttal evidence is submitted, all requests for additional time {to réspond to
the rebuttal at the hearing) must be made within 3 working days of this deadline.

Electronic or Hard Coples to: All ather Designated Parties, All known Interested Persons, Prosecutlon
Team Attorney, Advisory Team Atltorney

Electronic and Hard Copies to: Prosecution Team Primary Contact, Advisory Team Primary Contact

6 March 20141

* Prosecution Team submits Summary Sheet and responses to comments.
Electronic or Hard Copies to: All other Designated Parties, All known Interested Persons

Electronic and Hard Copies to: Advisory Team Primary Contact, Advisory Team Attorney

27/28 March 2014

Hearing

T This deadline is set based on the date that the Board compiles the Board Members’ agenda packages. Any
material received after this deadline will not be included in the Board Members’ agenda packages.
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WALKER MINE REPORT
Octoser 5, 1957 .
L. E. TrRumBuLL
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SUMMARY

WaLker MiNg, PrLuvas CouUNTY, HAS BEEN INOPERATIVE
SINCE 1942, 8UT CONTINUES TO IMPAIR WATERS OF
brrree Gryzzey Creex ano IND1AN CREEX THROUGH
- . D1BCHARGES OF TOXIG MATERIALS AND S$i1LT, RESTOR-
- ATIoN OF LiTTLE GrizzLy CrEEK, AS A RECREATIONAL

o A AREA, AND PROTECTION OF IRRIGATIOGN AND RECREAT | ONAL
‘) Jw . WATER usEs IN INDIAN VALLEY MAY BE APPROACHED BY

‘ v A) ESTABLISHMENT OF JURISDICTIONS} 8) SBETTING OF
e ' REQUIREMENTS; AND C) GCOOPERATIVE ACTION AMONG
3 THE -SEVERAL INTERESTED PARTIES.

e s A By
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DESCRIPTION OF. AREA:

WaLker Ming Lies 1N Prumas County ABove TAYLORSVILLE. T 1S SITUATED
NEAR THE TOP OF A MOUNTAIN AT AN ELEVATION oF 6200 FEET. MINE PORTAL AND
ETRUCTURES LIE IN A SLOPING BOWL WHIGCH I8 THE S0URCE oF "Wa xer!" Creek,
NUMEROUS BPRINGS ORIGINATE AROUND THE PERIPHERY OF THIS BOWL, WITH ALL
WATERS BEING OF EXCELLENT QUALITY.

THIS REGION I8 GENERALLY FORESTED WITH PINE AND FIR, WITH ROCK
OUTCROPS SHOWING AN MOUNTAIN TOPS, MUCH OF THE TIMBER I8 SEGCOND BROWTH,
A8 THE MINE OPERATIONE CONSUMED MUCH OF THE AVAILABLE TIMBER, 'ALSO A
SAW MILL WAS OFPERATING ON MINE PROPERTY UP TO 1952, sAWING TIMBER
TAKEN FROM MINE PROPERTIES,

COUNTY RECORDZ SHOW THAT A4 ACRES OF PATENTED LAND ARE LISTED IN
THE WaLker MINE HOLDINGS, WITH SEVERAL TIMES THIS ACREAGE HELD IN ADJO!NING
MINING CLAIMS. THE REGION 1S FAIRLY ISOLATED AND FINDS [T6& MAJOR USE
AS A RECREATIONAL AREA, PARTICULARLY FOR DEER HUMTING. LITTLE GrizzLY
CREEK, DRAINING THE AREA, I8 GENERALLY REGARDED AS BARREN, AND FEW
FISHERMEN NOW PLY THEZ STREAM,

R JL,//»M,,- i /{ / ’/iw»; ;N, ‘.TL»“I fH “f‘ij"'":?.;

WATERS™OF “THE -AREA:  &F

WaLker MINE AREA I8 THE sounca OF NUMEROUS SPRINGS WH1ICH FORM A
TRIBUTARY T0 LiTTLe GRIZZLE CREEK. FOR WANT OF A BETTER NAWE, THIs
TRIBUTARY 18 HEREIN caLLeDp "WaLker Cresk!, WaLkER CREEK TRAVERSES THE
TAILINGE DEPOSIT AND JOINS LITTLE GrRizzLY CREEK JUST aBOVE BRowNs Capin,
ABOUT 1,5 MILES BELOW THE MINE PORTAL. LITTLE BRIZZLY CREEK TUMBLES
THROUGH SOME 10 MILES OF NARROW CANYON TO JOIN INDIAN CREEK ABOUT 5 MmrLes
ABOVE TAYLORSVILLE. WaTER 18 DIVERTED FROM INDIAN CREEK, JUST ABOVE
TAYLORSVILLE INTO THE IRRIGATION CANALS OF THE AMERchN AND IND1an VaLLey.

SoiL GUNSERVATION DIBTRrCT.

