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Administrator – U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, c/o

Wayne S. Davis

Office of Environmental Information 

Office of Information Analysis and Access 

Friday, May 1, 2006

PETITION

TO

REVISE  WEBSITE

Dear Administrator;

We, the undersigned individuals, miners, and delegated representatives of mining organizations, do hereby formally and respectfully Petition the Administrator of the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), to revise its web page on “Placer Mining” (found under the heading “Biological Indicators” – “Aquatic Biodiversity” – “Threats to Aquatic Biodiversity”) to remove the gross distortions of fact and highly biased innuendos that misrepresent the suction dredge type of placer mining, which are based on unfounded science or pure speculation, and are, in fact, against the will of Congress.

A link to the EPA Web Page of concern is provided here: 

http://www.epa.gov/bioindicators/aquatic/mining.html
The complete text of the web page is given below, with areas of concern highlighted:

“PLACER MINING”:  

Placer mining, a mining technique used to remove metals (i.e., gold) embedded in stream and/or river bottom sediments, has proven to be detrimental to freshwater biodiversity.  Placer mining operations utilize suction dredges to remove sediment, completely destroying the stream and/or river bottoms down to their underlying bedrock layer.  Once sediments are removed, they are filtered to separate the more dense rock and cobble material for metal extraction, from the finer, less dense sediment, which is returned to the stream and/or river as waste.

Placer mining completely destroys important river and stream bottom habitats that are heavily relied upon by organisms as spawning and breeding grounds.  In addition, the removal and return of fine sediment particles often reintroduces contaminants such as heavy metals that were once trapped, back into the environment.  Returning sediments increase the turbidity of the water, block out the sunlight necessary to support various aquatic plants, and inhibit the respiration of various gill breathing organisms.”
The web page also lists, under “Additional Resources”, three links provided by the USGS as “fact sheets”, to support the misinformation the site presents, as listed below:

1. USGS Fact Sheet FS-061-00: "Mercury Contamination from Historic Gold Mining in California" 

2. USGS Fact Sheet FS-0155-97 "Placer Gold Mining in Alaska – Cooperative Studies on the Effect of Suction Dredge Operations on the Fortymile River" (PDF, 4pp., 127KB, about PDF) 

3. USGS Fact Sheet FS-0154-97 "Studies of Suction Dredge Gold-Placer Mining Operations Along the Fortymile River, Eastern Alaska" (PDF, 2pp., 187KB, about PDF)

*      **      ***      ****      ***      **      *      **      ***      ****      ***      **      *

We respectfully believe that the statements made along with the whole context of the web page itself are ambiguous, confusing, highly misleading, and untrue.  We believe the page will not hold up under any kind of critical examination.  To support our accusations, we submit the following:

OBJECTIONS:  

1.  The first sentence opens with “Placer mining, a mining technique used to remove metals (i.e., gold) embedded in stream and/or river bottom sediments, has proven to be detrimental to freshwater biodiversity.”  This connotes that “all” placer mining has “proven to be detrimental”, lumping the effects of “all” placer mining operations and methods together, regardless of the size of the operation (i.e.; 1,000 cu/yrd/hr operation vs. one man panning), or the duration of the operation, or even the duration of the supposed “proven to be detrimental” effects.  

That there are “some” detrimental effects from both placer mining in general, and from suction dredge mining in particular, is a given… just as any human activity is detrimental to “something”.  However, without some reference to duration and scale, the statement is highly biased and untruthful, and serves no purpose other than to mislead the ignorant reader into believing that suction dredge mining is highly destructive and needs to be abolished.

In no way does this sentence (or the rest of the web page) even hint that there are many different methods of placer mining, or that some of these methods (such as suction dredge mining) have been actually shown to have many positive effects to freshwater biodiversity.

However, the second sentence narrows the focus of the page by adding, “Placer mining operations utilize suction dredges to remove sediment…”.  Here the web page focuses on just one method of placer mining common today – suction dredge mining.  EPA continues throughout the web page to alternate between “placer mining” and “suction dredge placer mining”, as if they were the same (of which they are not).  If the intent of the EPA was to report on the detrimental effects of “placer mining”, then all forms or methods of placer mining should be included.  If the intent was to report on the detrimental effects of “suction dredge placer mining”, then EPA just confuses the reader by even mentioning the wider genre of “placer mining”, insinuating that suction dredge mining is the only, or most detrimental form of placer mining.

