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Chapter 10 
Responses to Comments Received on the Draft SEIS 

10.1 Introduction 
As required under the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) regulations implementing the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (33 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 325, Appendix B), the Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) was made available for review and comment 

by the public, agencies, tribes, non-governmental organizations, and other interested parties. An 

electronic version of the Draft SEIS was made available via the Haile Gold Mine SEIS website 

(www.hailegoldmineseis.com). Hard copies were mailed to the cooperating agencies and made 

available at locations in Kershaw, including the local library and Kershaw Depot. A Notice of 

Availability of a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, Notice of Intent to Modify a 

Mine Operating Permit and Notice of Public Hearing was published in three different local 

newspapers: Chronicle-Independent, Kershaw News Era, and The Lancaster News. The Notice of 

Availability of the Draft SEIS was published in the Federal Register on March 5, 2021, and USACE 

accepted comments through April 23, 2021. 

This SEIS chapter describes the process by which comment submittals were reviewed, individual 

comments were categorized and evaluated, and responses to each comment were developed. The 

Draft SEIS was revised to create this SEIS based on comments received and to incorporate other 

changes or new information. This chapter includes consolidated responses that address topics for 

which multiple interrelated comments were received, as well as responses to each individual 

comment received. 

10.2 Comments Received 
A total of 43 comment submittals on the Draft SEIS were received from individuals, agencies, and 

organizations. Submitted comments were received in the following ways. 

⚫ By email to Shawn.Boone@usace.army.mil (Shawn Boone, USACE) or eddyje@dhec.sc.gov 

(Jeremy Eddy, South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control [SCDHEC]). 

⚫ Via email to HGM_AR@icf.com, as directed on the project website at 

www.hailegoldmineseis.com.  

⚫ Via mail to Shawn Boone, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regulatory Division, 69-A Hagood 

Avenue, Charleston, SC 29403. 

⚫ Via written comments submitted during online registration for the April 1, 2021, joint public 

hearing or oral comments made during the hearing and transcribed by a court reporter. 

Within the 43 submittals, 495 individual comments suggested corrections, clarifications, or 

substantive revisions to the Draft SEIS, or expressed opinions on the Proposed Project or the Draft 

SEIS. The comments addressed topics including, but not limited to, the Haile Gold Mine Supplemental 

Mitigation Plan (Mitigation Plan) (Appendix J); reclamation of the mine site; recommendations to 

use certain guidelines or standards for design, construction, and operation of the Proposed Project; 

http://www.hailegoldmineseis.com/
mailto:Shawn.Boone@usace.army.mil
mailto:eddyje@dhec.sc.gov
mailto:HGM_AR@icf.com
http://www.hailegoldmineseis.com/
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recommendations for further analysis of certain environmental resources; and recommendations 

for further analysis of alternatives. Comments also included statements in favor of, and in opposition 

to, the Proposed Project. 

Each comment submittal was logged upon receipt, assigned a unique number (from 1 through 42), 

and placed in the administrative record. Copies of all of the comment submittals are included in 

Appendix P, Comments Received on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, of this 

SEIS.  

10.3 Comment-Response Process 
Many of the comment submittals contained multiple specific comments. The process for reviewing 

the comment submittals, identifying individual comments within each submittal, and developing a 

response to each comment was carried out as follows. 

⚫ Each comment submitted was reviewed and parsed into specific salient comments within the 

overall text; portions of many submittals were devoted to providing background information or 

opinion that did not specifically recommend a revision to the SEIS. In some cases, additional 

information was added in [brackets] to clarify the comment or provide editorial notes denoting 

any information omitted from the original comment for brevity and ease of comprehension. 

⚫ Each comment was assigned a sequential identification number as a sub-index to the comment 

submittal number. For example, S-011 C-006 would indicate the 6th specific comment within 

comment submittal number 11. The review resulted in identification of 489 individual 

comments. 

⚫ A comment-response table (Table 10.6-1; see Section 10.6) was developed by copying the 

individual comments from the comment submittals and inserting them into the table. Each 

comment was assigned to a category to facilitate management of the response process. Once 

completed, the table was sorted by comment category/resource topic to organize the evaluation 

and to ensure that each comment was evaluated by appropriate SEIS resource experts. 

⚫ Comments were responded to within the comment response table (Table 10.6-1), and the Draft 

SEIS was revised as necessary. The comment response table indicates section numbers where 

text has been revised in response to specific comments. 

10.4 Comment-Response Table 
The comment response table (Table 10.6-1) includes the individual comment and response for each 

of the comments received on the Draft SEIS. The table presents the comments grouped by category 

and in numerical sequence within each group. Appendix P contains a complete copy of each 

comment submission. 

Five general types of comments were received: 

⚫ Multiple similar comments. In a number of cases, several commenters had specific comments 

on the same or a similar topic. Rather than including individual responses to each of these 

comments, a consolidated response was formulated to address the similar comments as a group. 
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These consolidated responses are included in the following section (Section 10.5, Consolidated 

Responses) and are referenced in Table 10.6-1 as the response to similar comments. 

⚫ Unique comments. An individual response was included in Table 10.6-1 for these comments 

that were not similar to other comments. 

⚫ Specific text changes. Some commenters recommended specific text changes to the Draft SEIS, 

including correction of errors (such as punctuation and word use), inconsistent facts, 

inconsistent nomenclature, and clarifications of or corrections to the Proposed Project 

description. When a recommendation was accepted, the original text in the Draft SEIS was 

changed and the location (section number) is noted in the response to the comment in Table 

10.6-1. 

⚫ Statements in favor of or in opposition to the Proposed Project. These statements did not 

include a recommended change to the Draft SEIS and are included in Table 10.6-1. 

⚫ General opinions. In some cases, statements were offered with regard to the importance or 

relevance of a topic or issue, but with no recommendation about revisions to the Draft SEIS; 

these comments are included in Table 10.6-1. 

Using the resource classification and response method described above, groups of comments were 

assigned to resource specialists and lead and cooperating agency staff for development of responses. 

Responses were developed, reviewed, and revised as needed. 

10.5 Consolidated Responses 
This section contains consolidated responses that address topics for which multiple interrelated 

comments were received. 

10.5.1 Consolidated Response 1: Requests to Revise Acreages 
Reported in the Draft SEIS 

10.5.1.1 Summary of Comments 

Haile Gold Mine, Inc. (Haile or the Applicant) suggested revisions to acreages reported in the Draft 

SEIS for permit boundaries, mining facilities, proposed disturbance, and other areas. 

10.5.1.2 Response 

Upon reviewing Haile’s comments, USACE and SCDHEC were unable to reproduce some of the 

acreages provided by Haile using the geographic information system (GIS) data relied on to prepare 

the Draft SEIS. These data were originally provided by Haile in computer-aided design (CAD) 

drawing file format through a series of data transfers prior to release of the Draft SEIS, and were 

subsequently converted, processed, and curated for use in ESRI ArcGIS software by USACE. 

Prior to publication of this SEIS, Haile and USACE participated in a series of meetings and exchanged 

correspondence to reconcile differences between reported acreages. At USACE’s request, Haile 

produced updated geospatial datasets for previously authorized and proposed facilities when 

necessary to accurately represent these features. In other cases, Haile agreed to use the Draft SEIS 
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GIS data after further review and confirmation. Table 10.5-1 identifies acreages that were adjusted 

since the Draft SEIS as a result of the mapping reconciliation exercise. 

Table 10.5-1. Adjustments to Mine Boundary and Layout Acreage since the Draft SEIS 

Area 
2020 Draft SEIS 

Acreage 
This SEIS  
Acreage 

Mine Boundary: 2014 FEIS  4,552 4,522 

Mine Boundary: This SEIS Proposed Action 5,384 5,469 

Authorized Disturbance: 2014 FEIS  2,612 2,414 

Authorized Disturbance: 2014 FEIS and subsequent 
modifications 

2,740 2,794 

Proposed Disturbance: This SEIS Proposed Action (life-
of-mine) 

4,060 3,747 

 

The mine boundary and layout acreages adjustments described above, and any associated 

calculations derived from overlay analysis, were carried forward throughout this SEIS to ensure 

accuracy and consistency of the geospatial analysis. These adjustments, in and of themselves, did not 

result in material changes to the analysis conclusions presented in the Draft SEIS. In any cases 

where comments identified an error or inconsistency in reported acreages or lengths, these 

numbers were corrected accordingly. 

Table 10.6-1 also provides responses to each individual comment related to reported acreages. 

10.5.2 Consolidated Response 2: Violations of Air and Water 
Quality Standards 

10.5.2.1 Summary of Comments 

Commenters cited Haile’s history of non-compliance with air emissions and water quality standards. 

Commenters stated that Haile has repeatedly violated state and federal Clean Air Act and Clean 

Water Act (CWA) standards, ignored notices of violations issued by state agencies, submitted late 

monitoring reports, and provided misleading information. Specific non-compliance areas noted by 

commenters include non-compliance with mercury standards. One commenter asserted that 

mercury pollution is impossible to remediate and presents unacceptably high health and 

environmental risks. Another commenter suggested that Haile must make air and water monitoring 

data immediately available to the public, provide public notification of any future violations, and 

allow inspection by interested parties. 

10.5.2.2 Response 

Haile operates under state permits issued by the SCDHEC Division of Mining and Solid Waste 

Management, Bureau of Air Quality, and Bureau of Water. SCDHEC expects and requires all 

regulated facilities to comply with the terms and conditions of their permits and with all applicable 

state and federal regulations. Haile is required by its permits to conduct recordkeeping, reporting, 

and testing to verify compliance with permit conditions. SCDHEC conducts routine inspections of 

Haile facilities, including unannounced inspections, and may also conduct complaint-driven 
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inspections. Alleged violations of any permit condition, or any applicable state and federal 

regulation, may result in the facility being referred to SCDHEC’s Enforcement Section. If it is 

determined that a violation has occurred, enforcement action may be taken requiring corrective 

action and the possible payment of civil penalties, which are assessed in accordance with the 

SCDHEC’s Uniform Enforcement Policy. Haile has responded to notices of violation by conducting 

corrective actions to address past violations and must respond to any future actions by SCDHEC.  

As noted in comments, Haile was previously found to be in violation of mercury emission standards, 

source testing, and reporting requirements. On December 8, 2020, a consent order including a civil 

penalty was executed by SCDHEC and it was paid on January 11, 2021. Haile was issued an air 

construction permit by SCDHEC on January 22, 2020, for a mercury abatement control device 

system. In response to the consent order, Haile, with SCDHEC’s approval and the assistance of third-

party contractor, constructed and commissioned a new mercury abatement system that uses 

columns of sulfur-impregnated, activated carbon. As the exhaust passes through the columns, the 

mercury attaches to the carbon, which is periodically replaced per manufacturer’s specifications. 

With the installation and use of the mercury abatement system, Haile has demonstrated compliance 

with permitted mercury levels. Mercury levels from the most recent source testing were 14 times 

below the permitted limit. 

On April 9, 2021, representatives from Haile contacted USACE and SCDHEC to self-report 

compliance issues with best management practices (e.g., failure of silt fences) committed to in 

Haile’s CWA Section 404 permit (No. SAC-1992-24122-4IA) that resulted in sedimentation impacts 

at Haile Gold Mine following a heavy rain event. The affected areas were delineated and assessed 

through coordination between USACE, SCDHEC, Haile, and Newkirk Environmental. USACE 

requested that Haile implement remedial actions and mitigations for the impacts as proposed by 

Newkirk Environmental (USACE 2022). 

10.5.3 Consolidated Response 3: Financial Assurances for Mine 
Closure and Reclamation 

10.5.3.1 Summary of Comments 

Commenters asserted that Haile’s financial resources for conducting reclamation efforts are unlikely 

to be adequate and that two other operators of gold mines in South Carolina have declared 

bankruptcy. The sites of these former mines, Brewer and Barite Hill, have become Superfund sites 

after bankruptcy, requiring remediation and long-term monitoring and maintenance, and 

commenters expressed the view that the Haile Gold Mine would follow a similar trajectory.  

Commenters asserted that Haile’s financial assurance calculations are deficient and underestimate 

by as much as 50 percent the amount expected to be required for site reclamation and the amount 

expected to be required for long-term post closure care and maintenance. Commenters called on the 

responsible state agency to review the calculations and make them available for a public review 

process before making permitting decisions. Commenters also called for the SEIS to include a 

description of the financial assumptions used to estimate funding levels; projected financial 

assurance trust fund growth rate; the mechanics of the trust fund; and projected long-term 

engineering, maintenance, and monitoring costs. 

Commenters also asserted that financial assurance is intended to be adequate for closure at any time 

during the mine life, and that a trust only funded by the end of active mining would result in a gap in 
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liability that would be borne by the public if the mine were to go bankrupt prior to the completion of 

mining. Commenters, therefore, called for the responsible agencies to require Haile to post the 

entire amount of the trust fund immediately and noted that this has been done at other sites 

requiring financial assurance. 

10.5.3.2 Response 

Haile's financial assurance for mine closure and reclamation and long-term monitoring and 

maintenance consists of two parts: the reclamation bond and the trust. SCDHEC is responsible for 

determining the reclamation bond required for the Haile Gold Mine as part of the permitting 

process. At the time a permit decision is made, the reclamation bond would be determined. Haile has 

proposed to increase the reclamation bond from $55,000,000 to $83,452,000 to cover the cost of 

additional operations proposed in this modification. Financial assurance will be adjusted annually 

for inflation and for actual site conditions over time, as determined by SCDHEC. This money will be 

used for the mining reclamation of the site should Haile Gold Mine not fulfill its reclamation 

responsibilities. SCDHEC is responsible for ensuring reclamation success and would go onto the 

Proposed Project site periodically for inspections. SCDHEC would retain regulatory authority over 

the Proposed Project site until Haile is granted bond release. 

In addition, Haile Gold Mine is required to contribute $20 million to an interest-bearing trust or 

other interest-bearing account. All interest will accrue to the benefit of SCDHEC for the prescribed 

uses. This will be the primary financial mechanism for any post-closure monitoring and/or 

operations in the event that Haile Gold Mine abandons the site. 

The funding of financial of assurance will be phased in accordance with Haile’s mine operating 

permit. Bonding related to fully draining down the Tailings Storage Facility (TSF) and actively 

treating the drain down in advance of closure is calibrated to ensure that the drain down flow from 

the TSF is sufficiently low and its chemical makeup sufficiently stable to allow for passive treatment. 

At that time, the $20-million trust that Haile will have funded during the mine life (which will 

continue to accrue interest during the time the TSF is fully capped and drained down) will be 

available to apply to the costs of monitoring and management of the TSF closure and other aspects 

of the mine post‐closure. See Appendix D within Appendix H, Reclamation Plan, for more 

information about reclamation costs and bond assurance calculations. 

10.5.4 Consolidated Response 4: Haile’s Mitigation Plan 

10.5.4.1 Summary of Comments 

Numerous comments were received regarding the Mitigation Plan (provided as Appendix J in the 

Draft SEIS). Commenters noted that the mitigation plan is conceptual and requested that a more 

detailed plan be provided prior to permit issuance. Commenters stated that the mitigation measures 

described in Appendix I, Monitoring and Management Plan, and Appendix J do not include sufficient 

plans for a project the size of Haile Gold Mine, and that the Mitigation Plan, labeled final, does not 

include many elements expected to be included in a final mitigation plan such as baseline data for 

areas requiring enhancement and restoration, performance standards, monitoring plans, and 

adaptive management. Commenters also noted that some activities described in the Mitigation Plan 

(Appendix J) are not described in Appendix H, Reclamation Plan, and requested that details of these 

proposed activities be provided.  
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Commenters stated that the Mitigation Plan activities proposed for the Upper Rainbow Ranch site 

have the potential to contribute sediment to critical habitat of the Carolina heelsplitter freshwater 

mussel (Lasmigona decorata) and requested U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) be provided an 

opportunity to contribute, review, and comment on mitigation plans involving restoration aspects 

with potential to affect Carolina heelsplitter habitat.  

Commenters questioned the adequacy of the proposed Mitigation Plan, including the plan’s 

conformity to applicable regulations for compensatory mitigation, and the ratio of impacts to 

compensation. Some commenters noted the lack of a restoration component in the plan; that 

compensatory mitigation was proposed in a different watershed than the watershed where the mine 

impacts would occur; and that the proposed compensation was not sufficient for the extent of 

impacts. Commenters requested that the revised Mitigation Plan include a combination of 

restoration and enhancement activities to offset the loss of aquatic resources. Commenters objected 

to a statement included in Appendix J that on-site compensatory mitigation is not practicable and 

requested that an effort be made to restore natural vegetation in disturbed areas. Commenters also 

requested that the SEIS identify specific mitigation measures to ensure that the quality of the soil in 

restoration areas is similar to what it was before the mine. Some commenters also requested that 

the plan be revised to include more details on long-term maintenance and monitoring of the 

proposed compensatory mitigation areas, the adequacy of the endowment proposed for the sites, 

and environmental justice issues. 

10.5.4.2 Response 

As requested by USACE and to address public comments, Haile revised and added more detail to its 

Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of this SEIS). The following sections provide a response to public 

comments and an overview of changes to the Mitigation Plan. Appendix H, Section 6.3.3, 

Compensatory Mitigation, of this SEIS has been updated to summarize the Applicant’s revised 

Mitigation Plan. 

Overview of Mitigation Strategy and Selection of Mitigation Sites 

Appendix J, Haile Gold Mine Supplemental Mitigation Plan, Section 2, Mitigation Options and Process, 

to this SEIS provides a discussion of mitigation options, including applicability of the 2008 USACE 

and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Mitigation Rule (Rule) and USACE Charleston 

District Guidelines for Preparing a Compensatory Mitigation Plan, last revised October 7, 2010 

(Guidelines). The Rule at 33 CFR 332 and 40 CFR 230, directs the district engineer to consider what 

would be “practical…capable…and environmentally preferable” when evaluating compensatory 

mitigation options (33 CFR 332.3 [a][1]). 

The Rule emphasizes consideration of mitigation in a watershed approach so that compensatory 

mitigation can be implemented to meet watershed needs. Prior to and during the permitting/NEPA 

process for the mine expansion, Haile considered watershed needs for its permittee-responsible 

Mitigation Plan. The Lynches River watershed has been evaluated by Haile and the agencies for 

mitigation opportunities that could provide environmental benefits on a watershed and regional 

scale appropriate for compensatory mitigation of impacts from the Proposed Project. Haile asserts 

that the proposed mitigation site(s) provide outstanding resources, suitable, adequate, and available 

for compensatory mitigation within Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) 03040202. 

The Rule authorizes the district engineer to consider and accept off‐site and/or out‐of‐kind 

mitigation opportunities that have a “greater likelihood of offsetting project impacts” or are 
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“environmentally preferable” (33 CFR 332.3[b][6]). The Rule allows mitigation through 

preservation in the sound discretion of the district engineer, consistent with the following criteria. 

⚫ Resources to be preserved provide important physical, chemical, and biological functions and 

contribute significantly to the ecological sustainability of the watershed. 

⚫ The district engineer determines preservation is appropriate and practicable. 

⚫ Resources to be preserved are under threat of destruction or adverse modification. 

⚫ The proposed preservation sites will be permanently protected by a third‐party conservation 

easement or title transfer to a state resource agency or land trust (33 CFR 332.3[f]). 

Additionally, the Rule provides that preservation alone may compensate for permitted impacts on 

aquatic resources “where preservation has been identified as a high priority use in the watershed 

approach…” (33 CFR 332.3[h][2]). The mitigation sites proposed by Haile are consistent with these 

criteria. Haile has proposed mitigation using outstanding resources within the affected watershed. 

Moreover, in determining the suitability of a mitigation site, the district engineer is to consider a 

number of factors described at 332.3[d], including “local or regional goals for restoration or 

protection of particular habitat types or functions.” 

The coordination and consultation process that Haile conducted with non-governmental 

organizations and state and federal agencies provided direction to find sites that are regionally 

significant and especially warrant the protection afforded by Haile’s permittee-responsible 

Mitigation Plan. 

Overview of Changes to the Mitigation Plan Since the Draft SEIS 

Haile revised its Mitigation Plan in response to public comments, based on requests from USACE and 

cooperating agencies, and to incorporate additional information gathered by Haile and its 

contractors. Key changes to the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of this SEIS) are the inclusion of baseline 

data (Section 6.4), one new mitigation site (Section 6.4.2.4), details of mitigation work plans (Section 

6.5), refinement of restoration and enhancement activities (Sections 6.5.2 and 6.5.3), performance 

standards (Section 6.7), monitoring plans, maintenance and long-term management (including 

adaptive management considerations; Section 6.8), and financial assurance (Section 6.9). New 

Appendices O and P to the Mitigation Plan provide additional details on performance standards and 

monitoring for proposed stream restoration in the Upper Rainbow Ranch and Middle Flat Creek 

mitigation sites. 

Several components of the Applicant’s revised Mitigation Plan were further clarified, including more 

clearly differentiating between floodplain versus wetland acreages and existing versus new 

preservation. Although floodplain preservation is not included in mitigation ratios, Haile elected to 

continue reporting floodplain acreages in the Mitigation Plan to recognize their ecological functions 

within the physical setting of the mitigation sites and the surrounding area. Haile also added 

additional notation to the Mitigation Plan identifying areas protected under the existing Katawba 

Valley Land Trust conservation easement. Haile has proposed to include these existing areas in the 

Mitigation Plan’s preservation component based on their assessment that the value of the lands 

would be further enhanced through their placement into the Corpus of the Heritage Trust by South 

Carolina Department of Natural Resources (SCDNR), primarily due to preservation of a larger 

landscape under one owner and one set of restrictions and management that also would better 

protect against any impacts from timbering and/or road construction. 
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The following section provides additional detail on changes to the proposed mitigation and 

associated ratios of mitigation to impacts. 

Mitigation Requirements 

The Applicant’s revised Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of this SEIS) proposes a combination of 

preservation, restoration, and enhancement activities as compensatory mitigation for impacts 

authorized under a Department of the Army (DA) permit. A comparison of the mitigation resources 

proposed, to the impacts proposed with the requested permit Modification/SEIS, as well as a 

cumulative comparison including mitigation and impacts from the FEIS for the original Haile Gold 

Mine permit, are provided in Appendix J Tables 1 through 4. Chapter 6, Section 6.3.3, Compensatory 

Mitigation, Tables 6-4 to 6-9 of this SEIS provide an additional breakdown of mitigation sites and 

proposed mitigation activities. 

As specified in 33 CFR 332.3(f) of the Rule, the district engineer must be satisfied that the type and 

amount of mitigation provided will compensate for project impacts. In response to comments, the 

Applicant revised its Mitigation Plan to meet a minimum 1:1 ratio for new preservation and 

restoration/enhancement activities, without inclusion of existing preservation. The mitigation ratios 

for new preservation and restoration/enhancement activities alone are now 8.3:1 for streams and 

1.1:1 for wetlands. Inclusive of existing preservation, the mitigation ratios are 9.1:1 for streams and 

1.3:1 for wetlands. The proposed total wetland acreage now includes a new mitigation site, Double 

Creek, that Haile would secure via conservation easement to provide an additional 13.62 acres of 

wetland preservation in addition to what was proposed in the Mitigation Plan appended to the Draft 

SEIS. In response to comments, Haile also removed cattle exclusion as an enhancement or 

restoration activity and allocates those stream reaches to preservation only, but also included an 

additional description of activities proposed to enhance and restore natural stream and hydrologic 

functions within floodplains and tributaries. 

Notably, Section 4.0 of the Guidelines provides that compensatory mitigation may be accomplished 

by “…preservation of an outstanding aquatic resource that is determined to be important to the 

long‐term success and sustainability of the surrounding watershed…” This statement is consistent 

with the Rule’s approach, which authorizes satisfaction of mitigation requirements through 

preservation. The Mitigation Plan is focused on preservation and enhancement or restoration of 

outstanding aquatic resources of regional importance. 

Haile asserts that the Mitigation Plan demonstrates that the mitigation offered fully compensates for 

impacts of authorizing the DA permit by virtue of the details of the aquatic, cultural, historic, and 

regionally significant resources that are included. Further, Haile considers the mitigation required 

by the 2014 FEIS, in combination with mitigation required with this SEIS, would fully compensate 

for the cumulative impacts on streams and wetlands. The USACE district engineer will make a 

determination in the Record of Decision regarding whether the loss of aquatic resources resulting 

from the Proposed Project will be adequately offset by the proposed permittee-responsible 

compensatory Mitigation Plan. 



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

  
Responses to Comments Received on the Draft SEIS 

 

Haile Gold Mine Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement 

10-10 
August 2022 

 

 

10.6 Responses to Comments Received on the Draft 
SEIS 

Table 10.6-1 includes the individual comment and response for each of the individual comments 

received on the Draft SEIS. The table presents the comments grouped by category and in numerical 

sequence within each group. The original text of each comment can be found in Appendix P, 

Comments Received on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. 
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Table 10.6-1. Responses to Comments Received on the Draft SEIS 

Comment ID Category Comment Response 

S-008, C-137 Air quality 
and climate 
change 

PAGE: 4-131 

SECTION: 4.11.2.2 

COMMENT: The elevation of UG exhaust ventilation is 
approximately 345 feet below pit rim, not 380 feet below 
pit rim. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

Updated number in SEIS Section 4.11.2.2 to 345 feet below 
pit rim. 