Mr. HUMPHREY oF GREENVILLE, 1§ A MEMBER oF THE Boarp of DIrecToRS
OF THI8 DIBTRICT AND PROVIDED INFOKRMATION ON THE DISTRICTS OPERATION. He
INDI1CATED THAT, AT THE PRESBENT TIME, SILTATION IN DisTRICT canALS 18 NOT.
BEVERE, HE ALSO MOTED THAT, DURING THE HIGH WATER PER10OR, INDIAN Creek
1S QUITE TURBID ABOVE LiT7LE GRIZZLY OrREEK, AND THE DISTRICT DOES NOT FEEL
THAT WALKER MINE TAILINGS ARE PRESENTLY A MAJOR FACTOR IN GANAL SILTATION,
He bip NoT FEEL THE DISTRIGT WOULD CONTRIBUTE TOWARDS A CODPERATIVE SOLUTION
oF WALKER MiNE AREA PROBLEMS. ~

'FISH AND GAME AND SPORTSWMANG ORGANIZATIONS ARE INTERESTED N

' RESTORING FISH POPULATION 70 LiTTLE GRrzzLv CResx, sAlD TO HAvVE BEEN

EXCELLENT TROUT WATERS AT ONE TIME. 'THE S8TREAM CURRENTLY SUPPORTS TROUT
ABOVE THE WaLker MiNE BuUT 18 BARREN MOST OF THE YEAR IN THE LOWER REACHES.,
TROUT DO MOVE UP INTO THIS GREEK DURING THE LATE FALL MONTHS WHEN Tox1c

MINE WASTES ARE AT MINTMUM FLOW,

A'NUMBER.OF FISH KILLS HAVE BEEN REPORTED IN InD1an CrEsk pELow
THE CONFLUENGE oF LITTLE GRizZLy ODREEK., WNEAGER DATA AVAILABLE [NDICATE
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FISH OEATHS WERE PROBABLY DUE TO SUSPENDED MATERIALS, POSSIBLE .ABRASIVE
S0L1D8 FROM THE WaLkER MINE TalLINGS DUMF. CATFIS8H AND caRP APPAREMTLY
SUFFER GREATEST MORTALITY, WITH TROUT POFULATION IN InDtaN CREEKR noT
BHOWING ANY PARTICULAR DISTRESS., '

INn JuLy, 1947, DErARTMENT oF FIsH AND GAME eLANTED 5000° TRoUT 1N
LiTTLE GRizziy CrEEK, soME 5 MILES DOWNSTREAM FROM WaALker MINE. ALl FI8H
DIED WiTHIN 2/ Hours. .AgAIn IN 19459, TROUT IN A cAGE WERE PLAGED. IN
LivTLe GrizzLy CREEK AT BROWNS CABIN; THESE TROUT WERE ALL DEAD WITHIN
THE SPAGCE OF 1 HOUR, - : - '

INsPECTION OF LiTTLE GR1ZzzLY CREEK INDIGATES THE COMBINAT I ON OF
SAND DEPOSITS AND TOXIC MINE DRA1NAGE HAS CAUSED A STERILE STREAM CONDITION.
PLANT AND AQUATIC LIFE APPEAR TO BE ALMOBT .TOTALLY ABSENT, ALTHOUGH
SHRUBBERY AND TREES L] NING THE S TREAMS APPEAR HEALTHY,

WALKER MINE WORKINGS SURFAGE ON THE OTHER SIDE OF THE RIDGE FROM

Littee GrizzLy CREEK, WHERE DRAINAGE 15 tNTO WarD CreEE, Waro CreEEk
EMPTIES INTO INDiAN CREEK amouT 2 MILES ABOVE THE CONFLUENGE oF LiTTLE
\ : GRizzLy CREEK. |IT 'S REPORTED THAT MINE WATERS WERE PUMPED INTO Warp Cregk
; ' DURING MINE OPERATIONS, AND THAT Warpo CREEK was BARREN OF FISH LIFE DURING
THi8 PERIOD, THERE 18 NO INDICATION THAT MINE WASTES HAVE OVERFLOWED
INTO THIS DRAINAGE IN RECENT TIMESa ' ‘

fadenngs, ‘ ’

3. MENER WATERS ¢

MINE OwNERSH ) P?

OwNeRsHIP OF MINE PROPERTIES 18 QUITE GONFUBED AT THE PRESENT TIME,
ALTHOUGH 1T GURRENTLY WOULD APFEAR THE ROBERT E. Barrv, 29 Hererorp Roap,
BromxeiLLe, New YoRrk, REPRESENTS THE PROPERTY OWNERS

"CoPPER UP TO 1942, WHEN THE OPERATION OF THE MINE CEASED. T I8 REPORTED
THAT ANAGONDA SOLO TO AN INVESTMENT GROUP WHO AUCTIONED OFF THE PROPERT]ES
‘ABOUT 1945, Rogert E. WiLsON, APPARENTLY BID IN MOST OF THE ASSETS,
USING THE FINANCIAL BACKING OF A MR. CAREY, SAID TO HAVE BEEN FRESIOENT

/ . oF THE YALE AND TowNE CoMpaNy, ' ‘ o

3 {
: t o TITLE TO THE PROPERTV APPEARED To RESIDE GLEARLY WITH ANAGONDA

3

1

AT THIS POINT, THE TRANSACTIONS BEGOME QUITE COMPLICATED AMD GCONFUSED,
1T 18 REFORTED WiLBON FAILED To MEET ALL PURCHASE COMMITTMENTS, BUT PROGEEDED
TO EBTABLISH SUBSIDIARY ORGANIZATIONS, INQLUDING PLumaz LAND CorroraTION,
PLumas MiNineg CorPORATIEBN, AND PLumas LuMBER CORPORATIONS '

!
s ! - 1T 1S REFPORTED THAT THE MORE VALUABLE LANDS, BUILOIHNGE, EQUIPMENT
AND HOUBING WERE TRANSFERRED TO THESE CORPORATIONS, WHOSE CONTROLLING
OWNERSHIP WAS REPORTEDLV ESTABLISHED BY WiLsoN, .wiTH DUBtoOUS AUTHORI Ty,
i As WiLson AnD Mrs, V) ison, ) '

1 . . . ) .