2.  The remainder of the first paragraph focuses on “suction dredge mining”, while the whole second paragraph focuses on “placer mining” (however, the effects described therein (2nd paragraph) are primarily the effects of “suction dredge mining”).  And then, two of the three links given as “Additional Resources” focus solely on suction dredge mining.  EPA confuses the reader by switching back-and-forth between “placer” and “suction dredge” mining.  (NOTE:  “Placer” mining is the mining of anything that is not a “Lode”.  There are many forms of placer mining, from the use of a simple gold pan, to a sluice box, to suction dredging, to backhoe/bulldozer and trommel operations, up to large-scale bucketline or dragline dredges and hydraulic mining.  Suction dredge mining is just one form of placer mining.  The terms are not synonymous or interchangeable.)

3.  The main point of the web page seems to be that suction dredge placer mining “completely destroys… stream and/or river bottoms down to their underlying bedrock layer…” and “… important river and stream bottom habitats that are heavily relied upon by organisms as spawning and breeding grounds.”  We feel that nothing could be further from the truth.  

We highly object to the inference that suction dredge placer mining “completely destroys” anything.  The term “completely destroys” suggests the highest level or scale of detriment, insinuating that once a portion of stream or river bed has been suction dredged it will forever be a total (complete) wasteland and can never be used as aquatic habitat again.  EPA suggests this is “proven”… we respectfully ask where?  In what studies?  None of the well over two dozen studies we have seen on the effects of suction dredge mining (including the EPA’s own studies) have even hinted at any “complete destruction” of the stream or river bottom, or of the aquatic habitat.

The following definitions come from the Random House Webster’s College Dictionary:

COMPLETELY: (COMPLETE):  adj.  having all parts or elements; lacking nothing; whole; entire; full.

Synonyms:  TOTALLY,  WHOLLY,  ENTIRELY,  FULLY,  UTTERLY,  ABSOLUTELY

Antonym:  PARTIALLY  

DESTROY:  v.  1. to reduce (a thing) to useless fragments or a useless form, as by smashing or burning; injure beyond repair; demolish.  2. To put an end to; extinguish.  3. to kill; slay.  4. to render ineffective or useless; neutralize; invalidate.  --Syn. DESTROY, DEMOLISH, RAZE imply completely ruining or doing away with something.  To DESTROY is to reduce something to nothingness or to take away its powers and functions so that restoration is impossible.
Synonyms:  OBLITERATE,  WIPE OUT,  ANNIHILATE,  DEMOLISH,  DEVASTATE

Antonym:  BUILD  

In effect, the EPA web page says that suction dredge mining “completely destroys” stream and river bottoms and habitat.  Read in conjunction with and using the definitions and synonyms given above from the Random House Webster’s College Dictionary, the EPA is stating that:
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4.  The web page states, as “proven”, that suction dredge mining “completely destroys” stream and river bottoms and aquatic habitat.  First of all, is the destruction “complete”?  No, it is not.  Effects from suction dredge operations are 100% totally confined to the excavation hole, areas covered with cobble rocks and tailings, and the immediate area downstream until turbidity levels return to background.  

The web page makes the reader believe that vast portions (a high percentage) of stream and river bottoms are affected by suction dredge mining.  This is not the case.  The portions of streams and rivers that are affected by suction dredge mining are miniscule when compared to the whole.  In areas affected by suction dredge mining, is the destructive effect “complete”?  Again, the answer is “No”.  The web page states that the affected areas are “completely destroyed”, and yet, fish still swim and thrive in and around suction dredges. Insects and other aquatic life also survive… and more importantly, they continue to reproduce and re-inhabit areas that have been affected by suction dredge operations, while the operations take place, and after they have been completely reclaimed after just one normal winter high water flow event.

The definition for “completely destroy” means (in context with the web page) that areas effected by suction dredge mining will never again support aquatic life or provide habitat… and that restoration is impossible.  Nothing could be further from the truth.  In fact, these statements, given as proven facts by the EPA, are in fact out-and-out lies.  The “proof” of the lie can easily be determined by visiting any suction dredge site after just one normal winter flow.  Short of microscopic examination, there will be no measurable difference in anything, when the area is compared to surrounding non-suction dredged sites.