S-008, C-138 Air quality 
and climate 
change 

PAGE: 4-132 

SECTION: 4.11.2.2 

COMMENT: In the middle of the partial paragraph at the top 
of the page, it states: “The predicted increase in non-fugitive 
emissions of NOx with the Proposed Project is mostly due to 
haul truck operations.” Emissions associated with haul 
truck operations are fugitive emissions. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Either refer to these emissions as 
fugitive or remove the sentence. 

Deleted "non-fugitive" from sentence in SEIS Section 
4.11.2.2 for clarification. 

S-008, C-139 Air quality 
and climate 
change 

PAGE: 4-135 

SECTION: 4.11.5 

COMMENT: Reference Haile Gold Mine 2020a is an Air 
Quality Report authored by Tetra Tech, and Reference Haile 
Gold Mine 2020b is a Ventilation Plan Technical Memo 
authored by SRK. While these materials were prepared at 
the request of Haile Gold Mine, they should reflect the 
correct authors. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise references accordingly. 

Updated both references in SEIS Section 4.11.5 and 
corresponding in-text citations to indicate the correct 
author. 

S-008, C-169 Air quality 
and climate 
change 

PAGE: 5-15 

SECTION: 5.6.13 

COMMENT: In the last half of the 1st paragraph, the 
discussion of the potential for exceedance of the 1-hour 
NAAQS for NO2 needs to be more precise to be accurate. 
The narrative needs to be clearer that there is only one 
specific area along the entire perimeter of the mine site 
where this potential exceedance could occur – i.e., near the 
TSF GMSA just across the street from Haile-owned property. 

Revised discussion in SEIS Section 5.6.13 to clarify the 
location of the potential exceedance. 
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Comment ID Category Comment Response 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

S-011, C-009 Air quality 
and climate 
change 

COMMENT: Air Quality - The SCDHEC Bureau of Air Quality 
issued Consent Order 20-006-A on December 5, 2020 to 
Haile Gold Mine, Inc. indicating the facility violated the U.S. 
EPA Regulations and the South Carolina Air Pollution 
Control Regulation, as follows: failed to limit mercury 
emissions to no more than 0.14 pounds of mercury per ton 
of concentrate processed during Department-approved 
source tests performed March 2018, December 2018, 
January 2019, and March 2019. The EPA notes that the air 
quality dispersion modeling was updated since publication 
of the 2014 FEIS. The modeling for the DSEIS accounts for 
tailpipe and fugitive emissions from haul trucks and other 
nonroad mobile equipment, and fugitive emissions from 
surface blasting, which were not included in the 2014 FEIS 
modeling.RECOMMENDATION: The EPA supports 
continued monitoring of air emissions along with quarterly 
air sampling reports to SCDHEC, per Consent Order 20-006-
A. 

As the commenter stated, Haile was found to be in 
violation of mercury standards, source testing, and 
reporting requirements. On December 8, 2020, a consent 
order including a civil penalty was executed and it was 
paid on January 11, 2021. Haile was issued an air 
construction permit on January 22, 2020, for a mercury 
abatement control device system. With the installation and 
use of the mercury abatement system, Haile has 
demonstrated compliance with permitted mercury levels. 
Mercury levels from the most recent source testing were 
14 times below the permitted limit. SCDHEC’s Bureau of 
Air Quality expects and requires all regulated facilities to 
comply with the terms and conditions of their permit and 
all applicable state and federal regulations. The Bureau of 
Air Quality requires recordkeeping, reporting, and testing 
in addition to conducting unannounced routine 
inspections, to verify compliance with the permit. 

S-021, C-005 Air quality 
and climate 
change 

The excessive dust and dirt are affecting our health as our 
properties are now covered with dust clouds when the wind 
is blowing in our direction. Some days myself as well as my 
neighbors must wear a dust mask just to be in our yards. 

The Applicant has committed to operate in accordance 
with its dust control plan, described in SEIS Table 6.2. Dust 
control measures may include haul road maintenance, 
application of water, gravelling of road surfaces, 
revegetation and/or reclamation of material stockpiles, 
and other measures. 

S-024, C-011 Air quality 
and climate 
change 

Last, the DSEIS and the applicant ignore the impacts that 
climate change and the resulting increases in precipitation, 
storm and hurricane severity have had, and will continue to 
have, on Haile’s facilities during active mining, closure, and 
reclamation. Early research shows a connection between 
extreme storms brought on by climate change and pulses of 
concentrated acid mine drainage releases, and increased 
flooding can lead to the increased mobility of legacy 
contaminants. In order to prevent the spread of toxins, it is 
necessary to plan for extreme events driven by climate 
change, but Haile has not done so. That oversight leaves 
mining pits and facilities vulnerable to pollutant releases or 

There is always the possibility of larger storm events 
occurring, and contingency planning is necessary. Built‐in 
safeguards for potentially acid-generating (PAG) facilities 
include pumps to dewater ponds and pits located 
downgradient to capture any water that could spill from 
the system. The TSF design includes 4 feet of freeboard on 
top of 4 feet of storage for the Probable Maximum 
Precipitation (PMP) on top of the modeled wettest 
condition from the Monte‐Carlo simulation, which 
considered daily and seasonal variability in precipitation. 



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

  
Responses to Comments Received on the Draft SEIS 

 

Haile Gold Mine Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement 

10-13 
August 2022 

 

 

Comment ID Category Comment Response 

catastrophic failure, threating ecosystems and communities 
in and around the mine. 

S-024, C-065 Air quality 
and climate 
change 

[Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.]The 
DSEIS only briefly mentions climate change during the 
discussion of air quality impacts, and in so doing merely 
notes the possibility that emissions from the site could 
contribute to the acceleration of climate change. DEIS at 4-
131. Neither the FEIS nor DSEIS materials acknowledge the 
impacts climate change is already having on the site or will 
have during the lifetime of this permit; thus, Haile has 
omitted a significant risk to active mining operations as well 
as reclamation activities, and a significant threat to 
surrounding communities and the environment[...]Given the 
scale of the Haile mining operation, the facility’s history of 
discharge violations, and the longevity of the mining pits 
and associated waste and toxic hazards on the site, the 
DSEIS must appropriately account for how climate change is 
already affecting the site and how it will be affected through 
post-closure activities. Failure to adequately plan for 
vulnerabilities to, and changes in, extreme precipitation, 
drought, and temperature that are associated with climate 
change presents a significant risk to the Haile operation and 
the surrounding community and ecosystems. 

The numerical groundwater model considered average 
climate conditions on site in developing groundwater 
predictions; however, Haile’s groundwater modeling 
contractor (NewFields) did assess the possibility of more 
extreme conditions by conducting a sensitivity analysis on 
calibrated groundwater recharge values that were used in 
the numerical model that simulated conditions during 
mining using a range of factors. 

The frequency of more intense precipitation is expected to 
increase generally in the southeastern United States, and 
suggests the potential for more frequent larger 
precipitation events at the mine in coming decades. Model 
results for climate change scenarios with increased 
precipitation and associated increases in groundwater 
recharge, reduced the area potentially affected by mine 
dewatering and depressurization during mining. Increased 
precipitation scenarios also have important implications 
on water management and water storage facilities at Haile 
Gold Mine. Conservatism built into runoff calculations, 
freeboard included in the design, and the capacity of the 
pits to temporarily store excess volumes from extreme 
events as designed are adequate to manage the relatively 
small increases in precipitation (relative to historic 
conditions) expected during operations. 

S-001, C-001 Alternatives Our group has read through the Draft SEIS for the Haile 
Gold Mine and noticed that the plans extracting gold 
involves the use of sodium cyanide. We believe that there is 
a more environmentally friendly alternative that has not 
been considered in this Draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement. 

Thiosulphate leaching (1) is a less efficient process for 
removing gold from the type of ore being mined at Haile’s 
site (which would result in significantly less gold 
recovered); (2) would require extensive study to 
determine whether it is viable at Haile; (3) would require 
overhaul of the Haile Mill (on the scale of tens of millions); 
(4) would require extensive additional study to support 
safe use of resulting tailings by agricultural operations 
(which to our knowledge is not a well‐established practice 
in any setting) and then may or may not be marketable; 
and (5) could require construction of a new TSF separate 
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from the existing TSF (which would result in substantial 
additional direct impacts on wetlands and streams). For 
these reasons, thiosulphate leaching is not a practicable 
alternative to Haile’s existing cyanide leaching system with 
closed‐loop water management. 

S-001, C-004 Alternatives We suggest that you look into thiosulphate leaching as an 
alternative to the use of sodium cyanide to extract 
gold.Thiosulphate leaching is a process that removes gold 
from ores without the use of cyanide. This method is not as 
aggressive as a leaching agent in comparison to cyanide, but 
it is lower in toxicity and more effective in leaching gold in 
certain ores. Another advantage of using thiosulphate 
leaching is that it is less environmentally damaging than 
sodium cyanide because the chemicals used in the process 
have little or no detrimental effects and the main 
components are commonly used as fertilizers (SGS 2008). 
This means that the mine tailings could potentially be used 
in agriculture. Tailings are an important aspect of this 
restoration to focus on as they, and rock dumps, are 
associated with surface impacts affecting both ground and 
surface water quality (Faashola et al., 2016) We appreciate 
the efforts you have planned to reduce levels of sodium 
cyanide going into the reclaim pond and keeping the 
sodium cyanide in a closed loop, but we believe that 
Thiosulphate leaching should be considered in the for the 
Final EIS to help reduce the risk of the sodium cyanide 
causing damage to the environment and the species that 
live there. 

See response to Comment S-001, C-001. 

S-003, C-008 Alternatives In addition to these critiques, we strongly feel that the Haile 
Gold Mine should explore an additional alternative that 
includes giving monthly updates to local environmental 
groups. Monthly updates would show the real cumulative 
impact from their actions, instead of just estimating what 
they could be. In addition, an official from an environmental 
agency should be required to check the validity of the 
report. The information in the report should also be made 
available to the public so that the agency is completely 

Chapter 6 and Appendix I of the SEIS provide Haile's 
proposed monitoring programs for a variety of resources. 
See SEIS Section 6.2.3 for a summary of these programs 
and associated plans. Each monitoring program has a 
reporting requirement, the frequency of which varies 
based on the nature of the resource being monitored (e.g., 
quarterly, annually). Each report will be provided to and 
reviewed by one or more agencies with regulatory 
jurisdiction over the resource being monitored, in 
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transparent with their practices as expansion of the mine is 
underway and into its future operation. 

accordance with applicable requirements. Members of the 
public can obtain reports from USACE or SCDHEC by filing 
requests under the Freedom of Information Act. 

S-006, C-001 Alternatives We believe the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers wants to 
mitigate as much associated harm as possible. However, we 
feel that the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
lacks sufficient evidence and information in two critical 
categories: the proposed alternatives and a lack of 
endangered species surveys. We are suggesting examining 
more alternatives and completing supplementary surveys 
for endangered species. 

See response to Comment S-003, C-004 on the 
methodology for identifying sensitive species in the study 
area, including federally and state listed threatened and 
endangered species. A sufficient level of effort was 
conducted to identify sensitive species in the study area. 

See response to Comment S-006, C-002 regarding 
alternatives evaluated by USACE. 

S-006, C-002 Alternatives Under NEPA, the lead agency must consider all reasonable 
alternatives to the action. There are only two alternatives 
provided by the agency in the Haile Mining project, 
including the No Action Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative. While there are no direct concerns from the 
Preferred Alternative, we believe that the agency has not 
fully considered any other alternatives to the preferred 
action.There are various alternatives aside from the No 
Action Alternative and the Preferred Alternative that the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers could have considered. Under 
Appendix L, the agency described different mining 
operations’, such as the Tailings Storage Facility and the 
Overburden Storage Area. However, they do not provide a 
range of alternatives for the overall action that offer 
different options for various mining operations. 

Chapter 2, Sections 2.5, Evaluation of Alternatives, and 2.6, 
Applicant's Alternatives Evaluated by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, describe the standards and evaluation process 
used to screen a variety of potential alternatives. Appendix 
L, Alternatives Analysis, provides further information 
evaluating the Applicant's alternatives. Added text to SEIS 
Section 2.6 explaining why the Applicant alternatives not 
carried forward for detailed analysis were considered 
unreasonable and/or impracticable. 

S-023, C-021 Alternatives WPAG Alternative 2 appears to have less surface 
disturbance at a lower cost. What is the reasoning behind 
selecting Alternative 3 over Alternative 2? 

Revised SEIS Section 2.6.2.1 to explain that the additional 
storage capacity north of the WPAG-2 footprint (i.e., 
thumb-shaped footprint along US Route 601 [US 601]) was 
included in the WPAG-3 design to serve as temporary 
storage for low-grade ore and potential backup permanent 
PAG storage. However, Haile now intends to use the 
additional (thumb-shaped) area for constructing the 541 
Pond (a Contact Water Storage Pond for the West PAG that 
helps to avoid expansion of the 19 Pond), rendering the 
WPAG-3 impracticable. Because the 541 Pond area is no 
longer part of the West PAG storage facility footprint, 
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Haile’s current proposed alternative for the West PAG is 
essentially the WPAG-2 design, which would result in the 
same waters of the United States impacts as WPAG-3 and 
less total disturbance. Please note that USACE has not 
selected any alternative at this time. The Applicant 
developed and analyzed alternatives for the West PAG, 
which were also analyzed by USACE for this SEIS. 

S-024, C-006 Alternatives The DSEIS contains several other flaws. First, Haile has not 
carried its burden to prove that a proposal with such drastic 
impacts is the least environmentally damaging practical 
alternative (“LEDPA”), and the DSEIS contains no analysis of 
off-site mining locations in the Carolina Slate Belt that may 
entail fewer aquatic impacts, in violation of the Section 
404(b)(1) Guidelines and the National Environmental 
Policy Act. But even if Haile’s proposal were the LEDPA, its 
mitigation package is woefully inadequate to replace the 
aquatic resources destroyed and impaired by the project. 

The Record of Decision issued after this SEIS will provide 
USACE's rationale for determining the least 
environmentally damaging practical alternative in 
accordance with the 404(b)(1) Guidelines at 40 CFR 
230.10(a). The alternatives analysis conducted for the SEIS 
did not identify any offsite properties within the Carolina 
Slate Belt with proven reserves. Identifying proven 
reserves require substantial risk and investment to 
conduct exploration and feasibility studies, and additional 
design, construction, permitting, and operational costs 
should such reserves be identified. Because no offsite 
locations are "available and capable of being done after 
taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and 
logistics in light of overall project purpose” at this time, an 
offsite alternative is not "practicable" under 40 CFR 
230.10(a)(2). Alternative mine sites were discussed in the 
2014 Final EIS in Section 2.5.2.1. The Proposed Project is 
an expansion of an existing facility and a separate mine 
site was not evaluated. 

See Consolidated Response 4, which describes changes 
made to the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J) for this SEIS. 

S-024, C-018 Alternatives [Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.]We 
commend the Corps’ decision, consistent with NEPA, to 
broaden its statement of the project’s purpose beyond 
OceanaGold’s restrictive stated purpose of expanding gold 
mining “on the Haile property. Despite the Corps’ 
appropriately broad statement of the project’s purpose, it 
has decided to only carry forward in the DSEIS alternatives 
that meet OceanaGold’s purpose of mining on the Haile 

See response to Comment S-024, C-006. 
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Property. Id. at 2-38. That is inconsistent with the Corps’ 
obligations under NEPA and the Clean Water Act to 
consider reasonable and practicable alternatives, 
respectively[...]Despite the Corps’ appropriately broad 
statement of the project’s purpose, it has decided to only 
carry forward in the DSEIS alternatives that meet 
OceanaGold’s purpose of mining on the Haile Property. Id. at 
2-38. That is inconsistent with the Corps’ obligations under 
NEPA and the Clean Water Act to consider reasonable and 
practicable alternatives, respectively. 

S-024, C-019 Alternatives [Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.]Haile’s 
proposed expansion will cause long-lasting harm to aquatic 
resources, including destroying 86.22 acres of wetlands and 
open waters and 13,124.08 feet of streams, DSEIS at 4- 80, 
with projected impacts to an additional 155.43 acres of 
wetlands and open waters and 75,646.44 feet of streams 
from groundwater drawdown and stream diversions, id. at 
4-84, 4-90. As the Corps acknowledges, none of these 
impacts are necessary for Haile to achieve the project’s 
purpose of mining more gold in the Carolina Slate Belt, 
which is “not water dependent.” Id. at 1-4. That being the 
case, “practicable alternatives that do not involve 
[wetlands] are presumed to be available, unless clearly 
demonstrated otherwise.” 40 C.F.R. § 230.10(a)(3) 
(emphasis added). “[T]he burden is on the Applicant . . . 
with independent verification by the COE, to provide 
detailed, clear and convincing information proving 
impracticability.” Utahns for Better Transp. v. U.S. Dep’t of 
Transp., 305 F.3d 1152, 1186 (10th Cir. 2002) (emphasis in 
original). If Haile fails to carry its burden, the Corps must 
deny the proposed Section 404 permit modification. Id. at 
1187 (“[W]here insufficient information is provided to 
determine compliance, the Guidelines require that no 
permit be issued.” (citing, e.g., 40 C.F.R. § 230.12(a)(3)(iv))). 

Impacts on streams, wetlands, and aquatic resources were 
important criteria considered in the evaluation of 
alternative presented in SEIS Section 2.6. Various 
components of the Proposed Action, such as the selection 
of the South Overburden Storage Area Alternatives (SEIS 
Section 2.6.3), were selected from a range of alternatives 
to avoid or minimize impacts on streams, wetlands, and 
aquatic resources. However, no practicable alternative was 
identified for which all components would avoid wetlands 
and waters of the United States. 

S-024, C-020 Alternatives [Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.]In the 

See response to Comment S-024, C-006. 
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draft alternatives analysis, the Corps repeats its mistake in 
the 2014 FEIS of failing to hold Haile to its burden. Namely, 
the Corps’ uncritically accepts Haile’s position that mining 
alternative locations in the gold-laden Carolina Slate Belt––
alternatives which may entail far fewer aquatic impacts 
than mining on Haile’s property––is not “practicable” and 
does “not meet the project purpose.” DSEIS at 2-38[... W]e 
are not aware of record evidence establishing the cost or 
duration of performing a feasibility analysis at alternative 
locations, which (if absent) means that Haile has not 
satisfied its burden to prove that establishing gold reserves 
at other sites is impracticable[...]For another, Haile 
apparently never proved, as it must, that there are no other 
mineable gold reserves in the region[...]More 
fundamentally, the Corps’ alternatives analysis cannot be 
constrained by the applicant’s actions in purchasing the 
Haile property and concentrating its financial resources and 
exploration efforts there. Practicable alternatives are to be 
evaluated based on those alternatives that existed at the 
time the site was chosen, not after the company has 
invested substantial time and resources into the 
project[...]The applicant could have invested the same or 
comparable resources that it used to explore the Haile site 
to explore a site with fewer wetlands, but it chose not to. 
That voluntary choice cannot render alternative locations 
impracticable under the 404(b)(1) Guidelines or 
unreasonable under NEPA. 

S-024, C-036 Alternatives Before addressing mitigation, the Corps’ must carefully 
scrutinize practical alternatives and Haile’s proposed 
avoidance and minimization measures to ensure that a 
proposal with such devastating impacts is truly “the least 
environmentally damaging practical alternative.”[...]As 
explained supra, the Corps has not satisfied this threshold 
inquiry, which it must do before considering any proposal 
to mitigate “unavoidable” adverse impacts. 

The Record of Decision issued after this SEIS will provide 
USACE's rationale for determining the least 
environmentally damaging practical alternative in 
accordance with the CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines at 
40 CFR 230.10(a). USACE's determination will be informed 
by the alternatives analysis (SEIS Appendix L) and impact 
analysis (SEIS Chapter 4) prepared pursuant to the NEPA 
and Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
implementing regulations at 40 CFR 1500-1508 and 
USACE regulations found at 33 CFR 320-332. 
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S-030, C-001 Alternatives can the mining be done on leased land that the mine has 
already leased 

The S.C. Mining Act and Regulations (S.C. Code Ann. Regs. 
89-60(3 and 4)) do allow for operators to mine land that is 
owned by a third party and leased to the operator. The 
permit application requires an attorney letter stating that 
a licensed S.C. attorney has reviewed the records and can 
verify that the land and mineral rights are owned by the 
landowner, and that there is a valid lease agreement 
between the landowner and operator. In this case, the 
proposed expansion of this modification is on land solely 
owned by Haile Gold Mine, Inc. There are no parcels added 
in this modification that are being leased. 

S-003, C-006 Aquatic 
resources 

The Haile Gold Mine will have large indirect and cumulative 
impacts on streamflow and aquatic ecosystems. Soil 
acidification is one of the most dangerous impacts. This 
process would occur if the mine expands production, and 
there is an increase in sulfur being exposed to oxygen. 
When this happens a chemical reaction occurs, 
transforming the sulfur into sulfur oxide. Next, when this 
runs into the water, it not only pollutes the water, but it also 
causes the acidity of the soil to increase, making it 
inhabitable for multiple plant species to live in. 

Potential changes in water quality in surface waters 
around and downstream of the mine are addressed in SEIS 
Section 4.2.2. While changes in water quality are 
anticipated from the Proposed Project, including those 
changes related to sulfur, the Applicant must implement a 
surface water monitoring and reporting program and 
verify compliance with National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit conditions during 
operations and post-mining (Appendix A) for any mine-
related discharges to surface waters. Therefore, impacts 
from sulfur on water quality are unlikely to reach a level 
that would create soil conditions that are inhabitable for 
plant species. 

S-005, C-001 Aquatic 
resources 

NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) reviewed 
the public notice, dated March 3, 2021, notifying us of the 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for 
the Haile Gold Mine in Kershaw, Lancaster County (SAC-
1992-24122). We confirm the District's determination that 
the proposed work would NOT occur in the vicinity of 
essential fish habitat (EFH) designated by the South Atlantic 
Fishery Management Council, Mid- Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council, or the NMFS. 

Thank you for confirming. This factual determination will 
be included in the Record of Decision issued after this SEIS 
in accordance with the regulatory requirement at 40 CFR 
230.11(e) to consider effects of a proposed discharge of 
dredged or fill material on aquatic ecosystems. 

S-008, C-126 Aquatic 
resources 

PAGE: 4-99 

SECTION: 4.6.2.1 

Revised acreage of No Action Alternative project boundary 
to 4,522 acres in SEIS Section 4.6.2.1. See Consolidated 
Response 1, which explains revisions to the project 
boundary and layout acreages for this SEIS. 
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COMMENT: In the “No Action Alternative” section, the 
acreage owned by Haile within its current Project Boundary 
is 4,552 acres, not 4,540 acres. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace 4,540 acres with 4,552 acres. 

S-008, C-168 Aquatic 
resources 

PAGE: 5-14 
SECTION: 5.6.11 
COMMENT: The 1st full paragraph on the page purports to 
speak about three habitats (Haile Gold Mine Creek, Camp 
Branch Creek, and the Unnamed Tributary), which contain 
sandhills chub. However, throwing in a reference to the 
American Eel along with the sandhills chub without more 
context gives the impression that one or more of these 
streams contains American Eel or their habitat, which is not 
the case. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: At a minimum, add a parenthetical 
“American Eel” that states something like “(which has not 
been found in any of these streams but has been located in 
the past in the Little Lynches River well downstream of its 
confluence with any of these streams).” 

 

Revised SEIS Section 5.6.11 accordingly to clarify that 
American eel is not found in the three streams. 

S-023, C-032 Aquatic 
resources 

Table 4.6-1. shows that the fragmentation of Upper Camp 
Branch would be “Low” and Lower Camp Branch to be 
“None” but Table 4.5-4 states that almost a 1/10 of a mile of 
Upper Camp Branch tributaries would be “removed.” The 
reduction in habitat for Upper Camp Branch within these 
tributaries will be a total loss, therefore the SCDNR finds 
that it is a mischaracterization to describe the potential for 
fragmentation to be “Low” or “None.” The fragmentation 
risk for Haile Gold Mine Creek is similarly misrepresented. 
Please note that habitat connectivity should be evaluated on 
a subbasin scale (e.g., 12-digit or 14-digit HUCs), not on a 
reach scale as presented in Table 4.6-1, which may account 
for some of the misrepresentation. 

The Proposed Action does not directly involve Lower 
Camp Branch; therefore, there would be no incremental 
impact (as shown in Table 4.6-1). The last column of Table 
4.6-1 should include habitat loss in addition to 
fragmentation; the column title has been revised. 
Therefore, the permanent removal of 0.09 mile of Upper 
Camp Branch within the Lynches Subbasin would be "Low" 
based on the definition (refer to table notes). There would 
be no incremental habitat loss or fragmentation under the 
Proposed Action for Upper Haile Gold Mine Creek or 
Lower Haile Gold Mine Creek (Table 4.6-1). Middle Haile 
Gold Mine Creek would have "Low" habitat loss or 
fragmentation, as defined, because approximately 106 feet 
of the creek would be permanently removed during 
operations; the segments represent disconnected 
fragments of streams and would not materially affect 
downstream habitat fragmentation. The methods for 
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evaluating the impacts of the Proposed Action in the SEIS 
Table 4.6-1 are basically the same as the 2014 FEIS. It is 
important to note that the impacts assessed in SEIS Section 
4.6 are only the incremental impacts specific to the 
Proposed Project (the mine expansion). 