i , Asout 1948, CaREY MOVED T6 TAKE OVER OPERATION FRoMm WiLsoN, suTt
AR - DIED IN AN AUTO ACCIDENT BHORTLY THEREAFTER. Roser R. BaRrY, anp WiLrForp
) ~ Carev, CAME' ONTO THE SCENE AT THI& POINT AS ADMINISTRATORE FOR THE EBTATES
oF W, Gisson Carev, JR., Prumas Lano CorRFORATION, E£TAL,
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IN 1948, WiLson enTereo sUIT IN SureErIOR COURT TO DETERMINE RIGHTS
Later 1n 1948, WiLson BY

ANC INTERESTS N WaLker MiNe ProperTiES.
AFEFIDAVIT RELEASED H!S INTEREBTS 1IN TIMBER RIGHTS ON THE PATENTED LANDS,

—
———

in May, 1957, vHe Surerior CourT pismissep Witson's sutt (oF 1948)
FOR FAILURE TO PROSECUTE WITH REASONABLE DILIGENCE, AND RULED A dUDGEMENT 

oF Diamissal BE FiLeD AGAINGT R. P. WiLson,
ON Mav 31, 1957, R. P, WiLsoN, APPEALED TH!S DECISION TO THE
Di1sTrRIcT COURT oF APPEALS, THUS OWNERSHIP AND [NTEREETH® OF EEVERAL

! PARTIES REMAINS IN LITIGATION.
( : : .
‘ BASED uPoN THE May 1357, DECISION OF THE CourT, AND UPDN PERUSAL
IT APPEARS THAT BARRY MUST BE LOGJICALLY
It 1s To BE NOTED,

oF WiLaon's CHARGES AGAINEST BARRY,
CONS IDERED THE LEGAL OWNER oF WaLkezr MINE PROPERTY.
HOWEVER, THAT SALE OF TIMBER ANO A PROPOSED TUNNEL TO TAP WALKER MiINE
To BE DRIVEN FROM GENESSEE) ARE GURRENTLY HELD UP BECAUSE

DEPOSITS
TITLE GUARANTEE COMPANIES WILL HAVE NOTHING TO po wiTH Walker MINE PrROPERT!ES,

UOUNTY RECORDS INOICATE THAT BARRY HAS BEEN PAYING TAXEB ON THE
764 ACRES OF PATENTED GROUND WHICH INCLUDES THE MILL S8ITE AND MAJOR

DEPDSIT AREAS, ‘
N, IN A LETTER DATED SerTemeer 15, 1957, Mr. R, R, BARRV HAS ACKNOWLED-
GED THAT HE REPRESENTS THE WALKER MINE OWNERS. : o . .

Mine DEsorIPTION AND Source oF WATERS:
' WaLker MINE WAS ORIGINALLY LOGCATED AS AN ORE OUTGROP ON TOP OF THE
RATHER EXTENSIVE MINING WAS CARRIED ON AT THIS PDINT, WITH ORE
BEING TRAMMED 70 THE MILL AT WaLkeEr MiNe.- THIS MINING AREA 18 LOGCATED

w—-«a B
X
RIDGE.

ABOVE THE sS0~CALLED "CENTRAL ORE~EODY" AND MAY BE IDENTI!FIED BY THE
"eLorv-KoLE". |T WOULD APPEAR THAT SNOW MELT IN.THIS AREA WILL CONTRIBUTE
"CONZ IDERABLE WATER TO THE WALKER MINE UNDERGROUND SYSTEMe

AT A LATER DATE, A TUNNEL WAS DRIVEN FROM THE MILL SITE To TAP
THI& TUNMNEL 1S REPORTED TO HAVE ENCOUNTERED 200 FEET OF

THE ORE BOD!ES,
CLAY AND DECOMPOSEQ GRANITE, WHICH SECTION WAS TIMBERED, PRIOR TO ENTERING
TH1S TUNNEL -THEN TRAVELLED SOME 2000 FEET TO TIE INTO THE

BO0LI0O ROCK,
oRE BODIES, THE SOUTH, CENTRAL, NorTtH, 712, anp PluTe,
. THREE OTHER LATERALS ARE REPORTED, ONE 300 AND oNE 700 FEET BELOW
THE MAIN TUNNEL, AND ANOTHER &00- FEET ASQVE THE MAIN TUNNEL. [N ALL,

IN 1928, A RarSE WAS

soME 15 To 20 MILES OF TUNNEL ARE SAID TO EX1ST.
DRIVEN FROM THE PIUTE ORE BODY TO THE SURFACE, AND VENTILATION EQUIPMENT

WORKING LATERAL, S0ME 8000 FEET LONG, WHICH CROSSED THRDUGH THE 5 MAJOR

N
PROVIDED AT THIS POINT.
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- The 5 ORE BOD|ES WERE EXTENSIVELY STOPED}, WITH RATHER TREMENDOUS
CAVITIES LEFT IN THE BOWELS OF THE EARTH. ESTIMATED GAVITY VOLUMES ARE!

SOUTH ORE BODY:. o » & o & « 2,0 MILLION GUs FEETs -
CentrAL:. & o o o 4 v . v, 17.0 MILLION CU, FEET.
NoRTH! & v & & & o 4 o w « 192 "MILLIOM CU. FEET.
TI20 o v ¢ w0 s 4 . . 20, MILLION CU. FEET.
CPuTEr L. ., L 0. . . . 300 MILLION cus FEET

TOTAL o o o « & 531 MILLION CUBIC FEET.

IN MORE UNDERSTANCABLE FIGURES, THIB REPRESENTE A ROOM 1 8QUARE
MILE IN AREA AND ABOUT 20 FEET HiGH. MUCH OF THiIS SPACE MAY BE FILLED W|TH
WASTE ROCK, BUT IT IS EVIDENT FROM THESE FIGURES THAT A TREMENDOUS
EXPOBURE OF ORZS TO OXIDATIVE COND!TIONS DOES EXIST.