5.  The web page lists under “Additional Resources” three links provided by the USGS as fact sheets to support the misinformation the web page presents.  The first bulleted “Fact Sheet” concerns mercury contamination from historic gold mining in California.  The report describes where natural occurring mercury was found in the environment.  Many of the “gold” streams flowed through naturally occurring deposits of mercury.  The report also presents how mercury was historically introduced into the streams of California.  The information presented is historical fact, however, the presentation of the information, in the EPA web page, implies that current suction dredge mining activities use mercury and are adding to this problem.  This implication is totally not true.

Modern suction dredge operations do not use mercury, nor do they add mercury to the environment.  In fact, the complete opposite is true, i.e.; properly functioning modern suction dredge operations remove and recover mercury (and other heavy materials) from the stream or river bottom sediment… and EPA knows this (see “Mercury in the Environment”, USGS Fact Sheet 146-00 (October 2000), and,  “Mercury Recovery from Recreational Gold Miners” (US EPA Region 9), in “PROOFS” given below).

That the web page, supposedly regarding the detrimental effects of suction dredge placer mining contains a link to a report on historic uses of mercury, just works to further mislead and confuse the ignorant reader of the truth.  In fact, the link has no relevance to the subject matter of the web page (supposedly placer mining and suction dredge placer mining).  The misconception most will draw from the site is that the web page concerns (mostly) suction dredge placer mining operations.  By adding a link to historic mining uses and practices with mercury, without any disclaimer what-so-ever, leads the reader to believe that suction dredge mining uses, and introduces mercury into the aquatic environment.  

That the writer of this web page chose to add this link (insinuating suction dredge operations use and discharge mercury), and failed to even mention (let alone add links to) how both government agencies and industry use suction dredges specifically for the removal and recovery of mercury is intolerable and reprehensible.

6.  The first two “Fact Sheets” are not, in fact, “results” publications.  Rather, they outline studies the USGS would like to do/or are planning.  It makes no sense that these are cited relative to the content of the web page.  The EPA may just as well include reports on the disposal of nuclear waste… they would all be equally irrelevant to the subject matter in the text of the web page.

PROOFS

7.  The third “Fact Sheet”, “Studies of Suction Dredge Gold-Placer Mining Operations Along the Fortymile River, Eastern Alaska”  (USGS Fact Sheet FS–154–97) is relevant and very important.  We have extracted and highlighted what we believe are important points.  This report confirms that much of what the web page claims is just plainly WRONG.  

COMPARISON OF DREDGE TURBIDITY TO REGIONAL VALUES

The turbidity values found in the dredge studies fall within the range of turbidity values found for currently mined areas of the Fortymile River and many of its un-mined tributaries.

CHEMICAL SURVEYS

The data show similar water quality values for samples collected within and on either side of the dredge plumes. Further, the values shown in the table are roughly equal to or lower than the regional average concentrations for each dissolved metal, based on the analyses of 25 samples collected throughout the area. Therefore, suction dredging appears to have no measurable effect on the chemistry of the Fortymile River within this study area. We have observed greater variations in the natural stream chemistry in the region than in the dredge areas.
CONCLUSIONS

The data collected for this study help establish regional background geochemical values for the waters in the Fortymile River system.  As seen in the chemical and turbidity data any variations in water quality due to the suction dredging activity fall within the natural variations in water quality.  This conclusion is further supported by the other water-quality data collected throughout the region.

8.  What is of even greater interest is that the site totally ignored and failed to cite the EPA sponsored study on Fortymile River and Resurrection Creek:

Impact of suction dredging on water quality, benthic habitat, and biota in the Fortymile River, Resurrection Creek, and Chatanika River, Alaska

Prepared For: US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10, Seattle, Washington

Prepared By:  Aaron M. Prussian, Todd V. Royer, and G. Wayne Minshall, Department of Biological Sciences, Idaho State University, Pocatello, Idaho

FINAL REPORT  June 1999

Channel Morphology:  The cross-sectional profiles indicate the impact of the dredge piles relative to the width of the river was small.  Assuming widths of 2 m for the dredge pile and 80 m for the river, the dredge pile would represent 2.5% of the river width.  Our results show that in all four of the dredge sites studied, there were substantial changes to the bed morphology where dredging had occurred, but there was no discernable change toward the center of the river.  There also did not appear to be any downstream influence on bed morphology by dredged sediments, indicating that dredging strongly influenced immediately adjacent substrates but had little effect beyond, either laterally or downstream of the dredged area.
Mean benthic organic matter (BOM) ranged from approximately 15 to 30 g / m2 among the four sampling locations), but ANOVA indicated no significant differences (p=0.252).