S-023, C-033 Aquatic 
resources 

Table 4.6-1 shows that the Little Lynches River, 
downstream of operations, would experience no hydrologic 
alteration, no thermal alteration, low watershed 
disturbance and no habitat fragmentation. In essence, this 
table suggests that the Little Lynches River would 
experience no change as a result of the activity despite the 
over 50,000 lf of contributing tributaries that are estimated 
to experience direct and indirect hydrologic impairments as 
a result of the proposed expansion. The SCDNR finds that 
this table is underrepresenting the potential for hydrologic 
impacts to the Little Lynches River. Please revise and/or 
explain. 

Minor flow fluctuations would occur during operations, 
ranging between 1 percent increase to 4 percent decrease 
in total flow. Up to a 2 percent increase or 5 percent 
decrease in total flow would persist along short segments 
of Little Lynches River post-operations, but total flow at 
most assessment points is predicted to change 1 percent 
or less post-mining. This represents no additional 
incremental impact as a result of the Proposed Project. See 
SEIS Section 4.2.2.3 for additional discussion of watershed 
alteration. Thermal Alterations - Temperature changes due 
to the predicted decreased flow would be negligible in a 
stream this size. Temperature differences from Haile Gold 
Mine Creek discharge could be 8.4 degrees Celsius warmer 
than ambient conditions, but this contribution would be 
low relative to the total volume of the Little Lynches River, 
and would represent no incremental impact compared to 
previous estimates. Habitat Loss and Fragmentation - the 
Little Lynches River is outside the footprint of the 
Proposed Project; therefore, it would not be physically 
affected. As such, there would be no direct habitat loss or 
fragmentation to the river. Watershed Disturbance - there 
is low watershed disturbance because less than 10 percent 
of the Little Lynches River watershed would be affected by 
the Proposed Project (see table notes on watershed 
disturbance criteria). 

S-023, C-034 Aquatic 
resources 

4.6.2.1 Impacts on Fish, Macroinvertebrates, and Aquatic 
Biological Conditions - This section appears to focus 
primarily on direct fill impacts, hydrologic and thermal 
alterations, watershed disturbance, and habitat 
fragmentation/connectivity. The SCDNR requests that this 
section also includes the potential sediment and chemical 

This SEIS supplements the 2014 FEIS, which is 
incorporated by reference. The stressor response 
relationship with the aquatic community is shown in 
Figure 4.7-1 of the 2014 FEIS, and includes habitat 
structure, flow regime, water quality and toxicity, energy 
source, and biotic interaction. All of those still apply to the 
Proposed Project in this SEIS. Regarding sediment 
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pollution impacts, and their potential effects on aquatic 
species. 

specifically, an increase in sedimentation and turbidity in 
streams/surface waters can directly affect fish and other 
aquatic organisms and alter species behavior, but the 
severity of these impacts would vary depending on species 
susceptibility. High turbidity affects gill function, blood 
sugar levels, and osmoregulatory function in fish. 
Increased turbidity can also affect fish behavior by 
changing responses to predation risk and predator 
avoidance and changing foraging ability. Species that can 
tolerate high turbidity levels would be less susceptible to 
elevated turbidity levels compared to species that are less 
tolerable of turbidity, particularly if the impacts were to be 
short term and did not cause permanent habitat 
degradation. Increased sediment in streams could affect 
juvenile fish by potentially altering their behavior and/or 
affecting their food sources. Many juvenile fish primarily 
eat macroinvertebrates that live on the streambed. Fill and 
sediment in the stream could be deposited on the 
substrates where the macroinvertebrates live, which could 
reduce the food available for juvenile fish. Excessive 
sediment in a stream could decrease the depth of the 
stream and reduce the number of pools and the physical 
space available for juvenile fish, which could decrease 
their survival rate. Chemical pollution in surface water 
could degrade water quality, which could affect the health 
or survival of fish and other aquatic organisms and aquatic 
habitat. The extent of these impacts would depend on the 
type and amount of material that would reach the surface 
waters and the sensitivity of the affected habitat and 
species life stage present. Chemical pollutants reaching 
surface waters during the spawning season could be 
detrimental for nest-spawning species or species with 
immobile (nondrifting) eggs. 

S-023, C-035 Aquatic 
resources 

The SCDNR has concerns regarding the quantification and 
assessment of impacts to systems that have already been 
impacted by mining activities in section 4.6 and elsewhere 
in Chapter 4. It mischaracterizes the additional impacts to 
state that a loss of fish in a degraded system would be 

The previous permitted activities have already been 
addressed in the 2014 FEIS. This SEIS evaluates the 
incremental impacts for the Proposed Project. The impacts 
that have already occurred as addressed and evaluated as 
part of the 2014 FEIS are now part of the Affected 
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minor impacts. For example, if fish abundance was reduced 
by 90% by the previously permitted impacts, and the new 
impacts would further reduce the population another 5% 
(to a 95% reduction from pre-mining conditions), this 
would effectively reduce the existing population by one half. 
In short, a degraded system is more sensitive to further 
degradations, not less. The SCDNR would like to see 
mitigation measures added as permit conditions to prevent 
the local extirpation of aquatic species from the impacted 
stream networks wherever practicable. 

Environment (or baseline). All avoidance and 
minimization measures listed in Table 6-1 of the 2014 
FEIS, as referenced in Section 4.2.5.1 of this SEIS, were 
incorporated into the DA Permit dated October 27, 2014 as 
special conditions per Attachment A, Special Conditions for 
Permit #SAC-1992-24122-4IA. The special condition states, 
“The permitee shall implement measures described in the 
document entitled, Avoidance and Minimization Measures, 
dated September 8, 2014, prepared by Haile Gold Mine, 
Inc.” These avoidance and minimization measures are also 
listed in Table 6-2 of this SEIS and include a variety of 
control measures to enhance and limit the potential for 
degradation of aquatic resources. As required by Section 
404 of the CWA, the Applicant has also proposed to 
implement a Mitigation Plan (Appendix J), which will 
provide for preservation, enhancement, and restoration of 
outstanding aquatic resources within the Lynches 
Subbasin. 

S-023, C-036 Aquatic 
resources 

Page 4-99. Proposed Project – The first sentence states 
“Hydrologic and thermal alterations, watershed 
disturbance, and habitat fragmentation/connectivity that 
results from active mining could affect fish species diversity 
and abundance, and macroinvertebrate community 
composition or abundance.” The SCDNR recommends 
rephrasing this statement to reflect the likely outcome of 
these activities more accurately to “Hydrologic and thermal 
alterations, watershed disturbance, and habitat 
fragmentation/connectivity that results from active mining 
will likely have a negative effect on fish species diversity 
and abundance, and macroinvertebrate community 
composition or abundance.” 

Revised referenced sentence in SEIS Section 4.6.2.1 as 
suggested. 

S-023, C-037 Aquatic 
resources 

Page 4-100. “Over the long term, aquatic species diversity 
and abundance would be expected to change, but 
community metrics would show a positive trend due to the 
increase in aquatic habitat from the increased volume of 
water.” The SCDNR finds that this statement is misleading. 
The community dynamics depend on much more than the 

Revised sentence in SEIS Section 4.6.2.1 to indicate that 
community metrics could show a positive trend due to 
increased aquatic habitat from increased flows after mine 
closure, but that other factors would be equally important 
in determining the trend. 
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volume of water. Water quality and habitat quality are other 
major factors in the population dynamics of these 
organisms. The SCDNR recommends that this sentence be 
removed/revised. 

S-023, C-038 Aquatic 
resources 

Page 4-100. “The expansion of the TSF would also remove 
approximately 0.09 mile of tributaries to Camp Branch 
Creek, resulting in aquatic habitat loss. However, significant 
distances of Camp Branch Creek and associated tributaries 
have already been lost, fragmented, and disconnected to 
lower reaches, and these few hundred feet of habitat loss in 
the upper subbasin are not anticipated to significantly 
contribute to the impacts already incurred.” The SCDNR 
finds that this statement is misleading, for the same reasons 
mentioned in Item 26 above. The SCDNR would like to see 
mitigation measures added as permit conditions to prevent 
the total loss of habitat in these systems wherever 
practicable. 

Impacts on aquatic resources and habitat, as described in 
SEIS Section 4.6.2, specifically address the incremental 
impact of the Proposed Project, distinguishing potential 
effects from already permitted and mitigated mining 
activities. An additional few hundred feet of incremental 
impact on Camp Branch is not anticipated to contribute 
significantly to the previous impacts described in the 2014 
FEIS. An additional few hundred feet of incremental impact 
on Camp Branch Creek is not anticipated to contribute 
significantly to the impacts previously described in the 
2014 FEIS. All avoidance and minimization measures listed 
in Table 6-1 of the 2014 FEIS, as referenced in Section 
4.2.5.1 of this SEIS, were incorporated into the DA Permit 
dated October 27, 2014 as special conditions per 
Attachment A, Special Conditions for Permit #SAC-1992-
24122-4IA. The special condition states, “The permitee 
shall implement measures described in the document 
entitled, Avoidance and Minimization Measures, dated 
September 8, 2014, prepared by Haile Gold Mine, Inc.” 
These avoidance and minimization measures are also 
listed in Table 6-2 of this SEIS and include a variety of 
control measures to enhance and limit the potential for 
degradation of aquatic resources. As required by Section 
404 of the CWA, the Applicant has also proposed to 
implement a Mitigation Plan (Appendix J), which will 
provide for preservation, enhancement, and restoration of 
outstanding aquatic resources within the Lynches 
Subbasin. 

S-023, C-040 Aquatic 
resources 

Page 4-101. “Fish diversity, already low in the unnamed 
tributary, would not be expected to be significantly 
affected.” The SCDNR finds that this statement is 
misleading, for the same reasons mentioned in [C-035] 
above. Please revise. 

Fish diversity in the unnamed tributary in already 
considered low within implementation of the Proposed 
Project. Although reduced flows in the unnamed tributary 
under the Proposed Project would potentially result in 
declines in fish abundance in this stream, fish diversity 
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would not be expected to be significantly altered. It is also 
noted that in the Cedar Creek aquatic sampling report 
(cited as Cedar Creek 2019b in the SEIS) that fish and 
macroinvertebrate survey data collected in other 
tributaries after operations began suggest that the primary 
effect of flow reductions have resulted in declines in 
abundance, but not diversity or trophic structure. 

S-023, C-041 Aquatic 
resources 

Page 4-101. “. . . the small amount of additional 
fragmentation would not contribute significantly to the 
impacts already incurred.” The SCDNR finds that this 
statement is misleading, for the same reasons mentioned in 
[C-035] above. Please revise. 

See response to Comment S-023, C-035. The incremental 
impact would not significantly contribute to the impacts 
that have already occurred/been described in the 2014 
FEIS. 

S-023, C-042 Aquatic 
resources 

“The aquatic resources impact discussion in the SEIS builds 
on the 2014 FEIS discussion and focuses on the incremental 
impacts on aquatic habitats from the Proposed Project, 
which are summarized in Table 4.7-1. The Proposed Project 
would not affect or have no incremental effects on several 
of the subbasins’ aquatic habitats (Table 4.7-1).” Comment: 
Table 4.7-1. is titled “Vegetation/Land Cover and Type 
Affected by the Proposed Project (acres)” and does not 
describe aquatic habitats. Please revise. 

Table 4.7-1 is the correct table reference because the 
sentence is referencing the 2014 FEIS. Added "of the 2014 
FEIS" after the Table 4.7-1 reference in the text to clarify. 

S-023, C-043 Aquatic 
resources 

4.6.2.2 Impacts on Sandhills Chub, American Eel, and 
Mussels The SCDNR appreciates the mention of these 
priority species. It should be noted, however, that many 
more SWAP species are known to occur in the Little 
Lynches River and its tributaries in and around the study 
area. The aquatic SWAP species known to occur in the area 
include:Haile Gold Mine Creek, Unnamed Tributary, and 
receiving waters (including the Little Lynches 
River):American Eel (Anguilla rostrata); Rosyside Dace 
(Clinostomus funduloides); Highfin Shiner (Notropis 
altipinnis); Swallowtail Shiner (Notropis procne); Sandhills 
Chub (Semotilus lumbee); Greenfin Shiner (Cyprinella 
chloristia); Snail Bullhead (Ameiurus brunneus); Flat 
Bullhead (Ameiurus platycephalus); Piedmont Darter 
(Percina crassa); Pee Dee Lotic Crayfish (Procambarus 
lepidodactylus); Eastern Elliptio (Elliptio complanata)Camp 

All avoidance and minimization measures listed in Table 6-
1 of the 2014 FEIS, as referenced in Section 4.2.5.1 of this 
SEIS, were incorporated into the DA Permit dated October 
27, 2014 as special conditions per Attachment A, Special 
Conditions for Permit #SAC-1992-24122-4IA. The special 
condition states, “The permitee shall implement measures 
described in the document entitled, Avoidance and 
Minimization Measures, dated September 8, 2014, 
prepared by Haile Gold Mine, Inc.” These avoidance and 
minimization measures are also listed in Table 6-2 of this 
SEIS. Measures implemented as part of the Proposed 
Project to reduce impacts on aquatic resources, such as the 
sandhill chub, American eel, and freshwater mussels, 
would also help to minimize impacts on the State Wildlife 
Action Plan (SWAP) species. 
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Branch and receiving waters (including the Little Lynches 
River):; Rosyside Dace (Clinostomus funduloides); Sandhills 
Chub (Semotilus lumbee); Highfin Shiner (Notropis 
altipinnis); Swallowtail Shiner (Notropis procne); Snail 
Bullhead (Ameiurus brunneus); Flat Bullhead (Ameiurus 
platycephalus); Eastern Elliptio (Elliptio complanata)The 
SCDNR recommends incorporating the mitigation measures 
mentioned in the 2014 FEIS to minimize impacts to these 
SWAP species. 

S-023, C-044 Aquatic 
resources 

Page 4-102. American Eel “The Proposed Project would 
have no incremental impacts on the Little Lynches River 
(Table 4.6-1).” The SCDNR finds that this statement is 
misleading. The impairments outlined in other sections of 
this chapter describe profound changes in the contributing 
tributaries that will have some impact on the quality of 
habitat in the Little Lynches River. Please revise. 

See response to Comment S-023, C-033, which explains 
why no incremental impacts are anticipated on American 
Eel in the Lower Lynches River under the Proposed 
Project. 

S-023, C-045 Aquatic 
resources 

Page 4-102. Freshwater Mussels “. . . surveys have indicated 
no native freshwater mussels in tributary streams in the 
study area, including the unnamed tributary. Therefore, it is 
unlikely that freshwater mussels would be affected by the 
Proposed Project.” The SCDNR finds that this statement is 
misleading. Freshwater mussels, including the Eastern 
Elliptio (Elliptio complanata) are known to occur in the 
Little Lynches River immediately downstream of the project 
and may be impacted by the proposed activity. Please 
revise. 

The referenced statement is regarding the surface waters 
in the study area, including the expansion area, which 
includes the unnamed tributary. As stated in SEIS Section 
3.6.2.2, no freshwater mussels were observed during 
surveys in the study area. As stated in the same subsection, 
mussels have been observed far outside of the study area 
(Kershaw County at SC 346 crossing) in downstream 
waters of Buffalo Creek; species observed included the 
eastern elliptio. USACE acknowledges the presence of 
eastern elliptio in Little Lynches River and that this is a 
species widespread in the state. As stated in the 2014 FEIS, 
the Little Lynches River subwatershed would experience 
stressors at a low level and, therefore, any mussel 
populations present would be largely unaffected. Further, 
under the Proposed Action, the incremental impact is 
unlikely to affect aquatic habitat in the Little Lynches River 
(see response to Comment S-023, C-033, which explains 
why incremental impacts are not anticipated downstream 
in the Little Lynches River) and, therefore, any measurable 
impacts on mussels (including eastern ellptio) are not 
anticipated. 
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S-023, C-046 Aquatic 
resources 

The SCDNR has concerns that chronic exposure to heavy 
metal contaminants may negatively impact mussel species 
in the Little Lynches River, as these species can be 
particularly sensitive to heavy metals (Wang et al. 2007, 
Wang et al. 2007b). According to Wang et al., Unionid 
mussels are sensitive to copper with EC50s as low as 
18ug/L or 0.018mg/L when exposed for 6hrs. Chronic 
exposure resulted in EC50s as low as 12ug/L or 0.012mg/L 
and the concentration (threshold) at which chronic effects 
are first observed (ChVs) ranged from 4.6 to 8.5 ug/L or 
0.0046-0.0085mg/L. The SCDNR requests that the section 
on impacts to freshwater mussels be revised to include 
Little Lynches River populations and to include the 
potential for impacts caused by heavy metal toxicity. 

The copper concentrations in the Little Lynches River are 
predicted to be well below the estimated mussel 
sensitivity concentration of 0.018 milligrams per liter 
(mg/L) at 6 hours exposure and the chronic exposure 
sensitivity at 0.012 mg/L (see SEIS Table 4.2-19 for copper 
concentrations in the Little Lynches River over the life of 
the mine and post mine). Only the median flow for the 
stratified pit lake discharge would barely exceed the lower 
limit of the concentration of when chronic effects are first 
observed in mussels (0.0046 mg/L), with a concentration 
of 0.0048 mg/L. Therefore, mussels in the Little Lynches 
River are unlikely to be affected by exposure to copper. 

S-023, C-047 Aquatic 
resources 

According to the 2014 FEIS, mussel surveys were conducted 
by Keferl (1988, 1991, 1992, 2008) and Alderman (2011) 
on the Lynches River. According to page 3.7-29 of the 2014 
FEIS, “Three moderate priority species were observed in 
the Lynches River during this survey as well (eastern 
elliptio [Elliptio complanata], Carolina slabshell [Elliptio 
congaraea], and eastern creekshell [Villosa delumbis]).” The 
SCDNR requests that these species receive explicit mention 
in the current SEIS. In addition, the SCDNR requests copies 
of these survey reports. 

As stated in SEIS Section 3.6.2, the existing conditions 
described in the 2014 FEIS are still applicable, and the 
same biological assemblages (i.e., fish, benthic 
macroinvertebrates, freshwater mussels, 
amphibians/reptiles, and aquatic plants/periphyton) are 
still present and have been previously described; 
therefore, they are incorporated by reference. NEPA 
regulations allow incorporating by reference for 
supplemental NEPA documents. Therefore, the three 
mussel species are included in the SEIS. USACE sent copies 
of the requested survey reports to SCDNR on May 13, 
2022. 

S-023, C-048 Aquatic 
resources 

4.6.2.3 Impacts on Amphibians and Reptiles. “The effects on 
amphibians and reptiles along Haile Gold Mine Creek and 
Camp Branch Creek described in the 2014 FEIS have 
occurred or continue to occur, and those impact discussions 
are still relevant and applicable to the Proposed Project, 
specifically impacts on the unnamed tributary. It is 
reasonable to expect that the outcomes for amphibians and 
reptiles along the unnamed tributary would be similar to 
those in Haile Gold Mine Creek and Camp Branch Creek.” 
Comment: As it would be reasonably expected for these 
aquatic herptiles to be permanently extirpated from 

The impact types and mechanisms, and stressors, for 
amphibians and reptiles described in the 2014 FEIS are the 
same for the Proposed Action. The applicable sections of 
the 2014 FEIS are incorporated by reference, as allowed 
under NEPA regulations for supplemental NEPA 
documents. SEIS Table 4.6-1 includes the incremental 
impact assessment for hydrologic, thermal, watershed 
disturbance, and habitat loss or 
fragmentation/connectivity for all aquatic habitats, 
including those that would support amphibians and 
reptiles. 
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impacted areas, and negatively impacted by indirectly 
affected areas, the SCDNR finds that referencing the FEIS 
alone is insufficient in describing the potential impacts to 
these animals. Please describe how these organisms will be 
impacted by the proposed expansion and the associated 
activities. 

S-023, C-049 Aquatic 
resources 

Table 4.6-2. Summary of Impacts Related to Aquatic 
Resources – Please update this table to reflect the above 
suggested revisions regarding impacts to aquatic species. 

See response to the previous comments. No changes made 
to SEIS Table 4.6-2. 

S-023, C-050 Aquatic 
resources 

4.6.4 Mitigation for Impacts – The SCDNR recommends that 
these measures be added as permit conditions. 

With the exception of the change described for monitoring 
and relocation of sandhills chub in Section SEIS 4.6.4.1, all 
avoidance measures listed in SEIS Table 6-2 were 
previously applied as special conditions per Attachment A 
of permit SAC-1992-24122-4IA upon signing of the 2014 
Record of Decision. 

S-024, C-003 Aquatic 
resources 

Even assuming an expanded Haile Gold Mine would comply 
with the law, the projected impacts of the expansion to 
aquatic resources are unacceptable. Haile’s reopening came 
at an immense cost: the destruction of 120.26 acres of 
wetlands and open waters and 26,460.54 feet of streams 
through the excavation of pits and the placement of fill 
material, with so-called “indirect” impacts to an additional 
983 acres of wetlands and 108,288 feet of streams through 
groundwater drawdown as a result of pit “dewatering.” As 
the Corps acknowledged back in 2014, the mine’s reopening 
would likely contribute to the degradation of aquatic 
habitat and water quality in the Little Lynches River 
watershed. E.g., 2014 Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (“FEIS”) at 5-3.Haile’s current proposal would 
compound those impacts, expanding its 4,552-acre mining 
area by 832 acres, impacting an additional 242 acres of 
wetlands and 88,770 feet of streams, and extirpating the 
imperiled sandhills chub from a tributary of the Little 
Lynches River. This would largely result from: (i) expanding 
surface pits and mining at an extended depth of 690 feet 
below mean sea level (“bmsl”); (ii) performing underground 
mining at a depth of up to 774 feet bmsl; (iii) increasing the 

The SEIS discloses impacts related to direct (i.e., filling) 
and indirect (i.e., dewatering) impacts on wetlands and 
surface waters/aquatic habitats (including water quality), 
as well impacts on sandhill chub. Please see SEIS Sections 
4.5.2.1, 4.5.2.2, 4.6.1, 4.6.2.1, and 4.6.2.2. Because this 
comment does not raise any specific concern regarding the 
conclusions or adequacy of the SEIS, no revisions are 
necessary. 
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size of a “tailings storage facility,” a lined embankment 
towering over ground level containing the hazardous 
byproduct of the ore recovery process; and (iv) expanding 
the “overburden storage areas,” where earthen materials 
excavated to allow mining are piled, including materials 
with a high risk of acid generation and leaching of metals 
and other hazardous constituents. 

S-024, C-025 Aquatic 
resources 

In addition to toxic pollution, and as noted supra, Haile’s 
proposal would directly destroy or divert an additional 
86.22 acres of wetlands and 13,124 feet of streams, DSEIS at 
4-43, with so-called “indirect” harms to at least 155.43 
acres of wetlands and 75,646.44 feet of streams from 
groundwater drawdown and surface water diversions, id. at 
4-84, 4-90. The DSEIS states that “[i]ncremental impacts of 
the Proposed Project on aquatic resources may interact 
with other past and present activities in the expanded Little 
Lynches watershed and adversely affect habitat and water 
quality.” Id. at 5-3. The expansion “would result in the 
permanent loss or alteration of aquatic habitats, which 
could adversely affect organisms that inhabit or use these 
habitats,” id. at 4-97, including the sandhills chub, a State-
listed Species of Greatest Conservation Need, id. at 4- 102 
(“The species would be considerably affected by active 
mining and associated flow alteration, stormwater runoff, 
and the potential for increased suspended and streambed 
sediment. The habitat requirements for the species likely 
would not persist in the upper reach of [an impacted] 
stream with the proposed extent of the subwatershed 
alteration during active mining.”). Plainly, these impacts are 
inconsistent with the designated uses of the surface waters 
within the project area––for example, for “fishing and the 
survival and propagation of a balanced indigenous aquatic 
community of fauna and flora,” and “primary and secondary 
contact recreation.” Id. at 3-14–15. 

The SEIS discloses impacts related to direct (i.e., filling) 
and indirect (i.e., dewatering) impacts on wetlands and 
surface waters/aquatic habitats (including water quality), 
as well impacts on sandhill chub. Please see SEIS Sections 
4.5.2.1, 4.5.2.2, 4.6.1, 4.6.2.1, and 4.6.2.2. Because this 
comment does not raise any specific concern regarding the 
conclusions or adequacy of the SEIS, no revisions are 
necessary. 

S-024, C-033 Aquatic 
resources 

[Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.][U]nless 
Haile can prove that its proposal would not have an 

As part of the CWA Section 404 permit application review 
process, USACE would evaluate impacts per the CWA 
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines, which are the substantive 
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unacceptable impact––which it has not––the Corps may not 
grant a Section 404 permit modification. As noted supra, 
Haile’s proposed expansion would cause significant 
degradation of the aquatic ecosystem within the Little 
Lynches River watershed, destroying 86.22 acres of 
wetlands and open waters and 13,124.08 feet of streams, 
with so-called “indirect” impacts to an additional 155.43 
acres of wetlands and open waters and 75,646 feet of 
streams from groundwater drawdown and stream 
diversions. The Corps projects that surface waters in, 
around, and downstream of the proposed expansion area 
will exceed numeric water quality criteria for a myriad of 
toxic chemicals for at least a century after mining is 
completed, and that the project will extirpate the imperiled 
sandhills chub from a tributary of the Little Lynches River. 
As to cumulative impacts, the DSEIS concedes that the 
proposal may degrade water quality and habitat in the Little 
Lynches River watershed. These impacts would compound 
the staggering harms from Haile’s reopening: the 
destruction of 120.46 acres of wetlands and open waters 
and 26,460.54 feet of streams, with so-called indirect 
impacts to 982.58 acres of wetlands and 108,288.19 feet of 
streams wetlands from groundwater drawdown and stream 
diversions. Simply put, the projected impacts of Haile’s 
expansion to aquatic resources are “unacceptable,” 40 C.F.R. 
§ 230.1, especially when coupled with the impacts from its 
recent reopening. 

criteria used in evaluating proposed discharges of dredged 
or fill material into waters of the United States and 
determining the least environmentally damaging 
practicable alternative. Should USACE issue a permit to 
Haile after evaluating these impacts, Haile would mitigate, 
as part of the permit conditions, to compensate for impacts 
on waters of the United States, as appropriate. 