FORMER MINE EMPLOYEES REPORT THAT UNDERGROUND AREA HAD MANY DRI PS
AND BEEPS FROM OVERHEAD. GROUND BURFACE VARIED FRO4 %00 To 900 FeeT
ABOVE THE MAIN TUHNEL, THUS WATER DRIPS WERE RATHER CLOSELY ASSOC!ATED.
WITH SNOW MELT AND SURFACE RUN-OFF. APPARENTLY WORKINGS WERE FA1RLY DRY
IN LATE FALL AND EARLY WINTER.,

PUMPB WERE REQUIRED TO KEEP LOWER LEVELS EXPOSED, AND CONTINUOUS
PUMPING OF LARGE VOLUMES OF WATER !S REPORTED. THIS PUMPING WAS OF BUCH
EXTREME INPORTANCE THAT THE UTILITY COMPANY SUPPLYING THE MINE WAS FACED
WITH A BEVERE COBT PENALTY FOR EVEN SHORT INTERRUPTIONS OF POWER.

TWo VENTILATION FANS WERE, PROVIDED, ONE AT THE MILL END OF THE
TUNNEL AND THE OTHER AT THE PIUTE OR FAR END OF THE TUNNEL. VENTILATOR
SHAFTS WERE SIMILAR IN NATURE] EACH STARTING SEVERAL ‘HUNDRED FEET ABOVE
THE TUNNEL AND ANGLING DOWN TO MEET THE MAIN TUNNEL SOME 300 FEET BACK
FROM THE PORTALs . PIUTE WAE LOGATED SOME QOO FEET ABOVE THE MAIN TUNNEL
WHILE THE MILL SI1TE WAS POSSISLY 100 FEET ABOVE THE TUNNEL,

X ABOVE DATA MAY BE USED TO GAIN A PICTURE OF WATER CONDITIONS IN THE
MINE, IN “fHE FALL AND WINTER, BEURFACE SUPPLY OF WATER DWINDLES AND WATER
LEVEL IN MINE WORKINGS DROPS BELOW THE MILLSITE VENTILATOR OPEN!NG. ,
SEALING OF PORTAL wWiITH CLAY AND QRANITE ALLOWE A CONTINUED SEEPAGE FROM

THE POOL IN THE MINE. -MAIN TUNNEL AND ALL LOWER WORK|NGSE MAY BE CONSIDERED
COMPLETELY FLOODED. LEAKAGE FROM MIME PORTAL IS DILUTED WITH SHALLOW

- SUB~BURFACE E£PRING WATER K AND GONCENTRATIONS OF CHEM!CALS ARE NOT REPRESENTATIVE

OF MAIN BODY OF WA:ER IN THE MINE,

lN THE BPRING, FISSURES AND SURFACE OPENINGS, BUCH AS ON THE
CeEnTRAL AND P10TE ORe BODIES, -CONTRIBUTE SNOW MELT WATERS WHICH BRING UP .
THE LEVEL .OF MINE WATER UNTIL BYERFLOW UCCURE AT THE MILL SITE VENTILATOR
SHAFT. l'lF:lST SGPRIMG FLOW Wil BE WATER WHI1CH HAS BEEN_IN CONTACT WITH QRE
FOR SOME TIME, AND GHEM!CAL& SHOULD BE AT THE HIGHEST CONCENTRATION. ALso
INITIAL LEACHING OF SUB~BURFAGE OXIDIZED ORES WILL GONTRIBUTE A MAXIMUM
OF ACID BOLUBLE MINERALS. CONT}NUED»D!LUT'ON WilTH PERCOLATION WATERS. WTILL
RESULT IN SOMEWHAT DIMINISHED CHEM!CAL CUNCENTRATIQNS. AS SUMMER PROCEEDS,
ANO SNOW DISAPPEARS, BUPPLY OF WATER |5 CUT OFF AND THE MINE POOL WILL
EVENTUALLY DRAIN DOWN TO VENTFLATOR SHAFT LEVEL, AND. OUTFLOW Wi LL

. EBSENTIALLY CEASE.
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' ,aﬁfﬂ QuaL1TY oF Ming WaTERS:

3 :
%ﬁ’ - WaTeERs 1IN THE WaLker Mine AREA WERE SAMFLED oM JUNE .17 anp 25,
1957, WITH THE FoLLow!ng REGULTS: : :
‘ o FLOW . Cono., : ‘ : :
DaTE SBampLe LocaTion oFs PH wmHo  Arrear. Cu Zn S0n Al CuassiFication
6-25 Upper 8rrings _ 1.0 7.6 1Q%~roLEAR «01 ,02.0.0 0.00 exceLLENT &
6-25 MinNe TunmeL . 0.1.4.6 259 cLEar - 12 3.2 105 C.94 voxic '
T 6-25" VENTILATOR SHAFT 0.5 3.7 328 cLear = 22 5.5 125 3.1 Toxic
6-25 WALKER CREEK- ABOVE - N :
MINE WASTE 0.5 7.8 96 cLEar .01 ,02 0.0 0,00 ExceLLenT
6~25 ViaLxER CRreEEX- mELow . BLBGHT A
MINE WASTE 2,0 7.5 135 Tursip - 0,27 .12 37 0.00 Toxic
L _ ' .. BLUE caAsT
6-25 L. GrRizzLY CrK, BLIGHT - B
® Browns CaBin %.5 7.8 102  vursip 0.32 .08 2.6 0.00 Toxic NV

6-17 Ino1an Creek 1w, : E
seLow Lo G. Crey 30 7.1 113 (OLEAR  0.05 .03 6.7 0.08 exéeLient