Mean amounts of BOM were greater within the mined area (10 g/m2) than within the reference area (6 g/m2) or the 50 and 100 m areas (7 g/m2 each).
Mean chlorophyll-a was greatest in the mining area and the location immediately downstream, but the differences among the means were not significant (p=0.182).

Periphyton AFDM showed a pattern similar to chlorophyll-a, with the greatest mean values in the mined area, but here too the differences were not significant (p=0.064).

Mean macroinvertebrate density was 3,700 individuals per m2 in the mined area, and ranged from 4,300 to 4,500 individuals per m2 in the other three locations, although the variability was large and the differences not significant (p=0.581).

The number of EPT taxa was not significantly different among the sites (p=0.415), although the mean values increased from 9.5 at the upstream location to 11 taxa at the most downstream location.
Based on density, taxa richness, and EPT richness, there was no difference in the macroinvertebrate community between the mined area and the locations downstream.
Studies that examined temporal recovery have found that macroinvertebrates return to pre-dredging densities within 30-45 days (Harvey 1986, Thomas 1985).

The two sites presented here represent the best examples of concentrated mining activity we could find and should be considered "worst-case" scenarios because both streams receive considerable mining activity and have relatively well-defined downstream boundaries.  … Together with the results of other studies, we suggest that the impacts by small-scale dredging activity are primarily contained within mined areas and persist for about one month after the mining season.

Please note that this above 1999 EPA study ends with: “… the impacts by small-scale dredging activity are primarily contained within mined areas and persist for about one month after mining season.”  This is a far cry from the “COMPLETE DESTRUCTION” mentioned as proven “fact” in the text of the web page.

These reported scientific measured facts hardly support the statements, “Placer mining completely destroys important river and stream bottom habitats”.  The scientific information is stated completely out of context and will not be supported by reasonable science.

9.  In the second paragraph, the web page states:  “In addition, the removal and return of fine sediment particles often reintroduces contaminants such as heavy metals that were once trapped, back into the environment.”  This, along with the first linked “Fact Sheet” concerning historic uses and practices with mercury suggests that there is in fact some problem involving suction dredge mining and mercury and/or other heavy metals or contaminants being reintroduced during the return of the dredged sediment to the stream or river bed.  Again, just like nearly everything else stated on the web page, the statement concerning the reintroduction of contaminants and heavy metals is highly misleading, proving the totally biased anti-mining beliefs of the writer of the web page and/or of the EPA itself.

REGARDING “CONTAMINANTS”:  Other than such heavy metals as iron, lead, mercury, gold, platinum, etc., we do not know of any other “contaminants” normally found in stream or river bottom sediments.  However, during the normal operation of a suction dredge, it is quite common for the dredge to capture any of the heavy metals listed above… indeed, that is the purpose of the suction dredge activity  (Please note that all of the listed heavy metals are in fact “Locatable Minerals”, and thus can be “mined” pursuant to the U.S. Mining Law of 1872).

Some of these so-called “contaminants”, and especially mercury, are best recovered with a suction dredge, as the vacuum excavation system is ideal for removing the heavy liquid metal and the modern on-board sluice box has a high rate of capture and retainment.  The two most commonly found “contaminant metals” are mercury and lead.  Suction dredges effectively capture and retain better than 95% of these contaminants.  For the EPA to claim that the possible reintroduction of less than 5% of the contaminants poses such a danger that 100% of the contaminants would be better off “in place” is ridiculous… a fact proven in other EPA studies and fact sheets.  

The web page hints that any reintroduction of these “contaminants” (i.e.; heavy metals) pose an environmental risk.  By their very nature, any heavy “contaminants” such as lead or mercury that might happen to escape the sluice box recovery on a suction dredge will almost instantly settle deep within the stream or river bottom sediment… to almost exactly where they were before the suction dredge vacuumed them up in the first place.  There is no new harm… but there is the very real benefit with the removal of 90-95+% of these contaminants.

It has been proven that suction dredges are ideal for the safe recovery of lead and mercury from stream and river bed sediments.  In fact, they do such a good job that rather than disparage the use of suction dredges, the EPA would serve the public good and increase the effectiveness of it’s own mission (i.e.; to protect the environment) by encouraging even more suction dredge activity, and providing safe and secure disposal sites for these recovered “contaminants”.