S-008, C-068 Cultural 
resources 

PAGE: 3-143 

SECTION: 3.18 

COMMENT: Please revise cultural resources terms and 
phrases per the Revised Cultural Resources Plan and 
SCSHPO Guidelines. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: In 3rd sentence of the 2nd paragraph 
of the “Cultural Resources” section, revise “historical” 
resources to “historic” resources. In the 4th sentence, revise 
“culturally significant properties” to “properties of religious 

Revised text in SEIS Section 3.18 from "historical 
resources" to "historic resources" globally within the 
section and from "culturally significant properties" to 
"properties of religious and cultural significance, including 
Traditional Cultural Properties…" 



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

  
Responses to Comments Received on the Draft SEIS 

 

Haile Gold Mine Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement 

10-31 
August 2022 

 

 

Comment ID Category Comment Response 

and cultural significance (including Traditional Cultural 
Properties (TCPs).” 

S-008, C-069 Cultural 
resources 

PAGE: 3-143 

SECTION: 3.18.1 

COMMENT: At the end of the sentence in the “Regulatory 
Framework,” it would be helpful to repeat the NRHP 
Criteria spelled out in the FEIS here in the SEIS, since they 
are discussed in Sections 3.18.2.3 and 14.18.1. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Add the following text to the end of 
the current one-sentence narrative in Section 3.18.1:“The 
NRHP Criteria used to evaluate the significance of a cultural 
resource within the study area are as follows:· Is it 
associated with events that have made a significant 
contribution to the broad patterns of American history? OR· 
Is it associated with the lives of past significant persons? 
OR· Does it embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, 
period, or method of construction, or that represent the 
work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that 
represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose 
components may lack individual distinction? OR· Has it 
yielded or may it likely to yield, information important in 
history or prehistory?For historic resources in particular, 
properties also need to exhibit integrity of location, 
materials, setting, design, association, workmanship, and 
feeling and must be at least 50 years old, although there are 
provisions for listing cultural resources of more recent 
origin if they are of exceptional importance (NRHP 
1990).By applying these criteria, the USACE in consultation 
with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), 
determines whether a cultural resource is eligible for the 
NRHP as a historic property. In cases where there is 
insufficient data to make an NRHP determination, the 
resource is considered ‘unevaluated.’ Unevaluated cultural 
resources are afforded the same protection as historic 
properties until a clear NRHP determination can be made.” 

Added text to SEIS Section 3.18.1 summarizing the 
National Register of Historic Properties criteria used to 
evaluate the significance of a cultural resource in the study 
area. 

S-008, C-070 Cultural 
resources 

PAGE: 3-143 to 3-144 

SECTION: 3.18.2.1 

Added the sentence, "USACE did not receive any response 
to this letter," to the end of SEIS Section 3.18.2.1. 
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COMMENT: The ”Outreach and Consultation” section 
mentions an April 8, 2019 consultation letter that went to 
tribal groups, but does not indicate whether any responses 
were received. If none were received, the text should state 
as much. If any were received, their content should be 
noted, as well. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Add a sentence describing any 
responses from tribal interests. 

S-008, C-071 Cultural 
resources 

PAGE: 3-144 
SECTION: 3.18.2.2 
COMMENT: In the “Cultural Context” section, the discussion 
of work done to date is incomplete and should be revised to 
capture the significant studies done. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Make the following edits to the 
paragraph in this section: “The cultural context for the 
Proposed Project has been developed over the last 45 years 
from over 30 Phase I, II, and III investigations in the Haile 
Gold Mine area. The most recent Phase I cultural resources 
survey reports (Webb and Quirk 2017, 2017a, 2017b; Webb 
and Styer 2019), a Phase II archaeological testing report 
(Webb et al. 2020), and the 2014 FEIS all include. . . study 
area.” The following section……evaluating prehistoric pre- 
contact and historic period-period . . . found in the study 
area. 
Also, throughout the Cultural Resources discussion in the 
SEIS, replace “pre-contact” with “prehistoric.” 

Text clarified and citation added to SEIS Section 3.18.2.2, 
as suggested in the comment. Also, globally replaced "pre-
contact" with "prehistoric". 

S-008, C-072 Cultural 
resources 

PAGE: 3-144 
SECTION: 3.18.2.3 
COMMENT: The “Prehistoric Pre-Contact Context” section is 
too general compared to Ethnographic Setting and 
Historical Archaeological Context sections, which give 
specific time periods and cultures likely to be represented. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Before the 1st sentence of the 3rd 
paragraph, add the following language: “Based on previous 
investigations, the study area was inhabited during the Late 
Paleoindian, Archaic, Woodland, and Mississippian periods 
(10,500 – 400 years BP). Short-term residential, 

Revised SEIS Section 3.18.2.3 as suggested in the comment. 
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hunting/gathering camps, and lithic work shops around 
quartz quarries have been recorded. The most common site 
types are undiagnostic lithic scatters. The following 
research issues” . . . 

S-008, C-073 Cultural 
resources 

PAGE: 3-145 to 3-146 

SECTION: 3.18.2.4 

COMMENT: The current paragraph under Section 3.18.2.4 
(Known Cultural Resources) that discusses work done since 
the FEIS to further assess cultural resources (1) within the 
FEIS Project Boundary and (2) within the expanded SEIS 
Project Boundary is inaccurate at several points. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace the current narrative in 
Section 3.18.2.4 with that provided in Exhibit 3 of Haile 
2021 Draft SEIS Comment (New Section 3.18.2.4). 

Revised text in SEIS Section 3.18.2.4 based on Exhibit 3 of 
the comment. 

S-008, C-074 Cultural 
resources 

PAGE: 3-146 

SECTION: 3.18.3 

COMMENT: In the 4th-6th references, “X. Quirk” should be 
“P.Quirk,” and the list is missing one key reference. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the Quirk references to 
“P.Quirk,” and add the following missing reference:“Webb, 
R.S., K.F. Styer and N.J. Bowen 2020. Phase II Archaeological 
Investigations at Sites 38LA664, 38LA665, and 38LA673, 
Haile Gold Mine, Lancaster County, South Carolina. 
Prepared for Oceana Gold. Report On-file at the SCDAH.” 

Updated "X. Quirk" to "P. Quirk" in SEIS Section 3.18.3 and 
added the Webb et al. 2020 citation to the section. 

S-008, C-155 Cultural 
resources 

PAGE: 4-189 
SECTION: 4.18.1 
COMMENT: In the “Methods and Approach” section, the 2nd 
sentence of the 1st paragraph lists Phase I surveys 
performed, but is missing the survey of the Hilton and 
MacDonald Tracts completed in 2016. Please include it. (No 
archeological sites, isolated artifact finds, or previously 
unrecorded historic structures were recorded during the 
Hilton McDonald tracts and US Highway widening corridor 
survey.) 
The 3rd sentence of the 1st paragraph in the same section 
states that “Records from Haile Gold Mine, Inc., the South 

Updated the text in SEIS Section 4.18.1 and included the 
suggested citation. 
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Carolina Institute of Anthropology and Archaeology, and the 
South Carolina Department of Archaeology and History 
were reviewed” . . . 
The 4th sentence of the 1st paragraph of the same section 
states that “A total of 305 archaeological sites have been 
recorded in the cultural resources study area and that 270 
of those sites were determined not eligible for listing in the 
NRHP when 277 sites have been determined not eligible. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: In case the USACE does not have a 
copy of the McDonald and Hilton Phase I Survey, we are 
providing a copy as Exhibit 5 of Haile 2021 Draft SEIS 
Comments (Phase I Survey of Hilton and MacDonald 
Tracts). 
The last agency listed should be the “South Carolina 
Department of Archives and History,” not South Caroline 
Department of Archaeology and History. 
Once the corrections to Table 4-18-1 are complete, 277 (not 
270) sites will be determined not eligible for NRHP. Revise 
all references to the total number of ineligible sites 
accordingly. 

 

S-008, C-156 Cultural 
resources 

PAGE: 4-189Thru 4-201 

SECTION: Tables 4.18-1 

COMMENT: As a result of the SCSHPO completing review of 
(and concurrence with) several of the above-referenced 
work and additional, more recent Phase II evaluation, the 
completion of three Phase III recovery plans, and the 
relocation of a cemetery, Table 4.18-1 requires numerous 
updates to be fully current and accurate. Please replace the 
current Tables 4.18-1 with Exhibit 6 of the Haile 2021 Draft 
SEIS Comments (Updated Tables 4.18-1) through 3). 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace the entire Tables 4.18-1, 
with the Table Haile provides in Exhibit 6. 

Updated SEIS Table 4.18-2 to be consistent with SEIS 
Appendix C, Amendment to Memorandum of Understanding. 

S-008, C-157 Cultural 
resources 

PAGE: 4-199-201 

SECTION: Table 4.18.2 

COMMENT: For historic resources 0941, 0942,0943, 0944, 
0945, 0950, 0965, and 1081 USACE NRHP Determination 

Updated SEIS Table 4.18-2 to be consistent with SEIS 
Appendix C, Amendment to Memorandum of Understanding. 
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given as “Pending” with SHPO Concurring; Review of SCDAH 
on line research “ArchSite” for Lancaster County Historic 
resources on March 25, 2021 list these sites as Not Eligible 
and the revised CRMP also indicates that these resources 
are Not Eligible. In addition, 0965 was evaluated as part of 
Phase II testing of Site 38LA0640 and confirmed Not 
Eligible by SHPO in 201Historic Resource 0960 listed as Not 
Eligible by USACE with SHPO “Pending”; 0960 as part of Site 
38LA0641 was evaluated and recommended Not Eligible in 
2014. SHPO concurred 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise USACE Determination to Not 
Eligible with SHPO concurrence and remove b designation 
from these sites (which signifies “Pending”)Remove 
Pending and Unevaluated notes at end of Table 4.1-2 for all 
these historic sites. 

S-008, C-158 Cultural 
resources 

PAGE: 4-201 

SECTION: Table 4.18-3 

COMMENT: 38LA318 has been relocated but there may be 
additional graves below the existing leach pile. In addition, 
Baker Cemetery is no longer unassigned. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Designate 38LA318 as Relocated and 
add the following qualifying language “(additional graves 
potentially below existing leach pile).”For the Baker 
Cemetery, replace “Unassigned” with “38LA803.” 

Updated SEIS Table 4.18-3 to be consistent with SEIS 
Appendix C, Amendment to Memorandum of Understanding. 

S-008, C-159 Cultural 
resources 

PAGE: 4-201 
SECTION: 4.18.1 
COMMENT: The paragraph immediately below Table 4.18-3 
requires some significant updating. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace that paragraph with the 
following language: “Phase II investigations were conducted 
at 11 8 of the previously recorded unevaluated 
archaeological sites to evaluate them for the NRHP (Webb 
and Styer 2019; Webb et al. 2020). 
Additional investigations are planned for three unevaluated 
sites. Phase III data recovery has been completed at sites 
38LA0291, 38LA 0334, 38LA0355, 38LA-361, 38LA038, and 
38LA0640 

Updated SEIS Section 4.18.1 to be consistent with SEIS 
Appendix C, Amendment to Memorandum of Understanding. 
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(Locus 2-2), and SCSHPO has cleared those sites. and Phase 
III recovery is planned for 38LA 0352. In addition, Phase III 
field recovery has been completed for sites 38LA0352, 
38LA0637 (Locus 3), and 38LA0642 (Locus 3), which Haile 
will avoid until data analyses are completed, reports 
written and reviewed by the Resource Trustees, and the 
sites cleared. The Proposed Project plans to avoid five four 
archaeological sites (38LA0636 Locus 1, 38LA0637 Locus 1, 
38LA0654 Locus 1, and 38LA0727 Locus 2); however, if 
impacts on these sites are planned, a Phase III data recovery 
would be necessary. 

 

S-008, C-160 Cultural 
resources 

PAGE: 4-202 
SECTION: 4.18.2.1 
COMMENT: Information in the “Proposed Project” section 
needs to be substantially updated. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text as follows: 
1st paragraph. “Mining…potential to affect 13 26 
archaeological sites [6 NRHP-eligible sites (one with two 
loci) and 7 12 unevaluated sites], 1 2NRHP- eligible historic 
built environment resources, and two four cemeteries. 2nd 
paragraph. “Phase III data recovery . . . 38LA640 Locus 2-2) 
and Phase III recovery has been completed for three NRHP-
eligible sites (38LA0352, 38LA0637 Locus 3, and 
38LA00642 Locus 3) that would have been . . . by the 
Proposed Project. The Proposed Project plans to avoid four 
additional archaeological locations that are NRHP-eligible 
(38LA0636, 38LA0637 Locus 1, 38LA0654 Locus 1, and 
38LA0727 Locus 2). 
Mine construction impacted one unevaluated site: 
38LA0673. In response to the disturbance, a Phase II 
evaluation was conducted at this location in 2020; however, 
SHPO decided that the site lacked sufficient integrity to 
make an NRHP determination due to extensive disturbance, 
and the 38LA0673 was cleared. Four Seven of the 
unevaluated sites beyond the within Proposed Project but 
within the Cultural Resource Survey Area (38LA0384, 
38LA0581, 38LA0582, 38LA0583) are located west of 

Updated SEIS Section 4.18.2.1 to be consistent with SEIS 
Appendix C, Amendment to Memorandum of Understanding. 
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Highway 601 on property not owned or controlled by Haile. 
where no project activities are currently planned. [Delete 
following sentence: “Phase II assessments . . . pending”.] 
Avoidance is currently planned for the seven unevaluated 
sites (38LA0660, 38LA0679, 38LA0690, 38LA0706, 
38LA0716, 0726, and 38LA0760); however, the Proposed 
Project may require access to those areas as mine activities 
progress. Phase II assessments will be conducted as needed. 
Any of these sites that are determined eligible . . . of this 
document. 
Regarding the historic built environment resources, Haile 
has worked is working with the SHPO to relocate the former 
Haile Gold Mine School. . .for community use. Effects on the 
Haile Gold Mine Historic District and Landscape (0946) are 
being have been mitigated and clearance received from 
USACE and SHPO. Two of the cemeteries (38LA0622/0641 
and 38LA0761) would be avoided by the project, one would 
be treated as a sensitive area for archaeological monitoring 
(38LA0318), and one has been relocated (38LA0803)...” 

 

S-008, C-161 Cultural 
resources 

PAGE: 4-203 

SECTION: 4.18.2.2 

COMMENT: In the “Proposed Project” section, the 3rd 
sentences states that “The South OSA would be a new 
facility and would absorb the existing Hilltop OSA.” 
However, Hayworth OSA (not Hilltop OSA) becomes South 
OSA. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace “Hilltop OSA” with Hayworth 
OSA.” 

Replaced "Hilltop OSA" with "Hayworth OSA" in SEIS 
Section 4.18.2.2. 

S-008, C-162 Cultural 
resources 

PAGE: 4-203 

SECTION: Table 4.18-4 

COMMENT: The “Impacts on historic properties” entry for 
the “Proposed Project” states that “Twelve NRHP-eligible 
archaeological sites and two NRHP-eligible historic built 
environment resources affected, and 14 archaeological sites 
unevaluated for NRHP would be affected.” For impacts 

Updated SEIS Table 4.18-4 to be consistent with SEIS 
Appendix C, Amendment to Memorandum of Understanding. 
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strictly related to the Proposed Project (and not the general 
study area), this text is not accurate. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace sentence with: “Six NRHP- 
eligible archaeological sites and one NRHP-eligible historic 
resource would be affected, and seven archaeological sites 
unevaluated for NRHP would be affected.” 

S-008, C-163 Cultural 
resources 

PAGE: 4-204 

SECTION: 4.18.4 

COMMENT: In the “Mitigation for Impacts” section, the last 
sentence states that “the USACE drafted a new 
Memorandum of Agreement for the Proposed Project in 
2020, the final version of which is provided in Appendix C, 
Cultural Resources Management Plan.” This is not correct 
because the USACE determined that the 2014 MOA still 
governs the new Proposed Project. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Delete this sentence. 

Revised SEIS Section 4.18.4 to indicate that Appendix C of 
this SEIS contains a revised Cultural Resources 
Management Plan and an amended Section 106 
Memorandum of Agreement among USACE, SHPO, 
Catawba Indian Nation, and the Applicant. 

S-008, C-164 Cultural 
resources 

PAGE: 4-204 
SECTION: 4.18.4.1 
COMMENT: Under the “Applicant’s Proposed Avoidance and 
Minimizations Measures” 
section, make the following edits: 
· Add “2014” to “Memorandum of Agreement” in the 
sentence leading into the bulleted items, and in the sentence 
after the bulleted items. (The 2014 MOA will continue to 
govern the Proposed Action.) 
· Delete the 1st bulleted item because the USACE has 
determine that a new MOA is not necessary for the 
Proposed Action. 
· Revise the 4th bullet as follows: “Avoid archaeological sites 
38LA0352, 38LA636, 38LA0637 (Locus 3), and 38LA0642 
Locus 3 and 38LA0727 until data analyses is completed and 
reported to the USACE/SHPO and the sites cleared. 
Continue avoidance of NRHP-eligible sites 
38LA0636 Locus 1, 38LA0637 Locus 1, 38LA0654 Locus 1, 
and 38LA0727 Locus 1. and the portion of site 38LA0654 
that contributes to its NRHP eligibility. 
· Revise the 5th bullet as follows: “Implement Phase II 

Revised SEIS Section 4.18.4.1 for consistency with the 
updated Cultural Resources Management Plan and 
amendment to Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement, 
both of which are included as Appendix C of this SEIS. 
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testing on seven unevaluated sites 664, 665, 673, 342, 356, 
381, seven unevaluated archaeological resources 
(38LA0660……38LA0760) if they cannot be avoided. 
Implement Phase III data recovery on site 38LA0352. 
· Revise the last bullet to read “relocate Haile Gold Mine 
School from its current temporary location to the location 
adjacent to the Train Depot in the Town of Kershaw.” (The 
Stamp Mill (38KA0383) has been mitigated, and no further 
work is required – see Barnes to Schneider, dated 2/7/12.) 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Insert requested revisions for 
accuracy. 

 

S-008, C-165 Cultural 
resources 

PAGE: 4-204 to 4-205 

SECTION: 4.18.5 

COMMENT: Add the following references that are missing 
for reports/plans completed since the 2014 FEIS:· Webb et 
al. 2016. Phase I Cultural Resources Survey Hilton Tract, 
McDonald Tract, and U.S. Highway 601 Widening Corridor, 
Haile Gold Mine, Lancaster County, South Carolina.· Webb et 
al. 2020a. Phase II Archaeological Investigations at Sites 
38LA664, 38LA665, and 38LA673, Haile Gold Mine, 
Lancaster County, South Carolina.· R.S. Webb 2020b. Phase 
III Research Design and Data Recovery Plan Archaeological 
Site 38LA0352, Guilford Occupation Locus, Haile Gold Mine, 
Lancaster, South Carolina.· R.S. Webb 2020c. Phase III 
Research Design and Data Recovery Plan Archaeological 
Site 38LA637, Locus 3, Haile Gold Mine, Lancaster County, 
South Carolina.· R.S. Webb 2020d. Phase III Research Design 
and Data Recovery Plan Archaeological Site 38LA642, Locus 
3, Haile Gold Mine, Lancaster County, South Carolina.· Webb 
and Associates 2020e. Relocation of Baker Cemetery 
(38LA803) Haile Gold Mine, Lancaster County, South 
Carolina. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Insert missing reports/plans into list 
of references for Section 4.18 of the Draft SEIS. 

Added citations to SEIS Section 4.18.5 and corresponding 
citations where appropriate throughout Section 4.18. 

S-008, C-166 Cultural 
resources 

PAGE: 5-5 

SECTION: Table 5-1 

Revised text in Cultural Resources row of SEIS Table 5-1 to 
read "the 2014 Memorandum of Agreement." 
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COMMENT: Add “2014” to the phrase “Memorandum of 
Agreement.” 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

S-008, C-176 Cultural 
resources 

PAGE: 7-3 

SECTION: 7.1 

COMMENT: Add “2014” to the phrase “Memorandum of 
Agreement.” 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

Revised text in SEIS Section 7.1 to read "the 2014 
Memorandum of Agreement." 

S-007, C-003 Editorial In this DSEIS, there are 4 citations within Chapter 4 to USGS 
information without corresponding references. They are as 
follows:(1) Pages 4-23: An analysis to evaluate flow paths 
and contaminant transport velocities in groundwater 
seepage from pit lakes and pit backfill was also completed 
using the flow field from the postmining simulation and the 
USGS particle tracking software MODPATH (Pollock 
2016).Suggested Citation: Pollock, D.W., 2016, User guide 
for MODPATH Version 7—A particle tracking model for 
MODFLOW: U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 2016–
1086, 35 p., http://dx.doi.org/10.3133/ofr20161086. 

Added Pollock 2016 reference to SEIS Section 4.2.5, 
References. 

S-007, C-004 Editorial [In this DSEIS, there are 4 citations within Chapter 4 to 
USGS information without corresponding references. They 
are as follows:](2) Pages 4-26: Predicted groundwater 
inflows and outflows for the pit lake geochemical model 
were extracted from the revised numerical groundwater 
model (NewFields 2018a) using the USGS post-processing 
software ZONEBUDGET Version 3.0 (Harbaugh 
1990).Suggested Citation: Harbaugh, A.W., 1990, A 
computer program for calculating subregional water 
budgets using results from the U.S. Geological Survey 
modular threedimensional groundwater flow model: U.S. 
Geological Survey Open-File Report 90-392, 46 p. 

Added Harbaugh 1990 reference to SEIS Section 4.2.5, 
References. 

S-007, C-005 Editorial [In this DSEIS, there are 4 citations within Chapter 4 to 
USGS information without corresponding references. They 
are as follows:](3) Pages 4-26: Rainfall chemistry is 
estimated using data from the USGS Jordan Creek (NC36) 
atmospheric monitoring station in North Carolina. Example 

Added USGS 2021 reference to SEIS Section 4.2.5 with 
associated in-text citation. 
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reference: U.S. Geological Survey, yrxx, National Water 
Information System data available on the World Wide Web 
(USGS Water Data for the Nation), accessed [month, day, 
year], at URL [http://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/] or 
wherever site the information was accessed. 

S-007, C-006 Editorial [In this DSEIS, there are 4 citations within Chapter 4 to 
USGS information without corresponding references. They 
are as follows:](4) Pages 4-28: The final step in the pit lake 
modeling process was to execute a series of PHREEQC 
simulations that correspond to each set of annual loads 
from the mass balance spreadsheet. PHREEQC is an 
equilibrium-based geochemical model that can calculate 
water quality based on interactions with atmospheric 
gasses, precipitation and dissolution reactions, and 
adsorption of metals to precipitates such as iron oxides 
(Parkhurst and Appelo 2013).Suggested citation: Parkhurst, 
D.L., and Appelo, C.A.J., 2013, Description of input and 
examples for PHREEQC version 3—A computer program for 
speciation, batch-reaction, one-dimensional transport, and 
inverse geochemical calculations: U.S. Geological Survey 
Techniques and Methods, book 6, chap. A43, 497 p., 
available only at https://pubs.usgs.gov/tm/06/a43/. 

Added Parkhurst and Appelo 2013 reference to SEIS 
Section 4.2.5, References. 

S-008, C-001 Editorial PAGE: ES-1 

SECTION: Executive Summary 

COMMENT: The 2nd paragraph (and throughout the entire 
document), the Draft SEIS refers to the Proposed Project as 
the “2018” Mine Expansion Plan. Given that we are now in 
2021, that term is confusing. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Please consider globally replacing 
“2018” with “SEIS” so that the Proposed Project is referred 
to as the “SEIS Mine Expansion Plan.” 

Revised this SEIS to use the term "Proposed Project" 
instead of "Mine Expansion Plan." Because the SEIS is an 
analysis of the plan's potential effects; therefore, the term 
is not appropriate to use in the plan's title. 

S-008, C-052 Editorial PAGE: 3-61 

SECTION: 3.6.2.2 

COMMENT: In the 1st sentence of the “Amphibian/Reptiles” 
section, Figure 9-1 is cited twice. 

Removed second reference to Figure 9-1 in SEIS Section 
3.6.2.2 in the first sentence of the Amphibian/Reptiles 
subsection. 



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

  
Responses to Comments Received on the Draft SEIS 

 

Haile Gold Mine Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement 

10-42 
August 2022 

 

 

Comment ID Category Comment Response 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Remove the second reference to 
Figure 9-1. 

S-008, C-053 Editorial PAGE: 3-71 

SECTION: 3.7.2.3 

COMMENT: In the “Mammals” section, the last sentence 
contains typographical errors and states that “These roosts 
could be used as summer roost species for one or more of 
the identified species.” 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Edit to state that “These sites could 
be used as summer roosts for one or more of species . . .” 