IT WILL BE NOTED THAT VENTILATOR SHAFT DISCHARGES THE MAJOR PORTION.
OF MINE WASTES, WITH THE HIGHEST CONGENTRATION OF COFFER, NAMELY 22 PpM,
UntTeEn States PusLic HeaLTH SERVICE LIMIT on COPFER, DRINKING WATER .
STANDARDS, -18 NOW 3 PPM, BUT COPPER AT Q.1 PPM MAY SERIQUSLY DAMAGE
MICROGRAANISMS IN WATERS., WATERS IN THE AREA MAY GENERALLY BE GLASSIFiED
A8 BOFT, WHICH IS UNFORTUNATE AS HARD WATERS TEND TO NEUTRALIZE THE TOXIG
EFFECTS OF COFFER. OCOPPER GARBONATE (MALAGHITE oR AZURITE) 18 QUITE
INSOLUALE, ' ‘ - T :

_ 'T IS INTERESTING TO NOTE THE FORMAT|GON OF THESE MINERALS BELOW
THE WASTE ROCK PILE AT THE WINE, WHERE SPRING WATERS AND MiNE WATERS
COMBINE, THE COATING OF THESE BLUE MINERALS: ON THE STREAM BOTTOM PROVIDES
A STRIKING EFFEGT. : ' : ‘ '

SAMPLES OF AREA WATERS WERE AGAIN CoLLECTED oN Ogtoger 5, 195%.
AT THIs TIME THE VENTILATOR SHAFT FLOW HAD DRIED UP AND ONLY 5 To 10 gerM ﬁ:ﬁ%&
WABTES WERE OSSERVED AT TUNNEL FORTAL. DATA FROM THESE SAMPLESfW$££33£~$£Mm$Ku‘L‘. &/

: AN DT R AT P AT ERmBATE, VLS A m‘#@u%\ﬂ,& {%»umm., |- @,«wﬁ,&:ﬁ{gﬂmﬁﬁamﬂf
{-vm B o mtv e ey T AP ‘.f.. [ ~-'.._...--.—""“7","_"""“"' .ér?"_.__“__ N R
§L ™ To pROVIDE A COMPLETE P10TURE OF MINE WATER QUALITY, FERIODTE N
[ SAMPLING, AT LEAST ON A MONTHLY BAS1S, BHDULD BE MADE THROUGH ONE CALENDAR = | .
dﬁ YERR. OAMPLER SHOULD ESTIMATE FLOW FROM THE TUNNEL, VENTILATOR SHAFT, _ﬁ_ ?Lbff
YL “AND GRIZZLY OREEK AT THE TIME OF BAMPLING, THESE SAMPLES MAY BE OBTA | NED R
WV' \ BY LOCAL WARDENS AND TRANSMITTED TO THIs OFFIGE FOR FURTHER HANDLING.
. {"’ ﬁ‘._;\/.‘-"!‘ T e T e T e T

et e s T s
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..ossrsLEﬂCONTRoL MEASUREsthJ 7‘L¢*“%" Al e B

CoNTROL MEASURES MUST BE AIMEO AT MAINTAINING CONCENTRATIONS OF
TOXIC MATERIALSE BELOW THRESHOLD LEVEL‘OF DAMAGE TO AQUATIC LIFE, IN THE
CARE OF COPPER MINES, THIS NORMALLY RESOLVES |INTO CONTROL OF COPPER,
ZING, fRON AND ACID VALUES. CONTROL MEASURES MAY BE GROUPED INTO THREE

GENERAL CATEGORIES!

A) PREVENT OUTFLOW OF MINE WATERS
B) . MINIMIZE 8OLUTION OF Toxic MATERIALS;
C) TREAT MINE OUTFLOW.

' . .
brem A MAY BE REALIZEOD BY BEALING OFF EXITS AND PREVENTING ACCESS

OF WATERS TO MINERAL DEPOSITS, NEITHER‘OF THESE SEEMS FEASIBLE IN THE

WaLKER MINE CASE, THE MAIN ROCK TUNNEL BEING INACCESSIBLE AT THE PRESENT

TIME, ANQ WATERS ENTERING THE MINE.THROUGH NUMEROUS FISSURES AND OPENINGS,

fTem %‘IS UBUALLY ACCOMPLISHED BY LIMITING AIR CONTACT AND PROVIOING
A GAS=TIGHT WATER DRAIN &YSTEM, Due To THE TREMENDOUS UNDERGROUND WORKINGS,
-ANDO THE POSSIBILITY OF MYRIAD OPENINGS FOR ENTRANCE OF AERATED SURFACE
WATERS, LIMITING OF AIR CONTACT DOES NOT AFPEAR WORKABLE, '

s TREATMENT 0# MINE WABTES THUS APPEARS fD BE THE ONLY FEABISLE
APPROACH . ECONOMIC‘RECDVERY OF COFPER 18 MOT CURRENTLY POSSIBLE, AT MARKET
PRICES FOR COPPER. [T MAY BE STATED THAT THE AGE—OLD RECOVERY OF COPFPER
BY IRON CONTACT LEAVES AN EFFLUENT LADEN WITH ILRON AND ZINC, AND 18 NOT
ALWAYS A BATISFACTORY SOLUTION TO THE WATER POLLUTION PROBSLEM, )

{SOLATION OF MINE WATERS ANOD DISSIPATIDN OF TOXIC MATERIALS BY
PERCOLATION, EVAPDRATIDN, AND AIR OXIDATION APPEAR TO MERIT FUKTHER 8Tupy
IN THIS CASE. TaASK WouLD APPEAR TO BE ACCOMPLISHED WITH MINIMUM QUTLAY
THROUGH UTiLIZATION OF AN OLD DIVERSION CHANNEL, JTHI!S" UNOERTAKI NG WoULD
PRODUCE NO D1RECT BENEFI{TS TO MINE OWNERS, BUT- WDULO RESTORE CONSIDERABLE