10.  Conclusions from the US EPA’s commissioned Forty-Mile River study documented that heavy metals in sediments were not a concern and any contaminated sediments containing mercury were not a problem in gold bearing rivers and streams.  
MERCURY METHYLATION and  BIOMAGNIFICATION

Mercury occurs in several different geochemical forms, including elemental mercury [Hg (0)], ionic (or oxidized) mercury [Hg (II)], and a suite of organic forms, the most important of which is methyl mercury (CH3 Hg +). 

Elemental mercury in the environment is of concern because it has the potential to be transformed.  If transformation to methyl mercury occurs, through the process known as methylation, it can bio-accumulate and bio-magnify in the food chain.

Methylation of mercury is controlled by sulfate-reducing bacteria and other microbes that tend to thrive in conditions of low dissolved oxygen, such as near the sediment-water interface or in algal mats. Numerous environmental factors influence the rates of mercury methylation and the reverse reaction known as demethylation.  These factors include temperature, dissolved organic carbon, salinity, acidity (pH), oxidation-reduction conditions, and the form and concentration of sulfur in water and sediments. 

An important fate of mercury, in contaminated overburden, is to be transported to downstream areas.  This occurs naturally every year during high flow episodes.  However, because the rivers and streams of the Northwest are highly oxygenated, and would be slow in transforming mercury to methyl mercury, there have been few methyl mercury problems reported.  

Mercury in the Environment, USGS Fact Sheet 146-00 (October 2000)  Environments Where Methyl mercury is a Problem

Although mercury is a globally dispersed contaminant, it is not a problem everywhere. Aside from grossly polluted environments, mercury is normally a problem only where the rate of natural formation of methyl mercury from inorganic mercury is greater than the reverse reaction. Methyl mercury is the only form of mercury that accumulates appreciably in fish. Environments that are known to favor the production of methyl mercury include certain types of wetlands, dilute low-pH lakes in Northeast and North central United States, parts of the Florida Everglades, newly flooded reservoirs, and coastal wetlands, particularly along the Gulf of Mexico, Atlantic Ocean, and San Francisco Bay.
An important benefit of suction dredging for gold is that through gravity separation other heavy metals such as mercury are also trapped in the riffles of the sluice box and can be readily collected for disposal or resale.  

11.  Studies and a trial program prove the effectiveness and benefits of the recovery of mercury during suction dredge mining operations.  The US EPA Region 9 (San Francisco, CA office) has recognized the benefits associated with suction dredger mining as a method of aiding their efforts in environmental cleanup at no cost to the tax payer and have touted the benefits of suction dredgers removing mercury from the environment. 

US EPA Region 9,  Mercury Recovery from Recreational Gold Miners

http://www.epa.gov/region09/cross_pr/innovations/merrec.html

The Challenge:

Looking for gold in California streams and rivers is a recreational activity for thousands of state residents. Many gold enthusiasts simply pan gravels and sediments. Serious recreational miners may have small sluice boxes or suction dredges to recover gold bearing sediments. As these miners remove sediments, sands, and gravel from streams and former mine sites to separate out the gold, they are also removing mercury.

This mercury is the remnant of millions of pounds of pure mercury that was added to sluice boxes used by historic mining operations between 1850 and 1890. Mercury is a toxic, persistent, and bioaccumulative pollutant that affects the nervous system and has long been known to be toxic to humans, fish, and wildlife. Mercury in streams can bioaccumulate in fish and make them unfit for human consumption.

The Solution:


Taking mercury out of the streams benefits the environment. Efforts to collect mercury from recreational gold miners in the past however have been stymied due to perceived regulatory barriers. Disposal of mercury is normally subject to all regulations applicable to hazardous waste.

In 2000, EPA and California's Division of Toxic Substance Control worked in concert with other State and local agencies to find the regulatory flexibility needed to collect mercury in a simple and effective manner. These groups agreed to test two different mechanisms for collecting mercury during the summer of 2000. One approach was to add mercury to the list of materials that are collected at regularly scheduled or periodic household hazardous waste collection events sponsored by local county agencies.

Another mercury collection approach was to set up collection stations in areas where mercury is being found by recreational miners. One possibility would be to advertise a fixed location where people could bring mercury on a specific date and time. Another was to create a mercury "milk run" where state, local, or federal agency staff would come to locations specified by individuals or organizations such as suction dredging clubs, and pick up mercury that had been collected.