Fixed the typographical error in the sentence in the 
Mammals subsection of SEIS Section 3.7.2.3 to read, "These 
sites could be used as summer roosts…" 

S-008, C-060 Editorial PAGE: 3-107 
SECTION: 3.12.2.1 
COMMENT: The text of the report body to which footnote 
10 applies is not apparent, but the footnote text appears to 
be missing a word or to have an extra word (presumably an 
extra “to”, as shown). 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise Footnote 10 text to read: 
“This is assumed to in the analysis to use A- weighted 
decibels, denoted as dBA.” 

Revised footnote 10 in SEIS Section 3.12.2.1 to read "This 
is assumed in the analysis…" 

S-008, C-062 Editorial PAGE: 3-115 

SECTION: 3.14.3 

COMMENT: The 2018 Traffic Study referenced was 
prepared by a third-party contractor, named Campco 
Engineering. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the first work cited to 
reference its author, Campco Engineering. 

Changed reference author to "Campco Engineering, Inc." in 
SEIS Section 3.14.3 and associated in-text citations. 

S-008, C-065 Editorial PAGE: 3-132 

SECTION: 3.17.2.1 

COMMENT: Given that Haile officially initiated operations in 
October 2017, the Company is now in its 4th year of 
operations, not its 3rd year. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

Revised text in SEIS Section 3.17.2.1 to read "Haile 
commenced processing operations in 2017, which was the 
start date of the 16-year expansion plan that Haile seeks to 
permit." 

S-008, C-079 Editorial PAGE: 4-6 

SECTION: 4.1.5 

Updated the project description reference in SEIS Section 
4.1.5 to Revision 3. 
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COMMENT: The SEIS Project Description listed in the 
Reference Section should be Revision 3 (dated April 2021). 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise reference accordingly. 

S-008, C-107 Editorial PAGE: 4-61 

SECTION: 4.2.2.4 

COMMENT: Middle of the 1st paragraph at the top of the 
page states “. . . decreased runoff and baseflow from the 
Camp Branch Creek Drainage and unnamed tributaries 1 
through 8” references (Figure 4.2-1)” . . . 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: The parenthetical reference should 
be changed to “Figure 4.2-10.” 

Updated figure callout in SEIS Section 4.2.2.4 to Table 3.2-
2, which identifies unnamed streams tributary to the Little 
Lynches River. 

S-008, C-114 Editorial PAGE: 4-76 

SECTION: 4.3.5 

COMMENT: The Project Description listed in the Reference 
Section should be Revision 3 (dated April 2021), not 
Revision 1 (dated December 12, 2018). 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise reference accordingly. 

Updated reference to the project description in Section 
4.3.5 to Revision 3. 

S-008, C-121 Editorial PAGE: 4-89 

SECTION: Figure 4.5-6 

COMMENT: The phrase in Figure’s title “End of Mining 
(2013)” should read “End of Mining (2031).” 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

Revised caption of SEIS Figure 4.5-6 to read "...End of 
Mining (2031)..." 

S-008, C-125 Editorial PAGE: 4-96 

SECTION: 4.5.5 

COMMENT: The most recent “draft” Compensatory 
Mitigation Plan submitted is the August 2020 update, not 
the original January 2020 version (though all citations in 
the Final SEIS should be to the “final” CMP, which Haile 
anticipates providing shortly). 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise reference accordingly. 

Updated the Mitigation Plan reference in SEIS Section 4.5.5 
and associated in-text citation to reflect Haile's September 
2021 submittal. 

S-008, C-134 Editorial PAGE: 4-120 
SECTION: 4.9.2.5 
COMMENT: In the 2nd sentence of the 1st paragraph, 
replace “employees were South Carolina residences” with 

Updated sentence under the Proposed Project section in 
SEIS Section 4.9.2.5 to read "South Carolina residents." 
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“employees were South Carolina residents.” 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

 

S-008, C-144 Editorial PAGE: 4-144 

SECTION: 4.13.4.1 

COMMENT: The paragraph in the “Applicant’s Proposed 
Avoidance and Minimization Measures” section refers to 
impacts to “recreation identified in Section 4.14.4.” but that 
section discusses visual impacts, not recreation. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise narrative to read: “. . . Impacts 
to Visual Resources and Aesthetics identified in 4.14.3 . . .” 

Revised sentence to read "Mitigation for impacts on visual 
resources identified in SEIS Section 4.14.4, Mitigation for 
Impacts on Visual Resources and Aesthetics, of the 2014 
FEIS remain unchanged for the SEIS and were considered 
in the preceding impact analysis." 

S-008, C-145 Editorial PAGE: 4-149 

SECTION: 4.14.3 

COMMENT: The 1st sentence of the 1st paragraph states 
that “The Proposed Project. would not result in significant 
degradation to current LOS.” Please spell out what LOS 
stands for in its first use. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise narrative to spell out LOS 
when first used: “Level of Service (LOS).” 

The LOS acronym was previously defined in SEIS Section 
4.14.1; therefore, it is not redefined at the location 
specified in the comment. 

S-008, C-148 Editorial PAGE: 4-164 

SECTION: 4.16.5 

COMMENT: Reference List should cite Project Description 
(Revision 3), not Project Description (Revision 1). 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise reference list accordingly. 

Updated the Project Description reference in SEIS Section 
4.16.5 to Revision 3. 

S-008, C-154 Editorial PAGE: 4-185+ 

SECTION: 4.17.5 

COMMENT: Citations to Project Description should refer to 
(Revision 3), not (Revision 1). 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

Updated the Project Description references in SEIS Section 
4.17.5 to Revision 3. 

S-008, C-170 Editorial PAGE: 5-17 

SECTION: 5.7 

COMMENT: The citation in the References list (about two-
thirds of the way down the page) to the OceanaGold Project 
Description should cite to “Revision 3” of the Project 

Updated SEIS Section 5.7 to Project Description Revision 3. 
Note, the author was changed to "Haile Gold Mine, Inc." for 
consistency with citations in other chapters. 
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Description (dated April 2021), not to the 2018 version of 
that document. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise citation accordingly. 

S-023, C-024 Editorial Figures – The numbering for Figures in this section appears 
to be off. Please revise the text accordingly. 

Many figure callouts throughout the document refer to 
figures within references being cited, such as the 2014 
FEIS. Please be sure to read the sentence carefully to see if 
the figure callout is referring to a figure in the EIS or a 
figure in a cited reference. 

S-023, C-026 Editorial Page 4-37. The referenced Flite (2006) paper appears to be 
missing from the references in this section. 

Added Flite 2006 reference to SEIS Section 4.2.5. 

S-034, C-001 Editorial Please ensure there are working contact phone numbers 
and emails for people who need to ask questions. 

The contact for USACE is Shawn Boone, Project Manager, 
Shawn.A.Boone@usace.army.mil, 843-329-8158. The 
contact for SCDHEC is Jeremy Eddy, eddyje@dhec.sc.gov, 
803-898-7609. These phone numbers are operational. 

S-023, C-052 Emergency 
management 
control plan 

EMCP General Comment – Protocols to deal with 
environmental emergencies appear to be lacking in this 
plan. The SCDNR requests that this plan be updated to 
include environmental emergencies. 

Haile’s Emergency Management Contingency Plan is 
intended to address mine safety concerns. Environmental 
emergencies are addressed in other risk prevention and 
emergency response management plans, including Haile’s 
Solid and Hazardous Waste Management Plan (SEIS 
Appendix G) and Environmnetal Monitoring and 
Management Plan (SEIS Appendix I). 

S-023, C-053 Emergency 
management 
control plan 

EMCP Page 14 of 66. Equipment – The SCDNR recommends 
that equipment to deal with leaks, spills and/or other 
environmental emergencies be included in this section. 

See response to Comment S-023, C-052. 

S-023, C-054 Emergency 
management 
control plan 

EMCP Page 19 of 66. What constitutes Level 1, 2, and 3 
incidents as described in Section 5.4.4.3? The chart at the 
bottom of the page references “environmental impacts of a 
minor nature”, “environmental impacts of a moderate 
nature”, and “environmental impacts of a significant nature” 
but these terms are not defined in this section or elsewhere 
in the plan. Please define what constitutes a Level 1, Level 2, 
and Level 3 environmental impact. 

Detailed examples of various safety concerns for these 
incident levels are provided in the Emergency 
Management Contingency Plan chart cited in the comment. 
Because the extent of the environmental impacts is only 
one of many factors determining the safety incident level, 
the description of environmental impacts related to each 
level is not further articulated. 

S-002, C-002 Federally 
listed species 

According to the public notice dated March 3, 2021, the 
District Engineer has made no determination of effect for 
any federally endangered, proposed, or threatened species. 
After reviewing the information received, the Service does 

USACE will verify compliance with Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act for proposed mitigation activities 
at the Upper Rainbow Ranch site. Note that USACE 
anticipates that effects determinations for threatened and 
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not have additional information regarding federally listed 
species, critical habitat, or proposed species that may 
present in the mine site area. However, the proposed pond-
to-stream restoration activities on the Upper Rainbow 
Ranch site have the potential to impact downstream critical 
habitat for the Carolina heelsplitter. As such, this office 
should be consulted as plans develop for this activity. Please 
note that obligations under section 7 of the ESA must be 
reconsidered if: (1) new information reveals impacts of this 
identified action that may affect listed species or critical 
habitat in a manner not previously considered; (2) this 
action is subsequently modified in a manner, which was not 
considered in this assessment; or (3) a new species is listed 
or critical habitat is determined that may be affected by the 
identified action. 

endangered species will be made at the time the agency 
issues a nationwide verification letter for the proposed 
mitigation activities. 

S-006, C-003 Federally 
listed species 

The proposed Haile Gold Mine project asserts that there 
would be no adverse effects to threatened and endangered 
species because none are believed to occur there. However, 
according to Appendix B section 11.2, The Army Corps of 
Engineers identified ten species of bats via acoustic 
monitoring in the proposed mining area, including the 
Northern Long-eared Bat, which is listed as threatened 
under the Endangered Species Act, (U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, 2015). The Rafinesque big- eared bat and 
TriColored bat were also detected in the area and are 
vulnerable in South Carolina. There, the Rafinesque’s big-
eared bat is considered one of the “Highest Priority species” 
in the state (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2017) and the 
Tricolored Bat is considered “imperiled” (U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, 2019). Given the information from the U.S. 
Fish & Wildlife Service regarding these bats’ status, we feel 
the assertion that there would be no adverse effects to 
threatened and endangered species is incorrect. 

As stated under in SEIS Section 3.7.2.3, Mammals, prior bat 
surveys identified a small number of calls that could have 
been northern long-eared bat and Rafinesque's big-eared 
bat, but more recent surveys showed that the low quality 
and poor quality of the calls, along with high p-values, 
indicate that it is unlikely that either species is present in 
the Proposed Project area. In addition, USFWS does not 
consider the federally threatened northern long-eared bat 
as occurring or potentially occurring in Lancaster County, 
South Carolina (https://www.fws.gov/southeast/pdf/fact-
sheet/south-carolina-species-list-by-county.pdf). 
Rafineque's big-eared bat is not listed as a federally 
threatened or endangered species; therefore, it is provided 
no statutory protection under the Endangered Species Act. 
Rafineque's big-eared bat is a State Endangered species, 
but SCDNR does not list the species as occurring or 
potentially occurring in Lancaster County, South Carolina 
(https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/af61ba156d05
4cc7b3e27d09a0c35c0f), nor does USFWS 
(https://www.fws.gov/southeast/pdf/fact-sheet/south-
carolina-species-list-by-county.pdf). As such, USACE 
maintains that the Proposed Project is unlikely to affect 
these two bat species. The tricolored bat was detected 
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during surveys, but it is not protected under federal or 
state statute or regulation as an endangered or threatened 
species. However, it is considered a species of greatest 
conservation need, along with several other bats shown in 
SEIS Table 3.7-4. As stated in the SEIS, impacts on wildlife, 
including bats, are incorporated by reference from the 
2014 FEIS Section 4.8.2.2. 

S-006, C-008 Federally 
listed species 

Another species in jeopardy in South Carolina, the Carolina 
heel splitter mollusk (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, March, 
2019), was also not adequately surveyed, especially when 
considering how much aquatic habitat will be affected by 
the proposed action. According to the Appendix B section, 
eight surveys were conducted in October, which falls 
outside of the USFWS’s optimal survey period of March 
through September for this species. Additionally, the agency 
surveyed only one reach of an unnamed tributary’s 
unspecified length and six sites within Buffalo Creek for the 
Carolina heel splitter. Very little information is given about 
the type of surveys conducted or how many, if any, 
replicates were collected. The fact that this species is 
endangered and known to occur in the region should be 
ample motivation to complete a more thorough survey and 
give a more comprehensive description of the methods 
used. 

Numerous mussel surveys, including specific surveys for 
Carolina heel splitter, have been conducted previously in 
surface waters in the mine area and downstream of the 
mine, as summarized in the 2014 FEIS Table 3.7-8 (and 
associated text). Additional surveys were conducted for 
potential habitat in the proposed mine expansion area and 
downstream in Buffalo Creek for the SEIS, as documented 
in SEIS Appendix B, Comprehensive Biological Baseline 
Report for Haile Gold Mine 2016–2017, and Section 3.8.2. 
No Carolina heel splitters were found during the surveys. 
The surveys were conducted by Alderman Environmental 
Services, a firm that specializes in endangered freshwater 
species, including conducting mussel surveys. The surveys 
conducted in the past and this recent survey are sufficient 
to characterize the presence of the Carolina heel splitter in 
surface waters that could be affected by the Proposed 
Project. 

S-006, C-009 Federally 
listed species 

In summary, the lack of alternatives and the potential 
oversight of endangered species in the area concerned our 
group immensely. 

See response to Comment S-006, C-001. 

S-007, C-002 Federally 
listed species 

According to the public notice dated March 3, 2021, the 
District Engineer has made no determination of effect for 
any federally endangered, proposed, or threatened species. 
After reviewing the information received, the Department 
does not have additional information regarding federally 
listed species, critical habitat, or proposed species that may 
present in the mine site area. However, the proposed pond-
to-stream restoration activities on the Upper Rainbow 
Ranch site have the potential to impact downstream critical 
habitat for the Carolina heelsplitter. As such, this office 

See response to Comment S-002, C-002. 
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should be consulted as plans develop for this activity. Please 
note that obligations under section 7 of the ESA must be 
reconsidered if: (1) new information reveals impacts of this 
identified action that may affect listed species or critical 
habitat in a manner not previously considered; (2) this 
action is subsequently modified in a manner, which was not 
considered in this assessment; or (3) a new speci s is listed 
or critical habitat is determined that may be affected by the 
identified action. 

S-008, C-132 Federally 
listed species 

PAGE: 4-112 

SECTION: 4.8.5 

COMMENT: References should cite the P.Hunter (ERM) 
Terrestrial Impacts Assessment Reports for finding of no 
RTE. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Insert the following references:· 
“ERM (Hunter), December 2017. Comprehensive Biological 
Baseline Report.”· “ERM (Hunter), November 2018. 
Terrestrial Wildlife Impact Assessment.”· “Cedar Creek 
(Hunter), February 2019. Aquatic Biological Resources 
Physical Effects.” 

Although reviewed, the suggested reference additions are 
not necessary because they are not cited in SEIS Section 
4.8. The determination for federally listed species was “not 
likely to adversely affect” for the reasons explained in SEIS 
Section 4.8 (revised in this FEIS). 

S-023, C-051 Federally 
listed species 

Page 4-109. “The Proposed Project would remove two 
potential bat roosts that were identified during surveys. 
These potential roosts are identified as 2016-Roost 01 and 
2016-Roost 02 in Appendix B, Comprehensive Biological 
Baseline Report for the Haile Gold Mine 2016–2017, Figure 
11-1.” According to the Comprehensive Biological Baseline 
Report for Haile Gold Mine (2016–2017), the state-
endangered Rafinesque’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus 
rafinesquii) may be present in the area. Take of this state 
listed species is prohibited under S.C. Code of Laws §50-15-
30. In addition, the federally threatened northern long-
eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis) may also be present in 
and around the study area. Therefore, the SCDNR 
recommends that a permanent concrete bat tower be 
installed 200-600 feet from the roost site that has at least 
six hours of direct sunlight. The tower should be completed 
at least two months prior to the take of the identified roosts. 

See response to Comment S-006, C-003 for clarification on 
bat species likely to occur in the study area. 

USACE does not consider the suggested installation of 
concrete bat towers necessary at this time. Rafinesque's 
big-eared bat and northern long-eared bat are not known 
to occur in the study area and none of the potential bat 
roost structures were being utilized by any species of bat 
during surveys and are not suitable for use as maternity or 
winter hibernacula. Further, none of the criteria in the 
Endangered Species Act that would require an incidental 
take permit for federally threatened or endangered bats 
have been met, given that northern long‐eared bats have 
not been detected in or around the site, no maternity trees 
would be removed as result of the Proposed Project, and 
no winter hibernaculum was found within 0.25 mile of 
proposed disturbances. 
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Incidental take of northern long-eared bats is allowed for 
actions outside of the WNS Buffer Zone18. An incidental 
take permit from USFWS, under Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the 
ESA, may be required if activities are occurring within the 
WNS Buffer Zone and they are not related to specific forest 
management, native prairie management, minimal and 
hazardous tree removal, or maintenance/expansion of 
existing rights-of-way and transmission corridors, as 
outlined in the 4(d) rule as exemptions. Minimal tree 
removal only refers to an impact of one acre or less of 
contiguous habitat or one-acre total within a larger tract. 
Additionally, an incidental take permit would be needed, 
under Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA, if activities were: a. 
occurring at any time of year within a cave or mine where 
northern long-eared bats hibernate (i.e., hibernaculum) or 
could alter the entrance or the environment (physical or 
other alteration) of a hibernaculum;b. occurring at any time 
of year within ¼ mile of a known hibernaculum;c. cutting or 
destroying an occupied maternity roost tree from June 1 to 
July 31 (during the pup season) ord. removing any trees 
within 150 feet of a known occupied maternity roost tree 
from June 1 to July 31. The SCDNR recommends 
coordination with the USFWS and SCDNR’s bat biologist, 
Jennifer Kindel (KindelJ@dnr.sc.gov) to avoid potential take 
of these protected species. 

S-024, C-010 Federally 
listed species 

Fifth, the Corps dismisses the potential for the proposed 
expansion to harm the endangered Carolina heelsplitter, a 
species of freshwater mussel with designated critical 
habitat near the edge of the expanded mine’s projected 
groundwater and streamflow impacts. The Corps misreads 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and is required to 
consult with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service to 
ensure that Haile’s proposal will not harm the Carolina 
heelsplitter or its critical habitat. 

USACE fulfilled its obligations under Endangered Species 
Act Section 7. USACE consulted with USFWS and 
determined that the Proposed Project “may affect, not 
likely to adversely affect” the Carolina heelspliter. USFWS 
concurred with this finding (see revised SEIS Section 4.8 
and consultation letters in Appendix E). USACE’s 
determination is based on multiple Carolina heelsplitter 
surveys in the mine permit boundary, as well as outside 
the mine permit boundary. As stated in SEIS Section 3.8.2 
and Section 4.8, no federally listed species are known in 
the study area. 

Surveys for Carolina heelsplitter are well documented in 
the 2014 FEIS, and additional surveys were conducted for 
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this SEIS. As stated on page 3.7-29 of the 2014 FEIS, the 
Carolina heelsplitter has been documented only in 
upstream sections of the Lynches River and Flat Creek. 
Both Flat Creek and the upstream Lynches River are 
located well outside of the mine boundary and are 
upstream of the Little Lynches watershed and any 
potential influences from the Proposed Project. Based on 
more recent and accurate groundwater drawdown 
modeling (because the modeling is based on real 
groundwater measurements from mining over the past 
several years), the influence of drawdown on groundwater 
has actually been reduced; therefore, the extent of 
groundwater drawdown from the Proposed Project would 
not reach out nearly as far as previously modeled (SEIS 
Figure 4.2-7). Therefore, the Proposed Project would have 
less impact on groundwater drawdown and less effect on 
stream drawdown, so it is not possible that drawdown 
under the Proposed Project would affect the Carolina 
heelsplitter in Flat Creek (or designated critical habitat in 
Flat Creek) or Lynches River. Regarding the study area (or 
Action Area per Endangered Species Act regulations), the 
extent of groundwater drawdown depicted in SEIS Figure 
4.2-7 is within the 0.5-mile buffer around the mine 
boundary except for one very small area where US 601 
parallels the mine permit boundary. Therefore, the study 
area has been revised in SEIS Section 3.8 to reflect the 
same study area as the surface waters and wetlands study 
area boundary shown in Figure 3.5-1, which accounts for 
groundwater drawdown, watershed boundaries, and the 
mine permit boundary, which is a study area that exceeds 
just the groundwater drawdown extent boundary shown 
in Figure 4.2-7. This new study area boundary for Carolina 
heelsplitter still does not reach Flat Creek or change 
USACE’s determination for the species for Endangered 
Species Act Section 7 purposes. Regarding surface water 
quality, the Applicant's NPDES permits set limitations that 
are protective of water quality. 
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S-024, C-062 Federally 
listed species 

[Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.]The 
DSEIS concludes that Haile’s proposal “would have no 
effect” on federally listed species or their critical habitat. 
DSEIS at 4-112. But the Corps’ prediction of what “would” 
happen is beside the point––the question is whether the 
expansion “may affect” listed species or critical habitat, 50 
C.F.R. § 402.14(a) (emphasis added). “Any possible effect, 
whether beneficial, benign, adverse or of an undetermined 
character, triggers the [consultation] requirement.” Karuk 
Tribe of Cal., 681 F.3d at 1027 (citation and quotations 
omitted)). To skirt consultation, the Corps must determine 
that the proposed project could not possibly affect the 
Carolina heelsplitter or its critical habitat. The Corps has not 
made that determination, and without it, must consult. 

See response to Comment S-024, C-010. USACE consulted 
with USFWS and has made a “may affect, not likely to 
adversely affect” determination because there are no 
federally listed species in the study area (or Action Area 
per Endangered Species Act regulations), and it is unlikely 
the Proposed Project would affect federally listed species 
or designated critical habitat. USFWS concurred with this 
finding (see revised Section 4.8 and Appendix E). 

S-024, C-063 Federally 
listed species 

The record does not support a determination that effects to 
the heelsplitter and its critical habitat in Flat Creek and the 
Lynches River are impossible. First, to determine affects to 
listed species, the Corps only focuses on “the mine project 
boundary and land within approximately 0.5 mile of the 
project boundary.” DSEIS at 3-72. But federal law eschews 
distance-based limitations and requires the Corps to focus 
on “all areas to be affected directly or indirectly by the 
Federal action and not merely the immediate area involved 
in the action.” 50 C.F.R. § 402.02. Here, the potential for 
groundwater drawdown and pollution from the proposed 
expansion stretches well beyond the project boundary, in 
some cases by more than 0.5 miles, including in the 
direction of Flat Creek. See DSEIS at 4-32. Of course, 
groundwater impacts could be even greater than predicted. 
Id. at 4-24 (“model predictions should not be viewed as 
certainties”). Given the toxic chemicals used in the mining 
process and Haile’s history of violations, we are concerned 
that groundwater pollution may affect water quality in 
heelsplitter critical habitat in nearby Flat Creek, and that 
groundwater drawdown could impact stream flow there. 
We are also concerned that Haile’s surface water discharges 
(legal or illegal) and direct and indirect destruction of 

See response to Comment S-024, C-010. 
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wetlands and streams may affect water quality downstream 
in heelsplitter critical habitat in the Lynches River. The 
Corps must demonstrate that it is impossible for these 
effects to occur, or else consult with the Service to insure 
the protection of endangered species. 

S-024, C-064 Federally 
listed species 

As to Haile’s proposed mitigation plan, the Service has 
commented that “the proposed pond-to-stream restoration 
activities on the Upper Rainbow Ranch site have the 
potential to impact downstream critical habitat for the 
Carolina heelsplitter” by increasing sedimentation. Ltr. from 
Thomas D. McCoy, Field Supervisor, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Serv., to LTC Rachel A. Honderd, Dist. Eng’r, U.S. Army Corps 
of Eng’rs (Mar. 16, 2021), at 2. We hope the Corps will 
consult with the Service not only on Haile’s mitigation plan, 
but also on its proposed expansion, as required by ESA 
Section 7(a)(2). 

USACE will verify compliance with Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act for proposed mitigation activities 
at the Upper Rainbow Ranch site and mine site. Note that 
USACE anticipates that effects determinations for 
threatened and endangered species will be made at the 
time the agency issues a nationwide verification letter for 
the proposed mitigation activities. 

S-008, C-115 Floodplains PAGE: 4-77 

SECTION: 4.4.2.1 

COMMENT: In the “No Action Alternative” Section, the 
acreage of land owned by Haile within the Project Boundary 
should be 4,552 and not 4,540. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace 4,540 acres with 4,552 acres. 

Revised acreage of No Action Alternative project boundary 
to 4,522 acres in SEIS Section 4.4.2.1. See Consolidated 
Response 1, which explains revisions to the project 
boundary and layout acreages for this SEIS. 