RECREATION VALUES TO PLumas CDUNTY-

T —

GONSIDERING THE RESPONSIBILITY OF MINE OWNERSE UNDER CaLIFORNIA

Law, AND THE BENEFIT To PLuMAS COUNTY RESULTING FROM RESTORATION OF LiTtTLe
GrizzLy CREEK TO A RECREATIONAL AREA, IT IS LOGICAL THAT THESE TWD COULD
COOPERATIVELY ACT TO REMOVE TOXIC WABTES FRoM L TTLE Gri1zzLy. MINE owNERS
COULD PROVIDE FLUME OR PIFE TO CONVEY ACID WATERS soMe 1000 FEET T0 THE

" CANAL, AND COUNTY COULD ASSUME YEARLY MAINTENANCE OF FACILITIES, USING

THE FINE FUND ACCUMULATED FOR JUST SUCH PURPOSESa‘

SuPERVISOR HUMPHREY HAS INDICATED THE PLumas County Boaro wouLo
LODK FAVDRABWLy ON SUCH A PROGRAM, THE FINE FUND, WH!CH MAY BE USED FOR
8UGH PURFOSES, CURRENTLY SHOWS A TOTAL OF $9000 00, 7 e,

f

]
i
i
H
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: 4. A TAILINGS AREA:

/4ﬁﬁ’bs DESCRIPTION éwaﬂf

TAILINGS FROM THE MILL WERE IMFOUNDED IN A NATURAL BASIN ABOUT 0.5
MILE BELOW THE MI'NE PORTAL. AREA 18 A BROAD FAN OOVERING soMeE 100 AGRES,’
WITH TAILINGS DEPTH ESTIMATED AT O To 20 FEET.

H
k
i
i

LiTTLe GrizzLy CREEK 1S HELD AGAINST THE SOUTHWESTERN BOUNDARY OF
THIS BASIN BY A LEVEE SOME 1/2 MILE IN LENGTH. LEVEE ALS0 GCONTAINS THE
TAILINGS, EXCEPT FOR OME MAJOR BREAK IN THE CENTRAL PORTION. WALKER
CrREEK SPREADS OUT ON THE WESTERN PORTION OF THE TAILINGS AND THEN GOLLECTS
TO BPILL OVER A RETAINING DAM LQCATED AGAINST THE NORTHERN HILLSIDE AND
AT THE FAR WESTERN REACH OF THE TAILINGS AREA,

e

TAILINGE POND DAM CONSISTS 0F A 10 FOOT HIGH CONGRETE WALL §ome 20
FEET  AGROSS SURMOUNTED BY 3 FEET OF WOOD TIMBERS. ENTIRE STRUCTURE IE
TICTED OQUTWARD AND APPEARE IN DANGER OF GCOLLAPSING,

EFFDRTS MADE IM i952 To REPAIR THE BREAK IN THE GENTRAL LEVEE WALL
FAILED TO HOLD, AND RUN~OFF WATERS HAVE ERODED SEVERAL RAVINES IN THE
TAILINGS AT THIE POINT. TROUT AND BEAVER:. EX18T BELOW THI1S POINT, HOWEVER,
FMDICATING THAT BILT AND WABH WATER THEREFROM ARE NOT TOXIG TO AQUATIC
LIFE. THUS PRIMARY POLLUTANT WOULD APPEAR TO BE TOXIG GHEM{CALS CONTRIBUTED
BY MINE WATERSs =

R

MAJOR ADVERSE EFFECTS OF SILTATION WOULD APPEAR TO ‘BE THE SMOTHERING
OF "TROUT EGGS AND BOTTOM LIFE, AND THE DESTRUCTION OF ADEQUATE COVER FOR
FigH, BeavER. HAVE: NOW DESERTED THE AREA, APPARENTLY UNABELE TO OQOPE WITH w
THE YEARLY StLTATION OF THEIR PONDB.._

. To COMPLETE THE CHEMICAL SACKGROUND _OF AREA WATERS, A HIGH SPOT WAS
LOGATED ON THE TAILINGS BED, AND A BAMPLE COLLECTED SOME 12 INGHES UNGER
‘THE SURFACE, OAMPLE WILL BE LEACHED AND THE FILTRATE ABSAYED FOR HEAVY
METALS PLUS XANTHATES AND CYANIDEo

:',POTASSIUM.XANfHATE 15 A FLOTATION CHEMICAL, AND ALONG WiTH CYANIDE
‘AND LIME, WAS UBED DURING THE OPERATION OF THE WaLKER MINE MILL. XANTHATE
1§ TOXIC TO PLANKTON AT 0,01 PPM, BUT IS5 SUBJECT TO DECOMPOSITION UPON
AGING, |7 I8 NOT EXPECTED TO FIND ANY OF THIS REAGENT IN THE TAILINGS.
U.8.G.8. wiLL ATTEMPT A GCOLORIMETRIG QUALITATIVE DETERMINATION FOR THIS
MATERIAL.