The Results:


In August and September, 2000 the first mercury "milk runs" collected 230 pounds of mercury. Not only was mercury received from recreational gold miners, but others such as retired dentists, also participated by turning in mercury that was in their possession. A Nevada County household waste collection event held in September 2000 collected about 10 pounds of mercury. The total amount of mercury collected was equivalent to the mercury load in 47 years worth of wastewater discharge from the city of Sacramento's sewage treatment plant or the mercury in a million mercury thermometers. This successful pilot program demonstrates how recreational gold miners and government agencies can work together to protect the environment. In the summer of 2001, State agencies planned to extend the program to six counties and include collection of mercury at summer mining fairs.

Since none of these areas listed by the USGS are areas that suction dredge mining occur to a large extent and for the fact that methylation occurs in anaerobic sediments under complex conditions effect by many factors including pH and temperature the likelihood of any major mercury problem is highly unlikely in most gold bearing rivers and streams.  

12.  Suction dredging is used by other agencies as a means to clean up streambed sediments for habitat restoration activities:
NOAA:  http://www.photolib.noaa.gov/habrest/cbrp.html


Duck Creek Water Quality and Anadromous Fish Habitat Restoration


Duck Creek, a surface water body in Alaska, is impaired by urban runoff from non-point source pollutants including, heavy metals, hydrocarbons, iron flocs and excess nutrients. This small coastal stream originates from a spring that drains runoff from Mendanhall Valley, a relatively high residential and business area. 

Historically there were runs of nearly 10,000 chum salmon and Coho runs of about 500 fish in Duck Creek. Currently the chum run is extinct and the Coho run consists of only 20 fish. Restoration at Duck Creek involves the development and implementation of bio-remediation methods to restore water quality and anadromous fish habitat in impaired streams. 

NOAA scientists attempted to correct the degraded conditions by using high-pressure jet pumps and suction dredges to remove fine sediment from the streambed. Researchers also added natural structures to direct stream flow and increase oxygen levels. The removal or replacement of perched culverts that impair fish habitat will also take place to reduce flood hazards. This project demonstrates the benefits of restoration and the importance of aquatic habitat protection in maintaining healthy aquatic ecosystems.

As should be obvious to all, the benefits extremely outweigh any negative concerns of heavy metals in sediments of gold bearing streams and rivers mined using suction dredge techniques.

13.  A recent study was conducted by Washington State Department of Ecology, entitled:

“The effects of small-scale gold dredging on arsenic, copper, lead and zinc concentration in the Similkameen River”, (March 2005).  

Their findings were deemed a “worst-case assessment in several respects”. The study was conducted because ambient arsenic concentrations in the Similkameen River substantially exceed Washington State human health criteria due to natural conditions.  The following depicts these findings:  (1) Metals concentrations in the effluent and plumes would be subjected to further dilution in the river;  (2) Sub-samples for the effluent composites were only taken when the suction hose was in contact with the streambed;  (3) Less restrictive water quality criteria would apply at other times of the dredging season when hardness levels are higher; and,  (4) Once the effluents are discharged, the metals will partition in to dissolved and particulate fractions. The dissolved fraction is the primary toxicity concern.
It was interesting to note that the Department of Ecology found, “The metals concentration measured in gold dredge effluents during the present study were at or below aquatic life criteria”. Therefore, criteria exceedances would not be anticipated in the Similkameen River, regardless of the number of dredges operating. 

A series of dilution calculations were done to estimate what effect multiple dredges would have on metals concentration in the river. As a point of reference, the maximum number of dredges Ecology personnel have observed on the Similkameen is approximately 20, during average September flows.  The report estimates that it would take somewhere between 17 and 57 dredges operating continuously (i.e. 24 hours a day) to increase dissolved zinc, lead and copper concentrations by 10%. Further, the report states, “It would take between approximately 200 and 520 dredges to have the same effects on total recoverable and dissolved arsenic, respectively.  In order for zinc, lead, or copper concentrations to be doubled in the river, anywhere from 170 to 570 dredges would need to be operating.  Arsenic concentrations in the dredge effluents are too low to cause an increase of that magnitude, regardless of river flow.  As demonstrated elsewhere in this report, a 100% increase in the ambient arsenic, copper, lead, or zinc concentrations in the Similkameen River would not result in exceedances of aquatic life criteria.”
14.  MORE SCIENCE THAT SUPPORTS SMALL-SCALE SUCTION GOLD DREDGING

A.  The previous mentioned Forty Mile...Final Report (1999) used for the study two dredges, an 8-inch and a 10-inch suction dredge. 