S-008, C-116 Floodplains PAGE: 4-78 

SECTION: 4.4.4.1 

COMMENT: Haile anticipates that its final compensatory 
mitigation plan will provide a combination of off-site and in-
watershed preservation and enhancement/ restoration of 
outstanding aquatic resources, including more than 200 
acres of floodplains. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Add the following 2nd paragraph to 
Section 4.4.4.1: “In addition, the Applicant submitted a 
supplemental wetlands and other waters of the Unites 
States mitigation plan to the USACE to compensate for 
impacts (Haile Gold Mine, Inc. 2020). In summary, Applicant 
proposes a combination of off-site and in- watershed 
mitigation accomplished through preservation and 

Revised SEIS Section 4.4.4.1 to include the additional 
mitigation for floodplains. 
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enhancement/restoration of outstanding aquatic resources 
(including floodplains).” 

S-018, C-002 Floodplains The SEIS lacks plans which take into account increased 
flooding in the state resulting from more intense increases 
in rainfall. Such events will increase acidic pollution from 
the “red” overburden which will be in the stormwater 
runoff from the site. The many tributaries and the Little 
Lynches and the Lynches Rivers will be more likely to flood 
as the filled critical wetlands on the site will no longer serve 
to absorb the extra water. The surface and groundwater 
resources surrounding the mine extend into counties 
beyond the property boundary in Lancaster County. 

The impacts on downstream flood flows as a result of the 
Proposed Project are described in SEIS Section 4.4.2.2, 
where it concludes that downstream impacts in the 
unnamed tributary and Little Lynches River would be 
negligible. Therefore, it is not anticipated that other 
tributaries, the Little Lynches River, and Lynches River (or 
any other surface waters in the watershed) would be more 
likely to flood. In addition, to offset the loss of floodplain 
capacity, the Applicant proposes a combination of off-site 
and in-watershed mitigation accomplished through 
preservation and enhancement/restoration of outstanding 
aquatic and riparian resources, including floodplains. 

S-023, C-030 Floodplains Page 4-78. “The Little Lynches River (downstream of 
operations) would experience minor flow fluctuations 
during active mining, ranging between a 1 percent increase 
to 4 percent decrease in total flow. Up to a 2 percent 
increase or 5 percent decrease in total flow would persist 
along short segments of the river post-mining, but total flow 
along most areas is predicted to change 1 percent or less 
(Cedar Creek Associates 2019).” Again, calculating the 
potential for flooding using “total flow” is misleading; the 
relevant metric to use would be the increase of peak flows. 
Additionally, table 4.2-24 indicates that the Little Lynches 
could experience up to an 11.73% increase in flow. Please 
clarify how the 11.73% increase in flow mentioned in Table 
4.2-24 translates to a 2% increase in flow as described in 
the Cedar Creek (2019) study. 

The purpose of ERC’s surface water analysis is to capture 
long‐term variations in surface water quantity. This is 
done by comparing changes in average annual streamflow. 
The 11.73 percent increase in flow shown in Table 4.2‐24 
is an increase in runoff. The 2 percent increase referenced 
in the Cedar Creek (2019) study is an increase in total flow 
(sum of baseflow and runoff). This is consistent with the 
estimated change in total flow of 1.19 percent shown in the 
same table (Total Flow at Map ID Point C). Average annual 
flow changes were used as the metric to evaluate impacts 
on streams because this statistic captures the overall effect 
of land use changes better than peak flow analyses, which 
are driven in large part by extreme hydrologic events. 

S-003, C-001 General Due to our experiences in our respective fields, it is our 
opinion that this SEIS is not sufficient in that it fails 
adequately address the indirect effects that the Haile Gold 
Mine proposed expansion could have on the surrounding 
environment. 

Impacts on all potentially affected physical and natural 
resources, as identified through the public and agency 
scoping, are addressed in the SEIS (see appropriate 
sections in Chapter 4). Because this comment does not 
raise any specific concern regarding the conclusions or 
adequacy of the Draft SEIS, no further response or 
revisions are necessary. However, please see responses 
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provided to other specific comments made in this 
submission. 

S-004, C-001 General Please understand that my comments are personal as 
County Council has not voted to take a position on this 
permit request. I would note that the team at Haile Gold 
Mine have been fantastic to work with on any county issue 
that has come up. They are responsive to any request for 
information and have been responsive to any county matter 
that may come up. They have been a great corporate entity 
within Lancaster County. 

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and will be 
included in the administrative record for this SEIS. 

S-005, C-002 General Present staffing levels preclude further analysis of the work 
proposed in the SEIS and no further action is planned. This 
position is neither supportive of nor in opposition to 
authorization of the proposed work. 

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and will be 
included in the administrative record for this SEIS. 

S-010, C-001 General [...]I am the owner of K-Town Cafe & Ice Cream in Kershaw, 
SC. Due to Haile Gold Mine, I have received an abundance of 
support, not only from the mine, but also from the 
employees and staff. I have also spoken to a lot of my 
customers who have informed me that if it were not for 
Haile Gold Mine coming to Kershaw this little town would 
be dried up. They exceed expectations to satisfy everyone 
who lives in or around the town. 

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and will be 
included in the administrative record for this SEIS. 

S-013, C-002 General Oceana Gold has shown over and over again the heart that 
they have for our community. Some of the ways that come 
to mind are just a few of many: Helped families who have 
suffered from fires, donated a home to one family who had 
lost everything in a house fire, donated to local schools and 
organizations in town and surrounding areas such as: 
Lancaster County Kickoff for Teachers Lunch, North Central 
Middle School reading class, Contributed to build our town 
park and then contributed for the update and remodel, 
Mount Calvery Summer Program, Shriners Hospital Golf 
Fundraiser, Adopt a highway by keeping HWY 601 leading 
up to the Gold Mine free of trash and litter so it stays clean. 

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and will be 
included in the administrative record for this SEIS. 
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S-016, C-004 General I have also had several vendors that provide services to the 
mine comment on how poorly the mine isoperated since 
Romarco was purchased by OceanaGold in 2015. 

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and will be 
included in the administrative record for this SEIS. 

S-016, C-006 General I will also echo the comments of two of the ladies on the 
public hearing call that indicated they have done nothing to 
enhance the community or quality of life of Kershaw and 
surrounding area and if anything, it has declined.I am not 
only opposed to their desire to expand operations but wish 
they would be shut down altogether. 

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and will be 
included in the administrative record for this SEIS. 

S-018, C-001 General Concerning Oceana Gold’s plans to expand Haile Gold Mine 
in Lancaster County, SC, both horizontally as well as 
vertically, the Supplementary Environmental Impact 
Statement fails to make the case that the environment will 
not be severely impacted as a result of that expansion, 

USACE has determined that the proposed expansion of the 
Haile Gold Mine could significantly affect the quality of the 
human and natural environment, and that the DA permit 
modification decision would be a major federal action 
requiring preparation of an SEIS. The purpose of the SEIS 
is to disclose all potential impacts from the Proposed 
Project, as required by the NEPA and CEQ implementing 
regulations at 40 CFR 1500-1508 and USACE regulations 
found at 33 CFR 320-332. The Record of Decision issued 
after this SEIS will provide USACE's rationale for 
determining the least environmentally damaging practical 
alternative in accordance with the CWA Section 404(b)(1) 
Guidelines at 40 CFR 230.10(a). 

S-019, C-001 General While I respect the opinions of the gold mine’s opposition 
and certainly understand their emotions regarding the 
operation, I took exception to some things that were 
incorrectly stated out of frustration during the public 
hearing. The mine’s opposition loves the community just as 
strongly as I do, but some have allowed unjustified fears to 
cause them to state things that are vastly untrue.One 
statement in particular hit me personally. The statement 
was made that the company “does not care” about the 
community and is not the community-oriented company it 
is heralded to be. As someone who grew up in the town and 
saw the direction it was headed, I can assure you 
OceanaGold’s commitments to making a positive impact in 
the community have been felt. 

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and will be 
included in the administrative record for this SEIS. 
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S-019, C-003 General But allow me to tell you why I chose to work for the 
company. Sure, it’s close to my home and the employees are 
valued in ways I have not experienced at other companies. 
That doesn’t tell the full story. In 2011, my parents lost their 
home in a devastating fire. They lost absolutely everything, 
which was made worse by the realization that, because they 
could not afford home insurance, they were left with an 
uncertain future. It should have been months or years of 
recovery, stress, and uncertainty. Instead it was merely 
weeks. Haile Gold Mine donated a home to my parents and 
arranged to have it moved to their land. My dad, a proud 
man that fought for every little thing he’s ever had, sobbed 
like a child when he found out. I was employed elsewhere at 
the time but decided that if ever an opportunity came my 
way to work for the company that saw fit to save my 
parents from immeasurable stress, I would take it. 
Fortunately, that opportunity came a decade later and not a 
day too soon. 

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and will be 
included in the administrative record for this SEIS. 

S-019, C-004 General There are so many stories floating around behind the 
scenes just like mine. This company has everything to gain 
by the public knowing some of these hidden stories, yet 
they go mostly untold. OceanaGold isn’t here for a pat on the 
back. They’re here to mine responsibly and make a positive 
and sustainable impact on this great community.Many are 
concerned about recent environmental matters. I rest easy 
knowing that the company has taken these matters very 
seriously and is actively implementing measures to prevent 
any future issues. They will get things straightened out 
because being anything less than responsible is not 
acceptable to the company. 

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and will be 
included in the administrative record for this SEIS. 

S-020, C-001 General In addition to my letter of April 5, 2021, opposing this 
permit which, despite recent violations, would expand 
operations from 4,552 acres to 5,484 acres, we have some 
positive suggestions.I personally visited the area 4-11-21 
and now realize the true impact of this mine. I spoke to folks 
around the area with mixed views, but all concerned about 

See Consolidated Response 2. 
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the future of clean air, water and food supply for our 
families, our State, nation and planet! 

S-020, C-002 General I understand Public comments on Permit 1-000601 only 
accepted through April 23, so I hope anyone wishing to 
voice an opposing opinion has had the opportunity to 
contact Jeremy Eddy of DHEC BLWM, Columbia, SC 
EddyJe@DHEC.SC.Gov copy 
Shawn.A.Boone@USACE.Army.MIL I trust you have seen all 
the articles in The State as well as 
Www.postandcourier.com editorial, 9-14-2020, “SC Land, 
Water More Precious Than Gold.” You bet!There are 
numerous other reports that can be verified about the gold 
mine issues including how we already have 2 Superfund 
gold mines in SC that were abandoned for the public to 
clean up after the companies went bankrupt! 

Thank you for your comment. USACE and SCDHEC 
published a Joint Public Notice (SAC-1992-24122) on 
March 3, 2021, to inform the public about the permit 
modification application from Haile and to request 
comments. Public notices were also published in The State 
on March 2, 2021 and March 9, 2021; Kershaw News Era on 
March 3, 2021 and March 10, 2021; The Camden Chronical 
Independent on March 2, 2021 and March 9, 2021; and The 
Lancaster News on March 3, 2021 and March 10, 2021. The 
Draft SEIS comment period extended from March 3 to 
April 23, 2021. A virtual joint public hearing was also held 
on April 1, 2021. See Consolidated Response 3 regarding 
financial assurances for mine closure and reclamation. 

S-020, C-003 General We suggest as it continues to operate, rather than 
expanding this air and water polluting mine, folks be put to 
work under the new Federal infrastructure bill reclaiming 
failed lands in a public/private partnership. Meanwhile, 
workers can be cleaning (not expanding) the pollutants 
from this current open pit mine, the largest in the Eastern 
US! 

Thank you for your comment. The alternative actions 
described in the comment are beyond the scope of 
USACE's decision-making authority for the Proposed 
Project, which must respond to the purpose and need 
described in SEIS Section 1.3. 

S-020, C-004 General I was pleased to learn that US Senator, Tina Smith, head of 
the Climate Committee, 202-224-3121, has promised a win-
win to help even miners impacted, as we all are, by climate 
change. Their companies, employees and equipment will be 
used in new green jobs to restore and “build back better!” 
Please check it out before permitting further degradation. 
The children are counting on us! 

Thank you for your comment. The alternative actions 
described in the comment are beyond the scope of 
USACE's decision-making authority for the Proposed 
Project, which must respond to the purpose and need 
described in SEIS Section 1.3. 

S-021, C-001 General I am writing you today to express concerns from myself as 
well as my neighbors who live near the mine site on the 
Earnest Scott Rd. and Payne Rd. area.This area is also at the 
Haile Gold Mine Church area as well. From the beginning of 
this project we attended all of the community meetings and 
asked all the questions that concerned us. At the time we 
were pleased at the answers we were giving by numerous 
representatives of the mine and have supported the project 

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and will be 
included in the administrative record for this SEIS. Please 
see our responses to additional specific concerns raised in 
your comment. 
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100% and were pleased the mine was able to get their 
permits and proceed with the mine development.Fast 
forward to the present we have realized we were deceived 
and the concerns we had are now the nightmare we are 
now living with. 

S-021, C-003 General (2) Will there be any environmental issues that will directly 
affect us?The answer we received was NO. The mine will 
have BUFFER ZONES in place as well as strict protocols that 
will eliminate all hazards that could occur.This was false. 

SEIS Chapter 4 provides analysis and disclosure of 
potential environmental consequences of the Proposed 
Project on a range of environmental resources, including 
public health and safety (Section 4.16) and hazardous 
materials and solid wastes (Section 4.17). As noted in SEIS 
Chapter 6, Mitigation and Monitoring, Haile will maintain 
50-foot-wide vegetative buffers around otherwise not 
directly affected waters of the United States. 

S-021, C-007 General It is not our intention to stop the progress, but I am letting 
you know that moving forward with the expansion it would 
be prudent to cover all the basis when dealing with the new 
permitting. We were deceived and now we are having to 
live with that deceit, and I would not want anyone else to 
suffer should more false information is used to get the said 
permits. 

The purpose of the SEIS is to disclose all potential impacts 
from the Proposed Project, as required by the NEPA and 
CEQ implementing regulations at 40 CFR 1500-1508 and 
USACE regulations found at 33 CFR 320-332. USACE has 
prepared this document in a manner consistent with 40 
CFR 1502.23 to ensure the professional and scientific 
integrity of the discussions and analysis. The Record of 
Decision issued after this SEIS will provide USACE's 
rationale for determining the least environmentally 
damaging practical alternative in accordance with the 
CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines at 40 CFR 230.10(a). 

S-022, C-001 General I live near Haile Gold Mine and I strongly oppose the 
proposed expansion. 

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and will be 
included in the administrative record for this SEIS. 

S-025, C-003 General Additionally, what is DHEC doing to clean up existing 
environmental degradation such as the PCB's that caused 
Huckleberry Creek to run red after Hurricane Florence? 
How about the cancer cluster in Dillon? What about 
potential drilling off Myrtle Beach or plastics and oil 
pollution? Can we take a lesson from NC Duke Coal Ash 
costly spill clean up or Florida's old phosphate mine 
evacuations today? 

Thank you for your comment. The questions posed in the 
comment are beyond the scope of SCDHEC's jurisdiction 
regarding the Proposed Project. 

S-025, C-004 General Please before it's too late for our children, stop this for-
profit-only destruction of our environment. A Green New 
Deal will put miners to work filling in the mines or digging 

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and will be 
included in the administrative record for this SEIS. 
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Green Overpasses for our much needed infrastructure 
repair with millions of healthy new jobs. NO to Haile Permit. 
Clean and close it instead. 

S-028, C-001 General How does a company get permits when they have so many 
accidents and how can they get permits faster then any 
other company out there ? How can this company get away 
with having armed security that scares people to submit to 
their demands ? How is it that in a meeting in the pass a 
person can say that they need to send someone down to 
Charleston Army Corps to pressure them to get permits abd 
get them ? How is it that this company can give local people 
in office presents and gifts, and stocks that are not on the 
market ? Hiw is it this company allowed to operate in 
America and be shut down by other countries for fines and 
violations ? How is it that they can get away with things that 
No other companies in America can get away with without 
being investigated? You the Army Corps and Dehec has put 
our lifes in Danger out here by the gold mine and was not 
warned at all by their volations of the law, This mine must 
be shut down today and Investigated at once.and Knowing 
this How can you approve of this Company using more 
water and land to destroy what is happening today ? I cant 
sleep with all the loud noise coming from this place for 
years, They are tearing up our roads out here that is 
messing up our cars, They are destroying our Air out here 
that is taking years off our life day and night, they are all the 
time having accidents on the work sight being covered up or 
not reported, This Company is costing us more as 
Americans then we profit from them on a massive scale, 
Why is it that we invest in this destruction ? The People that 
work for us local government offices and the Army Corps 
must be investigated on how they passed permits to this 
and other companies that are doing this Destruction to us 
passed and present !! The haile gold mine Aka 
Romarko,Oceanagold and other Names of this company has 
got permits to do this in our state and reported to the public 
of the findings. 

USACE has determined that the proposed expansion of the 
Haile Gold Mine could significantly affect the quality of the 
human and natural environment, and that the DA permit 
modification decision would be a major federal action 
requiring preparation of an SEIS. The purpose of the SEIS 
is to disclose all potential impacts from the Proposed 
Project, as required by the NEPA and CEQ implementing 
regulations at 40 CFR 1500-1508 and USACE regulations 
found at 33 CFR 320-332. Chapter 4 provides analysis and 
disclosure of potential environmental consequences of the 
Proposed Project on a range of environmental resources. 
The Record of Decision issued after this SEIS will provide 
USACE's rationale for determining the least 
environmentally damaging practical alternative in 
accordance with the CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines at 
40 CFR 230.10(a). 
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S-037, C-001 General Not only am I an employee of Haile Gold Mine but I'm also a 
local private landowner, homeowner, about 10 or 11 miles 
from the mine site. I've been here most of my life and I just 
wanted to say that I fully support this proposed expansion. 
Haile Gold Mine has had a tremendous positive impact on a 
lot of lives, a lot of people in the Kershaw area, Lancaster 
County, and beyond. So it has my full support. I work there 
and I just know the disciplines that this company backs so I 
fully support it. 

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and will be 
included in the administrative record for this SEIS. 

S-038, C-002 General And I will recall that I came out to that church at the very 
initial meeting with the community and I talked to the -- to 
the people at the back of the church and then the 
microphone was ripped out of my hand because I asked 
what the local people had -- who were at the back of the 
church what they thought. And then people rushed after my 
car after I was leaving, trying to stop me from leaving the 
parking lot and said Ms., do you think that this is going to 
contaminate the environment. Do you think it will affect our 
air and water and land? Yes. Yes, I said it would be and yes, 
now property values will be worthless. No, some people in 
the area have sold their heart, their -- their land, their 
decency for the almighty dollar. No, Haile Gold Mine is not a 
good community partner. 

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and will be 
included in the administrative record for this SEIS. 

S-038, C-004 General And then following the news about the fines and, you know, 
federally and from DHEC, and that just -- my heart just 
really goes out to anyone who has lived, especially the 
person who's property goes back 100 years. I can't imagine 
the pain that this gold mine has caused. So I know I'm 
speaking to whatever but I would really appreciate that this 
would register and just say that my heart goes out to all the 
people who's land and property must amount to nothing 
right now, if they're in the surrounding areas of the gold 
mine. 

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and will be 
included in the administrative record for this SEIS. 

S-039, C-003 General In fact, in 2013, Oceana bailed out the mining company 
called Pacific Rim and, at the time they were bailing them 
out, Pacific Rim were trying to force the country of El 
Salvador, an entire nation, to permit them to come in and 

Thank you for your comment. The information provided in 
the comment is beyond the scope of USACE's decision-
making authority for the Proposed Project, which must 
respond to the purpose and need described in SEIS Section 
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mine.· And so Pacific Rim sued the nation.· When Oceana 
Gold purchased Pacific Rim, that suit was before the World 
Banks International Subcenter for -- Settlement of 
International Disputes. Oceana Gold didn't say no, we -- we 
don't need to be suing a poverty stricken nation who's 
government refused to grant a permit because of non-
fulfillment of regulatory requirements. No, they jumped 
right in full speed ahead and decided that yes, profit is 
always better than taking care of people. 

1.3, and is also outside the scope of environmental issues 
analyzed in the SEIS, as informed by public and agency 
scoping and regulatory requirements. 

S-040, C-001 General I am opposed to the expansion of the gold mine. I feel like 
it's really bad for the environment. There's nothing there's 
no amount of money that can ever replace all of the 
destruction that they have created in Kershaw and really in 
other areas of the world too. It's not just Kershaw that's 
been affected by this stuff. Just for a few grains of gold so 
they can make more money. They have plenty of money. 
You know, they don't any more money. They don't need to 
dig down in our tiny little town and just take it over. They're 
-- as the lady said, they are not good community partners. 
They do not care about Kershaw. They don't care about the 
area. All they care about is digging down in the ground and 
getting -- and they don't even need this stuff. They have 
billions of dollars. Billions. And Oceana Gold, they don't 
even live here. They're from Australia. So, yeah, I'm 
definitely against the expansion.· I think it's really been bad. 
I don't think they've done anything for Kershaw except, 
pretty much, destroy it. They're -- they're sending all their 
money to Lancaster County. I just feel like it would just be 
better, you know, to find other things that we can do that 
don't involve destroying the world that we live in and our 
children, our grandchildren, all the future generations 
they're going to see a big pit out there where once there was 
beauty. 

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and will be 
included in the administrative record for this SEIS. 

S-040, C-002 General I would like to comment about what the people said about 
the water and people and -- and the animals. Like the -- our 
environment and our animals, they don't have a voice. They 
have no one to speak for them. And these people -- these 

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and will be 
included in the administrative record for this SEIS. 
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people that are in charge of this mine, they don't care about 
anything except money. And I really hope that they will not 
get -- I mean, they already have what they want. Just don't 
let them have anything else. They're a destructive company 
and they have a bad record in other countries. 

S-008, C-028 Geology PAGE: 3-4 

SECTION: 3.1.2.1 

COMMENT: The site geology cross section in Figure 3.1-1 is 
inaccurate. It shows cross cutting relationships that do not 
exist and implies that the bedrock units are relatively flat 
and unfolded, which is inaccurate. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Add the following language to the 
first footnote beneath Figure 3.1-1: “with many episodes of 
intensive folding and other deformation.” 

Revised footnote for SEIS Figure 3.1-1 as suggested. 

S-008, C-029 Geology PAGE: 3-5 

SECTION: 3.1.2.2 

COMMENT: The description in the 1st sentence of the 
“Mineralized Zones” section that that “Gold mineralization . . 
. is capped by less permeable volcanic rock” is inaccurate. 
This suggests a near parallel bedding. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Place a period after “Persimmon 
Rock Formation” in the 1st sentence, and then add the 
following as a 2nd sentence: “Metasediments are 
interlayered with younger metavolcanic rocks in steeply 
inclined and intensively folded structures.” 

Revised SEIS Section 3.1.2.2 as suggested. 

S-008, C-030 Geology PAGE: 3-5 to 3-6 
SECTION: 3.1.2.3 
COMMENT: In the 3rd paragraph, the 2nd sentence (“The 
classification of overburden is made based on the Net 
Neutralization Potential (NNP) and Net Acid Generation 
(NAG) pH of the material.”) is incorrect based on Haile’s 
Overburden Management Plan (OMP), dated 2015. NAG pH 
is not used in the OMP. 
In addition, the description of Red, Yellow and Green PAG in 
the bulleted list at the bottom of p. 3-5 and top half of p. 3-6 
is inconsistent with Haile’s OMP (2015) because NAG pH is 

Revised the second sentence of the third paragraph in SEIS 
Section 3.1.2.3 and in the introductory text to the bulleted 
list in Section 3.1.2.3, as suggested. Replaced the bulleted 
list with Table 1 from Haile's Overburden Management 
Plan. 
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not used in classification. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace the 2nd sentence of the 3rd 
paragraph with the following: 
“Overburden classification is based on the estimated Net 
Neutralization Potential (NNP) determined from LECO 
sulfur and carbon levels.” 
Revise the lead-in to the bulleted list with the following text: 
“Specific definitions of overburden types (Haile Gold Mine 
2018Schafer 2015) are as follows:” and replace the entire 
bulleted list (3 main bullets and 3 bus- bullets) with Table 1 
from Haile’s OMP (2015). This graphic is provided in 
Exhibit 2 of Haile 2021 Draft SEIS Comments (Haile 2015 
OMP / Table 1). 

 

S-008, C-031 Geology PAGE: 3-6 

SECTION: 3.1.2.3 

COMMENT: In the 2nd sentence of the paragraph directly 
beneath Table 3.1-1, the sentence stating that “The Yellow 
Class overburden is stored on a lined facility or may be used 
for backfilling pits” is incomplete. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise last half of 2nd sentence of 
the paragraph directly beneath Table 3.1-1 as follows: “. . . 
stored on a double- lined facility or may be used with lime 
amendment for backfilling pits.” 

Revised SEIS Section 3.1.2.3 as suggested. 

S-008, C-032 Geology PAGE: 3-8 

SECTION: 3.1.3 

COMMENT: Haile is not clear which documents the 2nd and 
3rd references listed are identifying and whether their 
information is the most current. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Please clarify. 

Deleted these references and added the following 
references: (1) OceanaGold. 2021. Appendix A: Detailed 
project Description for Proposed Haile Gold Mine 
Expansion. April 2021. (2) Schafer. 2015. Revised Haile 
Gold Mine Overburden Management Plan. Report from 
Schafer Limited to Romarco Minerals. Dated December 
2015. 