ATTEMPTS 7O ESTABLISH PLANT GROWTH, ON TH1S MATERIAL, BY THE
"UNivers1Ty oF CALIFORNIA, FAILED, EVEN WITH FERTILIZATION. AN ANALYSIS
OF EOLUBLE CHEWMICALS MAY BE OF AssisTANGE To THE U.B., ForesT Service IN
ESTABLISHING ‘A STABILIZING GROUNO GOVER'.ON THE TAILINGE AREA,
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' &
Mr. R L. ALLEN, PosT OFFice Box 347, PORTOLA, GURRENTLY GLAIME TO

OWN MINING CLAIMS COVERING THE ENTIRE TAILINGS AREA, HE STATES THAT AFTER
SEVERAL YEARB EXPER{MEMTATION§{ HE NOW HAS A PROCESS CAFABLE OF RECOVERING
GOLD AND SILVER VALUES FROM THI8 MATERI{AL, AND PLANS TO SET UP OPERAT!ONS
i 1958, - Mr, ALLEN WAS INFORMED THAT, UNDER UALEFORNIA LAV, THE OWNER OF

A PROPERTY WAS RESFOMSISLE FOR DISCHARGES THEREFROM. A COPY OF THE LAW
AND DISCHARGE REPORT FORMS WERE EEFT WiTH MR, ALLEN.

SurvEY oF rEcorps IN PLuvas COURTHOUSE FAILED TO SHOW ALLEN AS
OWNER, ON GLAIMS, BUT IT IS INDICATED HE HAB LEASED CLAIMS FROM ROBERT
R. Barrvy. IN A Discussion wiTH R, P, WiLsoN, WILSON INDICATED THAT HE
CONSIDERS THE TAILINGS A8 WIS PROPERTY, AND THAT BARRY DOES NOT HAVE THE
AUTHORITY TO LEASE A CLAIM THEREON.

CONSULTATION OF OOUNTY RECORDS AGAIN REVEALED THAT BOTH BARRY AND
WiLsoN HAVE CONSISTENTLY FILED SEPARATE ASSESSMENT WORK NOTICES ON
WaLker MiNE cLaIMS, Some 300 or MORE CLAIMS ARE LIBTED, AND IT WAS
PRESUMED THAT THE TAILINGS AREA 15 INCLUDED AMONG THESE‘CLAIMS.

" Mr. GEORGE A,. FlsHER, IN CHARGE oF LaAND Usss. RANGE AHD WiloLiFE
SERvncE, PrLumags NATIONAL FOREST, WAS CONSULTED. HE RECOGNIZES A LIMITED
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE FORZ8T SERVICE N CONTROLLING DISCHARGES FROM THE
TAILINCS AREA, WASTES WERE APPARENTLY ORIGINALLY DEPOSITED HERE THROUGH
A "use PErmIT" tssuep sy THE NaTionaL Forest SErvicz. LAND eHows ON COUNTY
ASBESSORE MAP AS BELONGING TO THE FOREST SERViIGE,

IN THE ABSENCE OF ACTIVE'UTILIZATION oF DEPOSITS, IT WOULD APPEAR
THAT AREA JURISDICTION AND RESPONSIBILITY FOR GCONTRDL OF SILT D ISCHARGE
RESLDE WITH THE PLumas NATIONAL ForesT. ADMINISTRATICN,
@f&¢ : ‘
‘JHU"L; hblLT ConTrROL MEASURES:

T WOULD APPEAR THAT SILT OUTFLOW MIGHT 8E CONTROLLED BY BONSTRUCT[ON
OF AN ADEQUATE DAM AT THE LOWER END -OF THE POND, AND BY THOROUGH REFAIR
OF LEVEE BREAKS WITH PROVISION FOR DISPOSAL OF STORM WATERS To Warxer Creek,
g/ PERHAPS SQUTHEASTERLY ¥0 Li1TTLE BriIzzLY -UREEK ABOVE THE TAILINGE AREA.
INITIAL COST OF SUCH PROGRAM ESTIMATES AT $30,000,00 WITH YEARLY MA!NTENANCE
COSTS AT PERHAPS 500 To $1 000, THIs METHOD WOULD INTERFERE WITH ANY
ATTEMPT TO PROCESS TAILINGS, :

ANOTHER FDSS1BILITY, AE OUTLINED mY MR. ISHER, WOULD BE TO EMPLOY
A BULL-DOZER AND CARRY~ALL TO EXGAVATE TAILINGS DOWN TO THE ORIGINAL SOIL,
"AND TO THEN REMDVE THE EXISTING DAM COMPLETELY. . STABILIZATION OF STREAM
BANKS WOULD REGUIRE ROGK RIP=RAFP, PLANT CDVER, OR CONCRETING TO PREVENT
SLOUGHING OFF OF TAILINGS INTO WALKER CREEKs TAILINGS THEMSELVES WOULD
BUPPLY MI'X FOR CEMENTING, A SIMILAR TAILINGS MATERIAL NOW BEING USED FOR
GROUTING OF WATER TRANSPORT TUNNELS.,

SOLumloN OF THI& PROBLEM WOULD APPEAR TO REQUIRE A COOPERATIRE
APPROACH BETWEEN THE FomesT SErRvIcE atp PLumAS County,
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5. PROGRAM FOR WALKER-MINE'G&FﬂNhHPb
I ResTorRATION OF LI1TTLE GRIZZLY CREEK AS A REGREAT|ONAL AREA, AND
PROTECTION OF IRRIGATION AND RECREAT!IONAL WATER WSES IN INDIAN VALLEY,
i . - REQUIRES ACTION ON TWO BEPARATE PROBLEMS.
j A) ControL or Toxic Mine WasTes:
; Toxuc MINE VIASTE ARPEARS TO BE THE PRIMARY AND MAJOR
; POLLUTANT AT THIG TIME., ABATEMENT SHOULD PROCEED ON SEVERAL FROMNTS!
; A) ESTABLISH BAMPLING PROGRAM TO MORE FULLY ASCERTAIN
j - EXTENT OF COPPER POLLUTIDN PROBLEM,
i 5) -PROGEED WITH REQUIREMENTS AND NEGOTIATIONS WiTH CURRENT
; OWNERS OF MINE (RoserT R, BARRY) TO DIVERT MINE WATERS
i TO IRRIGATION GANAL,"
i L -
A c) Meer wiTH PLuMas CounTy BoaRD OF SUPERVISORS, AND THE
i NaTionaL ForesT SERVICE WHO OWN THE CANAL, TD ESTAEL|SH
Y A GANAL AND DIVERSION MAINTENANCE SBHEDULE, '
1 hg . : :
t i
%
LY B) CONTROL OF SILT DISCHARGE:
Y, |
e A
A PRIMARY PROBLEM iHERE APPEARS TO BE THE EBTABLISHMENT OF
i AUTHORITIEB AND LIABILITIES INVOLVED IN THE TAILINGS AREA., ATTORNEY=-
: GENERALS' OPINION WOULD SEEM TO BE REQUIRED TO ESTABLISH PRIMARY
!
g ‘