One year after dredging at both sites showed recovery of Macroinvertibrate diversity appeared to be substantial. The University started the study with the hypotheses that the greater the background mining activity, the fewer the macroinvertibrate populations.  However, the study found that there was an increase in macroinvertibrate density in mined areas, and could discern no natural reason for this difference. Thus, they concluded that this positive result was from the greater disturbance from all forms of mining, historic and current.

B.  The Forty Mile study showed that organisms capable of drifting might be displaced, but not killed. This study quotes Griffith and Andrews (1981), who examined greater than 3,600 organisms and reported less than 1% mortality for macroinvertibrates entrained through a 3-inch suction dredge.
C.  Another important study was made by Peter B. Bayley (April 2003). It was entitled: 

“Response of fish to cumulative effects of Suction Dredging and Hydraulic mining in the Illinois Subbasin.” 

In conclusion he states, 

“The statistical analysis did not indicate that suction dredge mining has no effect, but rather that any effect that may exist could not be detected at the commonly used type 1 error rate of .05. The reader is reminded of the effect of scale. Localized, short-term effects of suction dredging have been documented in a qualitative sense. However, on the scale occupied by fish population such local disturbances would need a strong cumulative intensity of many operations to have a measurable effect. Given that this analysis could not detect an effect averaged over good and bad miners and that a more powerful study would be very expensive, the public money would be better spent on encouraging compliance with current guidelines than on further study.”

D.  Hassler, T.J. Somer, WT., Stern, G.R. 1986, studied the impacts of suction dredging on anadramous fish, invertebrates and habitat in Canyon Creek, California.  They studied 24 dredges from 3-inch to 6-inch along a 15Km stretch.  The 24 dredges were operating at, 

“…low enough levels during the study to not result in cumulation effect.  Most visible effects were gone after 1 year and the tailings were dispersed by high stream flows and certainly composed a portion of the suitable spawning gravels each year.  Dredge mining had little effect if any impact on temperature.  Dace, suckers and juvenile steelhead and salmon fed, rested and held in dredge holes.”

E.  Gray R. Stern 1988, studied the effects of suction dredge mining on anadromous salmonid habitat in Canyon Creek and concluded, 

“Dredge plumes, although visible were probably of little consequences to fish and invertebrates. Maximum sediment concentration were only a minute fraction of the great loads needed to impact fish feeding and respiration. In contrast to Sigler et al, young steelhead in Canyon Creek sought out dredge plumes to feed on exposed invertebrates.”

F.  Michael F. Cooly (Siskiyou National Forest) Oct. 16, 1995, states, 

“Sediment rates from suction dredging are only a minor fraction of natural rates in mountainous terrain.” His study showed that the movement rate of suction dredging equals 0.7% of natural rates.

*      **      ***      ****      ***      **      *      **      ***      ****      ***      **      *

Here we listed the conclusions of only a few studies, there are many more that describe the effects of suction dredge mining.  They use terms like, “”minimal,” “localized” and “short-termed.”  Many of these studies began with the researcher believing they would find adverse cumulative effects from several operating dredges in a stream segment, however, this assumption proved not to be true.

EPA’s current web page for “Placer Mining” needs to be corrected, because there are more types of placer mining than just the suction dredge.  For example, placer mining can be conducted off stream with equipment to load and the washing plant to separate the desired product.  What is misunderstood is that mining is necessary and needed for the health of this Nation.  Whether it is from computers to UV sunglasses or from bed frames to appliances, from vehicles to power production, metals like platinum, gold, silver, copper, iron and many others are needed.

REASONABLE SCIENCE DOES NOT SUPPORT EPA

Reasonable science does not appear to support EPA.  By continuing to keep before the public erroneous information, the EPA has presented itself as acting against even the will or intent of Congress as stated in the National Mining and Mineral Policy Act of 1970:

Title 30, Chapter 2, § 21a

The Congress declares that it is the continuing policy of the Federal Government in the national interest to foster and encourage private enterprise in (1) the development of economically sound and stable domestic mining, mineral metal and mineral reclamation industries, (2)  the orderly and economic development of domestic mineral resources, reserves, and reclamation of metals and minerals to help assure satisfaction of industrial, security and environmental needs.
Agencies are required to ensure and maximize the quality, objectivity,
utility, and integrity of information (The Data Quality Act, Public Law 106-554).