S-008, C-075 Geology PAGE: 4-2 
SECTION: 4.1.2.1 
COMMENT: In the 1st paragraph of the “No Action 
Alternative” section, the total overburden generated should 
be about 244M tons, not 189M tons. The 2014 FEIS Project 
Description states in Table A-7 that 244.5M tons of 

Revised SEIS Section 4.1.2.1 to state the correct total of 
overburden generated and added parenthetical indicating 
that the total footprint acreage also includes all pit-related 
activities. 
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overburden will be generated. 
Also, 766 acres is the total footprint of the pit shells and all 
pit-related activities (including haul roads) per Table A-1 of 
the 2014 FEIS Project Description, not just the area of the 
pit shells themselves. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Change total overburden generated 
from 189M tons to 244M tons. 
Add the following parenthetical after 766 acres: “(including 
all pit-related activities, like haul roads).” 

S-008, C-076 Geology PAGE: 4-2 
SECTION: 4.1.2.1 
COMMENT: In the 2nd paragraph of the “No Action 
Alternative” section, the reference to the 2020 Minor 
Modification permitting East PAG (54.3M tons) construction 
and Hayworth OSA expansion (61M tons) implies that Haile 
will be generating an additional amount of overburden 
roughly equal to the total capacity of those two facilities. 
This is technically not accurate because numerous FEIS- 
approved PAG and overburden facilities have lost capacity 
or been displaced. More specifically, Johnny’s PAG has lost 
12M tons, the western half of Hayworth OSA was displaced 
losing 10M tons, Hilltop OSA cannot be constructed losing 
10M tons, and Robert OSA is displaced by East PAG losing 
almost 15M tons. These losses of overburden storage 
amount to 47M tons, nearly the capacity of East PAG (54.3M 
tons). Furthermore, only Phase 2 of Hayworth OSA is new 
facility because Phase 1 was the eastern half of Hayworth 
OSA previously permitted as part of the FEIS. Thus, only the 
16M tons of Hayworth Phase 2 permitted as part of the 
2020 Minor Modification is new overburden storage. Since 
all of this is too complicated to readily communicate in the 
current narrative, we simply recommend correcting the 
reference to Hayworth OSA capacity approved as part of the 
Minor Modification. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the following language in the 
last sentence of the 2nd paragraph to read: “and the 
combined capacity of Hayworth Phase 1 and OSA Phase 2 
would be 6116M tons.” 

Revised SEIS Section 4.1.2.1 to report the Hayworth 
Overburden Storage Area (OSA) Phase 2 capacity 
approved as part of the Minor Modification. 
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S-008, C-077 Geology PAGE: 4-2 

SECTION: 4.1.2.1 

COMMENT: In the “Proposed Action Alternative” section, 
the additional new disturbance should be 4,060 acres 
(stated in Table A-2 of the SEIS Project Description / 
Revision 3) minus the FEIS total disturbance acreage and 
2020 Minor Modification total disturbance acreage. The 
FEIS total disturbance acreage is 2,612 acres (per Table A-1 
of the 2014 FEIS Project Description), and the total 
disturbance acreage added through minor permit 
modifications is 341 acres for a total of 2,953 acres of 
existing disturbance. Thus, new disturbance from the SEIS 
is 1,107 acres (4060 acres minus 2953 acres). Also, there 
are seven total pits (not eight) under the “Proposed Action 
Alternative” because Chase Pit and Small Pit go away (as 
they are subsumed in Ledbetter Pit and Mill Zone Pit, 
respectively), and because Champion Pit is now split into 
Champion Pit and Champion Southwest Pit. Finally, the 
combined surface area of the Pit-Related Activities under 
the SEIS is 1,248 AC not 1,245 AC per Table A-2 of the SEIS 
Project Description / Revision 3. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace 1,399 acres of new 
disturbance with approximately 1,107 acres of new 
disturbance. Replace eight pits with seven. Replace 1,245 
acres of pit-related disturbance with 1,248 acres of pit-
related disturbance. 

Revised new disturbance acreage for the Proposed Action 
in SEIS Section 4.1.2.1 to 953 acres. Replaced "eight pits" 
with "seven pits" that encompass 843 acres of pit-related 
disturbance. See Consolidated Response 1, which explains 
revisions to the project boundary and layout acreages 
since the Draft SEIS. 

S-008, C-078 Geology PAGE: 4-6 
SECTION: Table 4.1-2 
COMMENT: In the “No Action Alternative” column, the 
33.75M tons of ore includes the 4.85M tons of low-grade 
ore. Also, as noted in our earlier comments on page 4-2, the 
total overburden generated by the FEIS Mine Plan is 
approximately 244M tons. 
In addition, in the “Proposed Project” column, the reference 
to 65M tons of ore extracted should be changed to 66.5M 
tons of ore to match the narrative below (and the volume 
provided by Haile in Table A-1 of its SEIS Project 

Revised SEIS Table 4.1-2 as suggested except changed new 
disturbance acreage for the Proposed Action to 953 acres. 
See Consolidated Response 1, which explains revisions to 
the project boundary and layout acreages since the Draft 
SEIS. 
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Description / Revision 3). Also, as noted in Haile’s earlier 
comments on page 4-2, the total acreage of new disturbance 
under the “Proposed Project” is approximately 1,107 acres. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: In the “No Action Alternative” 
column, replace “33.75M tons of ore and 4.85M tons of low-
grade ore” with “33.75M tons of ore (including 4.85M tons 
of low-grade ore).” And, replace 288M tons of overburden 
with 244M tons of overburden. 
In the “Proposed Project” column, replace 65M tons with 
66.5M tons, and replace 1,299 acres with 1,107 acres of new 
disturbance. 

 

S-008, C-167 Geology PAGE: 5-12 

SECTION: 5.6.8 

COMMENT: Middle of the paragraph says that Haile’s 
Proposed Project will produce 3.09M ounces of gold, relying 
on the 2018 SEIS Project Description as the source of that 
information. Haile has consistently stated that it anticipates 
recovering 3.46M troy ounces of gold (based on the 2017 
Feasibility Study), which translates to 3.8M regular ounces 
of gold. This is consistent with Table A-1 of the SEIS Project 
Description / Revision 3 (April 2021), which is the Project 
Description that should be the basis for all key project 
description throughout the SEIS. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

Revised SEIS Section 5.6.8 to an estimated 3.8 million 
ounces of gold. 

S-029, C-001 Geology Concerning the underground mining operation: What 
measures will be taken by the mine and/or the State of 
South Carolina to protect homeowners from mine 
subsidence. (2) Will the mine and/or the State of South 
Carolina correct any damage caused by mine subsidence to 
homes and property? (3) Will the State be offering mine 
subsidence insurance to home owners? (4) Since property 
owners in the State of South Carolina own the mineral 
rights of their property, how will we be compensated for 
metals and minerals mined from our property with the 
underground operation? (5) Will property owners be 

Haile will only be allowed to mine within the permit 
boundary established by the permit document. Lands 
within the permit boundary are solely owned by Haile, 
with the exception of the "exclusion area" shown in SEIS 
Figure 2-3, which Haile leases from a private landowner. 
This area would not be used for mining operations. Haile 
will not mine under any neighboring property and surface 
subsidence is not expected to occur on any lands outside of 
the permit boundary. In addition, Haile has proposed to 
backfill in the underground void spaces with a cemented 
rock fill that will allow them to create a safe, structurally 
stable work environment for their miners, and will not 
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notified when the mining operation is active under our 
property? 

leave large void spaces with the potential to subside on 
their own property. As stated in SEIS Section 4.1.2.3, 
"Subsidence," predicted vertical subsidence above the 
mine (on Haile's property) is estimated to be less than 2 
centimeters. 

S-001, C-007 Hazardous 
materials and 
solid wastes 

There is also a possible risk that stored water could leak out 
of the mining facility and into the environment, which could 
cause environmental problems if present in a concentrated 
area for an extended amount of time. 

Haile Gold Mine's existing and proposed operations are 
regulated by SCDHEC and are subject to permitting, 
monitoring, and inspection. The TSF and PAG seepage 
collection systems are double-lined with high-density 
polyethylene (HDPE) lining sitting atop a 2-foot layer of 
low-permeability soil beneath an underdrain system to 
capture any seepage from those closed cells. The TSF and 
pit lakes are designed for full containment of seepage. 
Water draining from the PAG facilities is routed to a 
contact water treatment plant where it is treated to 
remove both acidity and metals prior to discharge through 
an approved outfall. Design features of the Duckwood TSF 
are included in SEIS Sections 2.2.6 and 2.2.9.5. The 
potential for leakage from the Duckwood TSF will be 
reduced by design features. Haile Gold Mine has designed 
and constructed its facilities to prevent potential impacts 
from excessive precipitation events and other natural 
hazard events. The Duckwood TSF is engineered to 
withstand hydraulic stress, to prevent a tailings dam 
break. The Duckwood TSF operates under a Dam Safety 
Permit and Certificate of Operation issued by SCDHEC in 
2016, as well as under the Duckwood Tailings Storage 
Facility Operation, Maintenance, and Inspection Manual. 
The TSF dam is classified by SCDHEC as a significant 
hazard due to the likely damages that would result from its 
failure or improper operation. Dam operators are, 
therefore, required to submit dam plans and specifications 
and obtain a written permit from SCDHEC before a dam 
regulated under the South Carolina Dam Safety Program 
may be built, altered, or removed. The Emergency Action 
Plan (EAP) for the TSF was submitted to SCDHEC by in 
2013 as one element of Haile Gold Mine’s application for a 
permit to construct the TSF. The EAP identifies potential 
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inundation areas in the event of dam failure and identifies 
federal, state, and local emergency contacts and provides a 
description of the roles and responsibilities for response in 
the event of dam failure. Haile submitted a draft revised 
EAP to SCDHEC in 2021; SCDHEC is in the process of 
reviewing the draft revised EAP. SEIS Section 4.17, 
Hazardous Materials and Solid Wastes” summarizes the 
results of a dam breach analysis prepared for the 
Duckwood TSF design under the Proposed Action. 

S-008, C-066 Hazardous 
materials and 
solid wastes 

PAGE: 3-137 
SECTION: 3.17.2.2 
COMMENT: In the “Laboratory Reagents” section, it is 
important to clarify that testing of assay samples is 
performed at a nearby lab outside the Project Boundary 
that is independently owned and operated by SGS, not by 
OceanGold Corporation or Haile Gold Mine. In addition, all 
related lab reagents are stored at the independently owned 
and operated lab site, not at the Haile Gold Mine. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the text before Table 3.17-3 
as follows: “Fire assaying in the a nearby laboratory (that is 
located outside the Project Boundary and independently 
owned and operated by SGS) is used 
to separate gold from heavy metals”… 
In addition, replace the text below Table 3.17-3 with the 
following: “Laboratory reagents are stored at the SGS site.” 

 

Revised SEIS Section 3.17.2.2 and Table 3.17-3 to reflect 
that laboratory reagents are now stored off site in an 
independently owned and operated laboratory. 

S-008, C-067 Hazardous 
materials and 
solid wastes 

PAGE: 3-141 

SECTION: 3.17.2.2 

COMMENT: Under the “Hazardous Waste Generation and 
Storage” section, the last sentence of the last paragraph 
states “Approximately 527.2 tons of waste rock and ore are 
generated annually from existing surface mining 
operations.” This volume should be more like 37.5M tons of 
waste rock and ore generated annually, or a total of 535M 
tons of waste rock (including growth media) and 66.5M 
tons of ore (including low-grade ore).More importantly, 
waste rock and ore generated is not Hazardous Waste (per 

Revised SEIS Section 3.17.2.2 to incorporate comments on 
annual and total generation of mine waste and to indicate 
that the mine waste is non-hazardous solid waste. 
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the RCRA Bevill Amendment). Thus, a bold-faced heading 
entitled something like “Non-Hazardous Mine Waste” or 
“Solid Waste” should be added above the final paragraph of 
this section to create a new, separate section. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise narrative accordingly. 

S-008, C-149 Hazardous 
materials and 
solid wastes 

PAGE: 4-165 

SECTION: 4.17.1 

COMMENT: Acreage within SEIS Project Boundary is 5,384 
acres, not 5,484 acres. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace 5,484 acres with 5,384 acres. 

Revised acreage of Proposed Action project boundary to 
5,469 acres in SEIS Section 4.17.1. See Consolidated 
Response 1, which explains revisions to the project 
boundary and layout acreages since the Draft SEIS. 

S-008, C-150 Hazardous 
materials and 
solid wastes 

PAGE: 4-165 

SECTION: 4.17.1 

COMMENT: The 3rd paragraphs under the “Methods and 
Approach” section, describing the Overburden Management 
Plan. The 3rd paragraph states that:“The Applicant is 
further assessing geochemistry related to the Proposed 
Project and would incorporate relevant new information 
into the mine expansion plan and OMP for the proposed 
expansion (Haile Gold Mine 2019b). The Applicant does not 
anticipate that updates to the geochemistry analysis 
prepared for the proposed underground mining and surface 
mine expansion would require material changes to the 2015 
Overburden Management Plan (Haile Gold Mine 2019c).” 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Haile requests that this paragraph be 
deleted because, while the Company is (and will be) 
continually assessing geochemistry throughout the mine 
life, it is speculative to suggest that this may lead to changes 
to its 2015 OMP. 

Replaced cited text in SEIS Section 4.17.1 with "The 
Applicant will continually assess geochemistry and 
overburden management practices throughout the life of 
the mine." 

S-008, C-151 Hazardous 
materials and 
solid wastes 

PAGE: 4-166 
SECTION: 4.17.2.1 
COMMENT: In the 4th paragraph in the “Proposed Project” 
section, the text references “lab reagents used in the study 
area” when in fact the lab that services Haile Gold Mine is 
owned by a third party and located outside the Project 
Boundary for the mine expansion. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the 1st sentence of the 4th 

Revised SEIS Section 4.17.2.1 to indicate that the 
laboratory is located off site and independently owned and 
operated. 



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

  
Responses to Comments Received on the Draft SEIS 

 

Haile Gold Mine Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement 

10-70 
August 2022 

 

 

Comment ID Category Comment Response 

paragraph of the “Proposed Project” section to read: “As 
shown in Table 4.17-2, the proposed new and expanded 
mine operations would increase the overall amount of 
laboratory reagents used in the study area at the nearby lab 
owned by SGS (a third party) outside the Project Boundary 
from approximately 43,060 pounds”… 

 

S-008, C-152 Hazardous 
materials and 
solid wastes 

PAGE: 4-168 & 4-169 

SECTION:  

COMMENT: Haile now manages waste oil pursuant to the 
S.C. Regulation 61-107.279 SEM: Used Oil – SCDHEC, and 
not as hazardous waste. Thus, the “hazardous” used oil 
numbers in this Table are significantly overstated, and Haile 
is currently in the process of transitioning to RCRA Small 
Quantity Generator status. However, since these figures 
serve as “worst case” numbers, Haile is not asking for 
related quantities in this Table to be revised.Separately, the 
vertical line in Table 4.17-3 should be placed between Q4 of 
2017 and Q1 of 2018. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Move the vertical dividing line 
between 2017 and 2018 quarterly hazardous waste 
generated. 

Reformatted SEIS Table 4.17-3 2017 and 2018 columns 
and added a footnote to Table 4.17-3 indicating that Haile 
is now managing waste oil as non-hazardous waste. 

S-008, C-153 Hazardous 
materials and 
solid wastes 

PAGE: 4-183 

SECTION: 4.17.2.4 

COMMENT: In the “Proposed Project” section, “Disposal of 
Waste Off Site” subsection, the narrative states that Haile is 
a RCRA LQG and that it will continue to generate all the 
same hazwaste streams because it will continue to use all 
the same reagents (etc.). This is not accurate because (1) 
Haile no longer manages used oil as hazardous waste, and 
(2) Haile sold the lab to SGS in 2018. As a result, Haile is 
currently in the process of transitioning to RCRA Small 
Quantity Generator (SQG) status. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

Revised SEIS Section 4.17.2.4 to indicate that Haile is now 
managing waste oil as non-hazardous waste. 
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S-015, C-002 Hazardous 
materials and 
solid wastes 

I have real concerns about landowners downstream from 
the mine, and the affects of any illegal discharges of toxic 
materials on these private tracts. These concerns involve 
both health and financial issues. On the financial side, I am 
worried about the value of our properties going down due 
to illegal gold mine polluting. Health wise, our families 
tracts are recreational places for us, and I worry about the 
health of my children and the environment we fish and hunt 
in. 

Haile Gold Mine's existing and proposed operations are 
regulated by SCDHEC and are subject to permitting, 
monitoring, and inspection. The TSF and PAG seepage 
collection systems are double-lined with HDPE lining 
sitting atop a 2-foot layer of low permeability soil beneath 
an underdrain system to capture any seepage from those 
closed cells. The TSF and pit lakes are designed for full 
containment of seepage. Water draining from the PAG 
facilities is routed to a contact water treatment plant 
where it is treated to remove both acidity and metals prior 
to discharge through an approved outfall. Design features 
of the Duckwood TSF are summarized in SEIS Sections 
2.2.6 and 2.2.9.5. The potential for leakage from the 
Duckwood TSF will be reduced by design features. Haile 
has designed and constructed its facilities to prevent 
potential impacts from excessive precipitation events and 
other natural hazard events. The Duckwood TSF is 
engineered to withstand hydraulic stress, to prevent a 
tailings dam break. The Duckwood TSF operates under a 
Dam Safety Permit and Certificate of Operation issued by 
SCDHEC in 2016, as well as under the Duckwood Tailings 
Storage Facility Operation, Maintenance, and Inspection 
Manual. The TSF dam is classified by SCDHEC as a 
significant hazard due to the likely damages that would 
result from its failure or improper operation. Dam 
operators are, therefore, required to submit dam plans and 
specifications and a obtain a written permit from SCDHEC 
before a dam regulated under the South Carolina Dam 
Safety Program may be built, altered, or removed. The EAP 
for the TSF was submitted to SCDHEC in 2013 as one 
element of Haile’s application for a permit to construct the 
TSF. The EAP identifies potential inundation areas in the 
event of dam failure and identifies federal, state, and local 
emergency contacts and provides a description of the roles 
and responsibilities for response in the event of dam 
failure. Haile submitted a draft revised EAP to SCDHEC in 
2021; SCDHEC is in the process of reviewing the draft 
revised EAP. SEIS Section 4.17 summarizes the results of a 
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dam breach analysis prepared for the Duckwood TSF 
design under the Proposed Action. Potential effects on 
property values from the Proposed Project are discussed 
in SEIS Section 4.9.2.6. 

S-015, C-003 Hazardous 
materials and 
solid wastes 

What protections are in place for landowners downstream 
if toxic spills occur (and may already have occurred)?This 
includes monetary damages from health issues or loss of 
land values. 

Haile Gold Mine has systems and procedures in place to 
prevent and respond to spills, including the Duckwood TSF 
Operations, Maintenance, and Inspection Manual and EAP. 
Laws and regulations that would apply in the event of 
spill/release scenarios (e.g., South Carolina Pollution 
Control Act, Hazardous Waste Management Act) would 
require Haile Gold Mine to respond to and remediate spills 
and releases from mine operations. 

S-015, C-004 Hazardous 
materials and 
solid wastes 

Does the Corp have concerns about the past issues with 
pollution and the reporting of these incidents? 

See Consolidated Response 2. 

S-022, C-003 Hazardous 
materials and 
solid wastes 

I live a mile from the Tailings Storage Facility, which they 
plan to almost double the capacity from 40 mil tons to 72 
mil. Buffalo Creek runs through my land. Buffalo Creek runs 
into Lynches River. If the Tailings Storage Facility was 
damaged... It could create huge disastrous effects down 
stream of this entire area. This would mean astronomical 
impact on much more wildlife and wetlands. This could be 
detrimental to a large portion of our State. 

Design features of the Duckwood TSF are summarized in 
SEIS Sections 2.2.6 and 2.2.9.5. The potential for leakage 
from the Duckwood TSF will be reduced by design 
features. Haile Gold Mine has designed and constructed its 
facilities to prevent potential impacts from excessive 
precipitation events and other natural hazard events. The 
Duckwood TSF is engineered to withstand hydraulic 
stress, to prevent a tailings dam break. The Duckwood TSF 
operates under a Dam Safety Permit and Certificate of 
Operation issued by SCDHEC in 2016, as well as under the 
Duckwood Tailings Storage Facility Operation, 
Maintenance, and Inspection Manual. The TSF dam is 
classified by SCDHEC as a significant hazard due to the 
likely damages that would result from its failure or 
improper operation. Dam operators are, therefore, 
required to submit dam plans and specifications and a 
obtain a written permit from SCDHEC before a dam 
regulated under the South Carolina Dam Safety Program 
may be built, altered, or removed. The EAP for the TSF was 
submitted to SCDHEC by in 2013, as one element of Haile 
Gold Mine’s application for a permit to construct the TSF. 
The EAP identifies potential inundation areas in the event 
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of dam failure and identifies federal, state, and local 
emergency contacts and provides a description of the roles 
and responsibilities for response in the event of dam 
failure. Haile submitted a draft revised EAP to SCDHEC in 
2021; SCDHEC is in the process of reviewing the draft 
revised EAP. SEIS Section 4.17 summarizes the results of a 
dam breach analysis prepared for the Duckwood TSF 
design under the Proposed Action. Potential inundation 
areas are identified in the SEIS; NEPA regulations do not 
require assessing worst-case scenario events. 

S-024, C-007 Hazardous 
materials and 
solid wastes 

Second, the DSEIS contains insufficient information for the 
agencies and the public to evaluate whether Haile will 
design and manage the expanded Duckworth Tailings 
Storage Facility (“DTSF”) in accordance with best practices 
and technology. Facilities like this can breach––and have 
breached––due to faulty construction and management, 
releasing toxic tailings and causing an ecological and public 
health catastrophe. It is Haile’s burden to demonstrate that 
it will implement best practices in expanding, managing, 
and reclaiming the DTSF to protect aquatic resources. It has 
not done so. 

Design features of the Duckwood TSF are included in SEIS 
Sections 2.2.6 and 2.2.9.5. The TSF is designed for full 
containment of seepage. The potential for leakage from the 
Duckwood TSF will be reduced by design features. Haile 
Gold Mine has designed and constructed its facilities to 
prevent potential impacts from excessive precipitation 
events and other natural hazard events. The Duckwood 
TSF is engineered to withstand hydraulic stress, to prevent 
a tailings dam break. The Duckwood TSF operates under a 
Dam Safety Permit and Certificate of Operation issued by 
SCDHEC in 2016 as well as under the Duckwood Tailings 
Storage Facility Operation, Maintenance, and Inspection 
Manual. The TSF dam is classified by SCDHEC as a 
significant hazard due to the likely damages that would 
result from its failure or improper operation. Dam 
operators are therefore required to submit dam plans and 
specifications and a obtain a written permit from SCDHEC 
before a dam regulated under the South Carolina Dam 
Safety Program may be built, altered, or removed. The EAP 
for the TSF was submitted to SCDHEC by in 2013, as one 
element of Haile Gold Mine’s application for a permit to 
construct the TSF. Haile submitted a draft revised EAP to 
SCDHEC in 2021; SCDHEC is in the process of reviewing 
the draft revised EAP. SEIS Section 4.17 summarizes the 
results of a dam breach analysis prepared for the 
Duckwood TSF design under the Proposed Action. 
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S-024, C-034 Hazardous 
materials and 
solid wastes 

In addition to the drastic projected impacts of Haile’s 
proposed expansion, the DSEIS does not contain sufficient 
information for the agencies or the public to evaluate and 
ensure that toxic tailings are managed in accordance with 
best practices to ensure the protection of aquatic and 
environmental resources. DSEIS Section 2.3.5 on the 
Proposed Duckwood Tailings Storage Facility (“DTSF”) only 
provides a brief description of the DTSF’s capacity (tons), 
disturbed acres, and final elevations of the previous and 
proposed facilities. The section refers to Appendix A, 
Section 9.2 for additional details[...]The information 
provided in the previous 2014 FEIS and current DSEIS fails 
to provide evidence that the TSF design and other aspects 
have been informed by and comply with current industry 
practice. The best source for evaluating TSF management is 
the Global Industry Standard on Tailings Management 
(“GISTM” or “Standard”)[...]The project proponent should 
indicate whether they support and intend to conform to the 
requirements contained in the GISTM, and should also 
provide supporting documentation as part of amending 
their application to establish their conformity with current 
industry best practice. This should specifically include a risk 
analysis with regard to TSF failure that should also be 
described in the DSEIS, and a TSF failure should be 
considered as a potential impact as a result of the proposal. 

The Haile Gold Mine, Inc. Duckwood Tailings Facility 
Detailed Design Report prepared by AMEC Environmental 
& Infrastructure, Inc. and dated August 31, 2012 provided 
the basis for SCDHEC’s issuance of a permit to construct 
Haile’s tailings facility dam to a height of 155 feet as 
measured from lowest point on the original ground profile 
to the top of the dam. The original design was based on 
International Commission on Large Dam criteria. Although 
the detailed design report predates the Global Industry 
Standard on Tailings Management, it aligns well with the 
intent of implementing best practices in planning, design, 
construction, operation, maintenance, monitoring, closure, 
and post-closure activities. A quantitative risk analysis of 
potential dam failure modes has not been conducted 
because the potential for dam failure is considered 
unlikely based on the permitting, monitoring, and 
inspection measures described above. Maps in the 
Duckwood TSF EAP identify areas that may be subject to 
flooding in the unlikely event of a dam failure, but further 
analysis of the environmental consequences of a 
catastrophic release represent a worst-case scenario and is 
not required under NEPA. Haile submitted a draft revised 
EAP to SCDHEC in 2021; SCDHEC is in the process of 
reviewing the draft revised EAP. SEIS Section 4.17 
summarizes the results of a dam breach analysis prepared 
for the Duckwood TSF design under the Proposed Action. 