RESPONSIBILITY FOR AREA EITHER .WiTH FOREST SEEBVICE OR WITH CLAIM

. HOLDER; AND IF FOREST SERVICE HAS JURISDIGTION, WHAT ARE |TS DUTIES
!5 ]

i

AND - OBLIGATIONS TOWARDS CLA[M HOLUERS?
: . .

I

4

REQUIREMENTS SHOULD BE ESTAdLiSHED WPON TAILINGS AREA,.AND THE
RESPONZIBLE PARTY, AS DESIGNATED BY ATTORNEY~GENERAL, BE SERVED THEREW!TH.
AS SEVERAL PARTIES BENEFIT FROW SILT GONTROL, AND CONTROL MAY PROVE
RATHER COSTLY,

JOINT DISCUSSINNS SBHOULD BE HELD TOWARDS DEVELOFING
COQPERATIVE CONTROL ACTION: ' '

10-10-57 LET
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RESOLUT 1ON
HASTE DIBCHARGE REQUIREVENTS
WALKER WINE, PLUMAS DOUMTY

ResoLution Noo. 58- 180 l ‘ ApopTea: April 2L, 1958

WHEREAS, WaLkns MINE 18 AN INOPERATIVE COPPER MONE LOCATER ©# PLUMAS County;
AND ' .

WHEREAS, tHe ValkER MIKE 18 CURRENTLY UMDER THE JURISDIGTLON OF Fomgr? Ra
Barpy, 20 HEQFF@RD Roab, GRONxvﬂLLEm MEw JERBEYVS AND
- WHEREAS, watsns DRAINING FROM THE MINE HAVE BEEN FOUND YO BE, AT TIMES,
HEBHLY ACID AND MINERALIZEDS AND

WHEREAS, pratmace Fromv vhe Walker Mine envvers Upiiog bnat«; AND

WHEREAS, UoLroe Uneex oratns acmoss the Yalwker Mine TAlLings To ewves
LiTTeE hwnzzuv Creme; aMp

WHEREAS, LoTvLE Grozzev SREEK FLOWS SOME 10 MILES THROUSH NATDOMAL ForesT
grount 7o xver lupoan OmeEeky ang
N
WHEREAS, Iapoan CREEK TRAVERSES IwDiAN YALLEY TO ORAIN (NTO EAST BRANGH
NerTH Fora Fratrer RovER; aMd

WHEREAS, watems oF LITTLE SRi2ZLy bmscﬁ AND INDIAN LrESK ARE USED FOR DOMEETIC
BUPPLY,y IRRIGATIONg BTRCK WATERING, L1GHT ENDUSTHVa POWER GENERATQOND AND
MINIAG] AND

WHEREAS , WATERS oF INDIAN VREEK ARE ALSO UBED FOR FEBHING, CAMPING, SWIMWING,
AND FIONIOHDING] AND

WHEREAS, LyvTaE GRIZZLY UREEN WATERS DOWNSYREAM FROM THE CONFLUENGE WETH
DELLHF Uﬁaﬁﬁ ARE BAID TO HAVE BEEMN USEFUL FOR FISMING AMD RECREATION AT UNE
TME, BUT THESE USEB (N RECENT vEARS HAVE PEEN DESTROVED BY UNCONTROLLED
DRAIMAGES rroM  THE WalkEr Mine anp vHE VYanken MIiNg TAILINAS] aND

WHLREAB, mESTONATION OF THE FISHING AND RECREATIONAL POTENTIAL OF LITTLE
GRIZZLY CREENK, aAMD PROTECTION AND PRESSRVATION OF THE FIBHIMG AND RECREAT I OMAL
UEEE OF INDIAN VREEM ABE OF ECONOMIC COMGERN] AND

WHEREAS, 17 18 tHe 1wvanT oF THE CEntRAL VaLLEy REcuowai. WaTER PoLLution
ContRoL BDARD TO PROTECT THE EXIBTIHG SENEFIGIAL USES oF inpraM YREEK WATERS: AND
TO RESTORE THE BENEFICPAL USES OF LITTLE hpazauv Uregk whgrs RCONOMU CALLY
FEABIBLEZ AMD

WHEREAS, Seovron 13053, Uiviston 7, CALiFoRnia VATER Cont, PROVIDES THAT
EACH REGIGHAL HOARD sHALL PRESCRIBE REQUIREMENTS RELATIVE TO ANY PART I CULAR

CONBITION OF POLLUTION OR NUISANCE, EXISTING OR THREATENED, K THE REGHON;'?HEREFGWE

BE T



Vianresm Mine, PLumas County 2

RESOLVED, THAT THE FOLLOWING REQUIREMENTS 