CONCLUSIONS:

Based on all of the above reasons and scientific data the Miners believe that the EPA web page “Placer Mining” paints a highly biased (anti-mining), distorted (over exaggerated) and untruthful (lies) picture of the effects of suction dredge mining on aquatic biodiversity.  We find this particularly galling when most of what was presented goes against EPA’s own studies on the effects of suction dredge mining… along with all other studies to date.  

“Completely destroying”?  Impossible.  Who-ever is responsible for the content of the web page acted,

1. With knowledge of the true facts about suction dredge mining – and then totally ignored them, or, 

2. They acted in ignorance of the facts.

Either way, unless it is the intent and policy of the United States Environmental Protection Agency to distort the facts, ignore their own and other studies, misrepresent, and even lie in the name of protecting the environment, such individuals should not be allowed to post such pure drivel on government agency and tax-payer funded websites, let alone be allowed to keep their precious government job.

Is the EPA so callous, so biased, that they stoop to out-and-out lies to push their protectionist agenda? EPA must correct the information that is presented concerning the small-scale suction gold dredge type of placer mining.  This petition is presented and attested to by the following email signatures:

List of “cc”:

Laura Skaer, Exc. Dir NWMA, lskaer@nwma.org
Michael Bogart, Administrator EPA Region 10, thru Laura Skaer

Gordon Anderson, State Representative, Anderson.Rep@state.or.us
Tom Butler, State Representative, cpatom@fmtc.com
List of other “cc”:

Senator Gordon H. Smith

404 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Senator Ron Wyden
230 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Congressman Greg Walden
1210 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Congresswoman Cathy McMorris
C/o Shelly Short, Deputy District Director

555 S. Main Street, Suite C.
Colville, Wa. 99114

Congressman Peter DeFazio
2134 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C.  20515


Congressman Earl Blumenaur
2446 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C.  20515

Congresswoman Darlene Hooley
2430 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C.  20515

Congressman David Wu
1023 Longworth House Office Building    
Washington, D.C. 20515


Committees:
Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 

Chair: Senator Pete Domenici
364 Dirksen Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Senate Committee on Small Business and Entrepreneurship
Chair: Senator Olympia J. Snowe

428A Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Senate Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation
Chair: Senator Ted Stevens
508 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510-6125

House Committee on Energy and Commerce
Chair: Congressman Joe Barton
2125 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

House Committee on Resources
Chair: Congressman Richard Pombo
1324 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515


House Committee on Small Business
Chair: Congressman Donald Manzullo
2361 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

List of signatures:

Jim Foley, President NLRL,  
Joseph C. Greene, Research Biologist,  
Claudia J. Wise,  
Jeff Boatwright,  
Robert Heitmanek, Corresponding Secretary, EOMA  
Jerry Hobbs, President PLP   

Mark H. Wagnell, M&J Mining Co.,  
Jan Alexander, Mineral Policy Coordinator, EOMA  
Paul & Susan Messersmith,  
Tom Quintal, Dir. Government Affairs WVM,  
Bruce M Beatty, small-scale prospector, RC  
Ronald Wilson, RC  
Charles Chase, Exc. Dir. EOMA,  
Edwin Hardt, President EOMA,  
Larry Chase,  
Tom Kitchar, President WMD   

Dave McCracken, General manager, New 49er's  
Mark Erickson, President RC  
Guy Michael, Dir. EOMA   

SUCTION DREDGE PLACER MINING TOTALLY, WHOLLY, ENTIRELY, FULLY, UTTERLY, AND ABSOLUTELY OBLITERATES, WIPES OUT,  ANNIHILATES, DEMOLISHES, DEVASTATES, INJURES BEYOND REPAIR, DOES AWAY WITH, AND REDUCES STREAM AND RIVER BOTTOMS, AND HABITAT, TO NOTHINGNESS, OR TAKES AWAY ITS POWERS AND FUNCTIONS SO THAT RESTORATION IS IMPOSSIBLE.











List of Organizations:


Eastern Oregon Mining Association, EOMA


National Land Rights League, NLRL


Public Lands for the People, PLP


Willamette Valley Miners, WVM


Waldo Mining District, WMD


Northwest Mining Association, NWMA


New 49er’s


Resource Collation, RC





Special “cc”:


George W. Bush, President


Of the United States of America


Washington, D.C.