S-036, C-001 Hazardous 
materials and 
solid wastes 

I have concerns. We live less than a mile away from the TSF, 
the tailing -- the storage facility. The storage -- the big vats 
that they keep all the cyanide and that being so close to our 
home and especially with them wanting to increase the 
storage to 72 million tons is a huge concern. I've read a lot 
of environmental violations that Haile Gold Mine has had 
and that also adds to the concern and the -- the fear that we 
have because we live so close and we do live on Essex 
Avenue. 

Haile Gold Mine's existing and proposed operations are 
regulated by SCDHEC and are subject to permitting, 
monitoring, and inspection. The TSF and PAG seepage 
collection systems are double-lined with HDPE lining 
sitting atop a 2-foot layer of low-permeability soil beneath 
an underdrain system to capture any seepage from those 
closed cells. The TSF and pit lakes are designed for full 
containment of seepage. Water draining from the PAG 
facilities is routed to a contact water treatment plant 
where it is treated to remove both acidity and metals prior 
to discharge through an approved outfall. Design features 
of the Duckwood TSF are included in SEIS Sections 2.2.6 
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and 2.2.9.5. The potential for leakage from the Duckwood 
TSF would be reduced by design features. Haile Gold Mine 
has designed and constructed its facilities to prevent 
potential impacts from excessive precipitation events and 
other natural hazard events. The Duckwood TSF is 
engineered to withstand hydraulic stress to prevent a 
tailings dam break. The Duckwood TSF operates under a 
Dam Safety Permit and Certificate of Operation issued by 
SCDHEC in 2016, as well as under the Duckwood Tailings 
Storage Facility Operation, Maintenance, and Inspection 
Manual. The TSF dam is classified by SCDHEC as a 
significant hazard due to the likely damages that would 
result from its failure or improper operation. Dam 
operators are, therefore, required to submit dam plans and 
specifications and obtain a written permit from SCDHEC 
before a dam regulated under the South Carolina Dam 
Safety Program may be built, altered, or removed. The EAP 
for the TSF was submitted to SCDHEC in 2013 as one 
element of Haile Gold Mine’s application for a permit to 
construct the TSF. The EAP identifies potential inundation 
areas in the event of dam failure; identifies federal, state, 
and local emergency contacts; and provides a description 
of the roles and responsibilities for response in the event 
of dam failure. Haile submitted a draft revised EAP to 
SCDHEC in 2021; SCDHEC is in the process of reviewing 
the draft revised EAP. SEIS Section 4.17 summarizes the 
results of a dam breach analysis prepared for the 
Duckwood TSF design under the Proposed Action. 

Haile Gold Mine acknowledges previously reported 
exceedances of cyanide discharge limits; between 2019 
and June 2020, Haile was cited for effluent discharge 
violations for free cyanide and hydrogen sulfide when its 
analytical laboratory was unable to achieve or maintain 
the very low detection limits required. When this occurred, 
SCDHEC reported assuming that the contaminant is 
present. Because an unapproved test method was used, 
Haile had to report “qualified data” which are estimated 
concentrations less than the practical quantifiable limit for 
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the test method used. On several occasions, the use of 
qualified data caused Haile to fail effluent limits for several 
parameters. In June 2020, Haile began using a different 
analytical laboratory capable of consistently delivering the 
low analytical method detection limits using the test 
methods required. 

S-023, C-055 Health, 
safety, and 
environment 
compliance 
standards 
manual 

Page 51 of 105 – The SCDNR recommends adding 
environmental risks associated with inundation and inrush 
to the risk assessments mentioned in Section 8.2. For 
example, the fourth bullet in Section 8.2.1 could be revised 
to state “Location, design and construction of dams, lagoons, 
tailing dams, and any other bodies of water or materials 
that have the potential to become uncontained and enter 
the mine or nearby streams and wetlands.” 

Section 8 of Haile’s Health/Safety/Environmental 
Compliance Standards Manual relates to human health and 
safety concerns. Section 9 of the manual relates to 
environmental concerns. 

S-008, C-055 Land use PAGE: 3-97 

SECTION: 3.10.2.3 

COMMENT: The total acreage within Haile’s SEIS Project 
Boundary is 5,384 acres, not 5,484 acres. Given the 25 acres 
within the SEIS Project Boundary zoned as Agricultural 
Residential, we assume that the amount zoned as Mining 
District is 5,359 acres, not 5,439 acres. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

Revised acreages in SEIS Section 3.10.2.3 based on current 
zoning map and revised project boundary. See 
Consolidated Response 1, which explains revisions to the 
project boundary and layout acreages since the Draft SEIS. 

S-008, C-135 Land use PAGE: 4-128 

SECTION: 4.10.2.1 

COMMENT: In “Proposed Project” section, total disturbance 
increases to 4060 acres (not 3860 acres). 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

Revised SEIS Section 4.10.2.1 to state, "Under the Proposed 
Project the area within the mine permit boundary would 
increase from 4,522 acres to 5,469 acres and the total 
disturbance would increase from 2,794 acres to 3,747 
acres." See Consolidated Response 1, which explains 
revisions to the project boundary and layout acreages 
since the Draft SEIS. 

S-008, C-136 Land use PAGE: 4-130 

SECTION: Table 4.10-1 

COMMENT: Impacts on farmland should be 11 acres of 
prime and 23 acres of statewide importance, not 1 acre and 
20 acres, respectively. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

Revised SEIS Section 4.10.2.2 to report estimated 
disturbances of 3 acres of soil considered to be prime 
farmland and 26 acres of farmland of statewide or local 
importance. See Consolidated Response 1, which explains 
revisions to the project boundary and layout acreages 
since the Draft SEIS. 
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S-003, C-002 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

There are many positive aspects of this EIS. The Haile Gold 
Mine SEIS does include a section on the indirect impacts 
that will result from the expansion of the mine, as required 
by NEPA. We do appreciate the fact that you have plans to 
prevent serious damage to the environment in case the 
mine expansion goes awry. The Storm Water Pollution and 
Prevention Plans or SWPPPs mentioned will help with 
erosion control. We think that it was very wise to include 
the SWPPPs because less plants will have to deal with a lack 
of water. We also like how you comply with the NPDES 
requirements and monitor the groundwater. We definitely 
support continued monitoring of the site to prevent large 
amounts of solutions from polluting the water. Another 
thing that we like about the mine is how it operates with the 
Air Quality State Construction as well as operating and 
maintaining air pollution control equipment. Finally, we 
approve of the fact that you try to avoid archeological sites. 
In the past, many sites that were considered sacred to other 
people were given no thought. Since you are trying to avoid 
them, it shows that USACE and Haile Gold Mine have respect 
for those sites and the people that consider them important. 
Avoiding those sites also shows that you are compassionate 
as well. 

Thank you for your comment. SEIS Appendix F provides a 
description of major federal, state, and local laws, 
regulations, policies, plans, and determinations applicable 
to the Proposed Project, including those mentioned in your 
comment. 

S-009, C-001 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

I urge you to deny:1. Operating permit from the USACE and 
air and water permits from DHEC. The expansion will 
require excavations of and fill into wetlands and floodplain 
areas as well as damages to two creeks. The expansion goal 
of opening an underground area for extracting gold ore 
requires adding new equipment, expanding the size of 
thetailings pond for toxic waste (less than a mile from the 
home of a resident).This is unacceptable as the history Haile 
Gold Mine had repeated environmental law violations of 
toxic releases above the federal limit for air and water. 
DHEC has levied fines of $11,200 for excessive thallium into 
the water and $100,000 for excessive mercury in air 
releases. Haile failed to report the mercury releases to 

See Consolidated Response 2. 
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DHEC as required by law. Its Kershaw Mineral Labs was 
fined over $16,000 for !9 environmental violations. 

S-012, C-001 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

When a gold mine has operational difficulties resulting in 
violations in the last year or so, it seems to me that allowing 
them to expand their operation at this time would be 
counter productive to the environment. Consequently, I 
would recommend that the Gold Mine be given time to 
demonstrate an ability to function without violations for 
two to three years and reapply later. 

See Consolidated Response 2. 

S-013, C-003 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

Reportedly, Oceana Gold received fines from the DHEC for 
issues that were self reported. Those issues were corrected. 
We understand that yes, Oceana Gold may create some 
problems, however, they have worked with DHEC to correct 
them. If there were too many dangerous issues, wouldn't 
DHEC close them for safety or environmental reasons? 

See Consolidated Response 2. 

S-014, C-001 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

Operations at the Haile Gold Mine should not be expanded. 
OceanaGold has not shown a high enough level of 
responsibility to operate such a mine. The company has a 
record of repeated failures to follow regulations and has 
repeatedly failed to report to DHEC in a timely manner, as 
required, releases of pollutants into the environment. These 
pollutants include thallium, a metal which is used to make 
rat poison, and mercury, another toxic metal, which has 
several health impacts on people and wildlife. Mercury is 
highly toxic, and it is not really possible to remediate its 
effects. We should not risk further pollution of our soils, 
water and air which can endanger the health of our citizens 
and our wildlife. 

See Consolidated Response 2. 

S-016, C-003 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

As I had mentioned on the call, the numerous violations 
they have encountered, and I am sure the ones that have not 
been discovered, are a threat to the land and my family as 
they affect our air, water and soil. 

See Consolidated Response 2. 

S-017, C-001 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

The mine's management has repeatedly failed to live up to 
its assurances. Last year's violation of water pollution laws, 
for example, was followed by negligence in hazardous waste 
generator registration. The additional violation of air 
pollution rules was even more serious than the water 

See Consolidated Response 2. 
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pollution. On top of that, Haile failed to report analytical 
data. 

S-018, C-005 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

Please seriously consider choosing the no change 
alternative whereby Haile Gold Mine can continue its 
operations to extract gold until the company and its parent, 
Oceana Gold, demonstrate a record of compliance with both 
federal and state regulations for about a year before they 
seek to expand. 

See Consolidated Response 2. 

S-022, C-002 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

I have read of numerous environmental violations they have 
had. This deeply concerns me. I love nature, and I love this 
land that has been in my family for over 100 years. I am 
seeing it being destroyed more and more every day. 

See Consolidated Response 2. 

S-024, C-002 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

The largest gold mine east of the Mississippi River, Haile has 
repeatedly failed to comply with––and in some cases, 
openly flouted––clean air, clean water, and hazardous waste 
management laws. Haile now seeks to expand even further, 
but its history of violations dispels any prediction that an 
expanded footprint would comply with environmental 
protections. That alone warrants denial of certification and 
the Section 404 permit modification for Haile’s proposed 
expansion. 

See Consolidated Response 2. 

S-024, C-013 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

[Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.]In the 
short time since it resumed mining operations in 2015, 
Haile has repeatedly violated state and federal clean air, 
clean water, and hazardous waste management laws, 
ignored notices of violations, submitted late monitoring 
reports, and provided misleading information to regulators. 
Even if there were permit conditions that would, if followed, 
ensure that Haile’s expansion will not violate water quality 
standards, any prediction that Haile will comply with those 
conditions would be arbitrary and capricious[...]These 
common-sense legal principles require DHEC to deny 
certification. 

See Consolidated Response 2. 
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S-024, C-014 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

[Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.]In the 
2014 FEIS, the Corps based its predictions about the 
environmental consequences of Haile’s re-opening on the 
assumption that Haile would follow the law[...]As outlined 
below, those assumption have not been borne out, and the 
Corps must not take Haile’s word this time around. 

See Consolidated Response 2. 

S-024, C-015 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

[Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.]In sum, 
Haile has demonstrated in the short time since it re-opened 
that it has significant challenges in complying with state and 
federal environmental laws and regulations[...]Haile has 
repeatedly flouted reporting deadlines and provided 
misleading information to regulators about its pollution. 
Multiple financial penalties have been inadequate to deter 
the company’s illegal conduct. Haile’s recidivism is not a 
function of a “learning curve,”[...]but is the telltale sign of a 
company placing profit over respect for the law and the 
environment.It is troubling that the DSEIS takes Haile’s 
excuses at face value, glossing over––or, in many cases, 
completely ignoring––the company’s recidivism. Like the 
2014 FEIS, the DSEIS again bases its predictions about the 
environmental consequences of the proposed mine 
expansion on the assumption that Haile will follow the 
law[...]Nothing in NEPA or the Clean Water Act requires the 
agencies to make baseless assumptions of compliance. To 
the contrary, NEPA requires an analysis of the “reasonably 
foreseeable” impacts of a project, 40 C.F.R. §§ 1508.1(g), 
1502.16(a)(1), and the Clean Water Act requires 
“assur[ance]” that the project will not violate applicable law, 
33 U.S.C. 1341(d); see also S.C. Code Ann. § 61-101(A)(4) 
(requiring “reasonable assurance that the activity will be 
conducted in a manner which will not violate applicable 
water quality standards regulations”).Because there is no 
such assurance, DHEC must deny certification for Haile’s 
proposed expansion and the Corps must deny the Section 
404 permit modification. 

See Consolidated Response 2. 
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S-024, C-016 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

[Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.]To 
provide the public with a realistic picture of the “reasonably 
foreseeable” environmental impacts of the expansion, as 
NEPA requires, the Corps must also build into the SEIS an 
assumption that Haile will not comply with the myriad of 
conditions that will purportedly minimize or mitigate 
impacts–– already drastic even on the assumption of 
compliance. That is all the more imperative after the public 
hearing on April 1, where numerous residents near and 
downstream of the mine expressed concerns about its 
history of illegal pollution, and exasperation that the mine 
would be allowed to expand when it has had such 
compliance problems at its current size. 

See Consolidated Response 2. 

S-024, C-021 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

[Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.]Where, as 
here, a regulation conflicts with a federal statute, the statute 
prevails; thus, the agencies must follow Section 401, not 
EPA’s unlawful 401 Certification Rule. Reliance on the Rule 
would place this project in additional legal jeopardy, and 
the Rule has been challenged in courts across the country, 
including by commenter South Carolina Coastal 
Conservation League in the District of South Carolina. The 
401 Certification Rule is not only unlawful, it is also 
inconsistent with the policy of the new administration to 
protect public health and the environment and restore the 
role of science in the regulatory process. As a result, 
President Biden revoked the executive order that prompted 
the unlawful 401 Certification Rule[...]The agencies must 
not apply the illegal 401 Certification Rule and should act as 
they always have: with DHEC applying its water quality 
certification rules to Haile’s proposal and theCorps 
deferring to DHEC’s decision to grant certification, grant 
with conditions, or deny certification. Indeed, guidance 
from the Corps’ Charleston District appropriately affirms 
that applicants for Section 404 permits must continue to 

On October 21, 2021, the U.S District Court for the 
Northern District of California issued an order vacating 
and remanding USEPA’s 2020 regulations implementing 
Section 401 of the CWA. The vacatur was nationwide. The 
order required a temporary return to USEPA’s 1971 
regulations implementing Section 401 of the CWA until 
USEPA finalizes a new certification rule. However, on April 
6, 2022, the U.S. Supreme Court issued a stay of the 
October 2021 order by the U.S. District Court for the 
Northern District of California that vacated USEPA’s 2020 
Clean Water Act Section 401 Certification Rule. The stay of 
the vacatur applies nationwide. Therefore, the CWA 
Section 401 certification process is once again governed by 
the CWA Section 401 certification regulations promulgated 
by USEPA in 2020, and USACE is coordinating with 
SCDHEC regarding the 401 certification process under 
USEPA’s 2020 Rule implementing Section 401 of the CWA 
for purposes of SCDHEC’s review of the Proposed Project. 
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comply with DHEC’s water quality certification rules aside 
from the terms of the 401 Certification Rule. 

S-024, C-032 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

[Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.]In sum, 
the Corps must not rely on the 401 Rule or the NWPR. The 
applicant and agencies are hereby placed on notice that any 
permits issued based on these unlawful rules may be 
invalidated either on a direct challenge or by operation of 
law, as a result of a court order vacating either 
regulation[...]If DHEC rests part of its certification decision 
on the unlawful 401 Certification Rule, or the Corps finds 
waiver or rejects conditions in DHEC’s certification based 
on the Rule, and that Rule is later struck down, the resulting 
permit and certification would need to be redone. 

See response to Comment S-024, C-021. 

In light of the U.S. District Court for the District of 
Arizona’s August 30, 2021 order vacating and remanding 
the Navigable Waters Protection Rule in the case of Pascua 
Yaqui Tribe v. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, USACE 
has halted implementation of the Navigable Waters 
Protection Rule nationwide and is interpreting “waters of 
the United States” consistent with the pre-2015 regulatory 
regime, as informed by applicable agency guidance 
documents and consistent with Supreme Court decisions 
and longstanding agency practice. Therefore, USACE is 
finalizing an approved jurisdictional determination (AJD) 
under the pre-2015 regulatory regime, as informed by 
applicable agency guidance documents and consistent with 
Supreme Court decisions and longstanding agency 
practice. 

S-024, C-035 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

[Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.]Lastly, we 
note that DHEC’s mining regulations and other applicable 
state regulations do not reflect current best practice for 
TSFs. By comparison, the State of Montana has enacted 
legislation that reflects best practices, including engineer-
of-record duties; independent review panel selection and 
duties; quality assurance during construction; tailings 
operation, maintenance and surveillance manual, periodic 
review, and annual inspection requirements[...]Given the 
DSEIS’s lack of technical information on Haile’s proposed 
tailings management practices––much less evidence that 
those practices conform with best practices––the Corps 
cannot take the requisite “hard look” required by NEPA[...], 
and DHEC cannot “assure” that the tailings facility will not 
violate state water quality standards, 33 U.S.C. § 1341(d). 
The Corps and DHEC’s Bureau of Water cannot rely on state 
mining regulations to satisfy their independent statutory 

Evaluating SCDHEC's mining regulations and other 
applicable state regulations is beyond the scope of this 
SEIS. Some of the practices mentioned in the comment are 
conditions of Haile's Mine Operating Permit, I-000601, 
including a construction certification report signed by a 
South Carolina licensed engineer and approved by 
SCDHEC, implementing a Tailings Operation, Maintenance, 
and Inspection Manual and TSF EAP, inspections of the 
Leak Collection and Removal System associated with the 
TSF underdrain system, monitoring groundwater 
downgradient of the TSF, annual evaluations of TSF 
storage capacity certified by an independent engineer, and 
preparation of a detailed reclamation plan and schedule 
for closure of the TSF (see permit conditions #6-15 for 
additional details). 
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and regulatory obligations under the Clean Water Act and 
NEPA. 

S-025, C-001 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

Extending an additional permit to an already known 
polluter would be completely irresponsible I Undoubtedly, 
this Department and the Army Corps of Engineers is aware 
of the recent violations by Oceana Gold and that South 
Carolina already has two Superfund gold mine sites left to 
pollute by their bankrupt corporations. See articles in The 
State if you have not thoroughly reviewed these. 

See Consolidated Response 2. 

S-031, C-001 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

How many violations need to occur at the Haile Gold Mine 
before they have to suspend operations. For those of us that 
live very close by, it is of grave concern. 

See Consolidated Response 2. 

S-032, C-001 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

How is the Haile Gold mine a “good community partner “ 
knowingly discharging excessive cyanide and have broken a 
federal waste water twice -2X -since late 2020 ? 

See Consolidated Response 2. 

S-033, C-002 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

I have growing concerns about the hundreds of thousands 
of dollars ov violations that Haile Gold Mine already has. 

See Consolidated Response 2. 

S-038, C-001 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

I object to the extension -- the expansion of -- of this Haile 
Gold Mine. They are not good community partners. A good 
community partner would have not have broken a federal 
waste water law twice since late 2020. A good community 
partner would not have been fined by DHEC operation for 
nearly $128,000 for violating environmental rules that are 
intended to protect the air and the water. A good 
community partner, which is not Haile Gold Mine, would not 
have the problems that it has been having, especially the 
discharges in November and December. In one case, the 
waste water for the mining area was so toxic that it killed 
every single water bug in it's tent, and that it wasdecreed 
100 percent mortality. That's not a good community 
partner. And in another case the company released more 
cyanide than is allowed in its discharge permit. The 
company discharged 9.2 micrograms per liter of cyanide in 
December 2020, but the monthly limit is only 5.2 
micrograms per liter. And to remind people, cyanide, used 
to separate gold from ore, can cause convulsions, 

See Consolidated Response 2. 
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respiratory failure, loss of consciousness, and death for 
people who are exposed to high amounts, let alone what 
animals and other wildlife that are exposed to it. No, Haile 
Gold Mine is not a good community partner. The agency 
also said in September -- the DHEC agency that it fined the 
mine for $11,200, after finding excessive water levels of 
thallium, a toxic material is based in rat poison. Three 
months later, DHEC said it had found a -- fined the Kershaw 
Mineral Lab more than $16,000 for 19 environmental 
violations, including the hazard waste. Then in February, 
DHEC said it had fined the mine $100,000 for breaking air 
pollution rules before 2021. Okay, and then it went on to 
mercury was found. It's a toxic metal that has contaminated 
fish across South Carolina. The mine -- the agency said the 
mine exceeded the safe limit for mercury in the air then 
failed to tell the agency -- failed to tell DHEC as required. No, 
the gold mine has not been a good community partner. 

S-039, C-002 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

I went back and looked at a little bit of history about Oceana 
Gold and what to expect in the future. They behave only as 
government agencies force them to. It goes back to what Ms. 
Cooper was saying. Those fines from DHEC were slaps on 
the wrist. Not even slaps. They were pokes. Because Haile 
Gold Mine does not pay attention to anything except 
economic pain. 

See Consolidated Response 2. 

S-039, C-008 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

I don't know if this is still a legislative issue in which the 
state does not allow DHEC to be stricter, but if there are 
regulations for DHEC to enforce and DHEC will enforce, I 
hope that the fines will be commensurate with the crimes. 

See Consolidated Response 2. 

S-042, C-001 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

The fact that they have failed to be good citizens as well as 
other documented concerns that have taken place within 
Kershaw County and within other countries where this gold 
mine has functioned. I encourage you that you inquire and 
do your due diligence as it relates to this licensing process. 
Because other than that, that is the only feedback the 
citizens of Kershaw County -- and I consider myself one of 
them -- have to make feedback. 

See Consolidated Response 2. 
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S-043, C-004 Laws, 
regulations, 
guidance 

It is also critical that Haile provide specific assurances 
related to any compliance issues going forward. As we have 
explained, “[m]ultiple financial penalties have been 
inadequate to deter the company’s illegal conduct,” and 
“Haile’s past conduct indicates that it will not comply with 
the law in the future.” April 23 comment letter at 7–8 & n.7. 
Haile must take several steps to ensure that these issues do 
not recur. First, Haile must share air emissions and water 
discharge monitoring data with the public in real-time. 
Second, if Haile violates any of its state or federal 
environmental permits hereafter, Haile must promptly 
notify the public of the violation, the measures being taken 
to correct it, and the timeframe for correction, with a 
subsequent public notice when the issue has been fixed. 
Third, Haile must allow a representative of our clients to 
inspect the area of any such violation and the corrective 
measures put in place. Last, if DHEC or any other state or 
federal agency fines Haile or imposes any other sanction for 
such violation, Haile must contribute an additional amount 
for conservation purposes, such as to the Katawba Valley 
Land Trust. Continuing the status quo––violation after 
violation––is unacceptable. 

SEIS Chapter 6 and Appendix I provide Haile's proposed 
monitoring programs for a variety of resources. SEIS 
Section 6.2.3 provides a summary of these programs and 
associated plans. Each monitoring program has a reporting 
requirement, the frequency of which varies based on the 
nature of the resource being monitored (e.g., quarterly, 
annually). Each report would be provided to and reviewed 
by one or more agencies with regulatory jurisdiction over 
the resource being monitored, in accordance with 
applicable requirements. Members of the public can obtain 
reports from USACE or SCDHEC by filing requests under 
the Freedom of Information Act. See Consolidated 
Response 2 for additional information regarding violations 
of air and water quality standards. 

S-001, C-002 Mitigation We also noticed that mitigation measures described in 
Appendix I and J do not appear to include sufficient plans 
for a project of this size. 

See Consolidated Response 4. 

S-001, C-005 Mitigation In Appendix J page 2 of the Draft SEIS it is stated that "the 
expanded mining operations anticipated at the Haile site, 
on-site compensatory mitigation is not practicable". In our 
opinion this is not an acceptable management strategy. We 
are advising an addition to this plan that includes a plan to 
keep the land from being completely destroyed in the 
process of mining, We believe that since this mine is being 
expanded the area of mitigation should be expanded due to 
the damaging nature of gold mines. The mine should be 
responsible for taking care of the land while the mine is in 
use and after the mine is gone. The project site covers 5,384 
acres of land and will disturb 3,863 acres of land. The 

The 2008 USACE and USEPA Mitigation Rule emphasizes a 
watershed approach to guide compensatory mitigation 
project site selection and design. The rule authorizes the 
district engineer to consider and accept off-site and/or 
out-of-kind mitigation opportunities that have a “greater 
likelihood of offsetting project impacts” or are 
“environmentally preferable” (33 CFR 332.3[b][6]).  

The Lynches River watershed has been evaluated by Haile 
and the agencies for mitigation opportunities that could 
provide environmental benefits on a watershed and 
regional scale appropriate for the Proposed Project. The 
proposed mitigation sites were selected because they are 
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proposed mitigation sites (Upper Rainbow Ranch, Middle 
Flat Creek, and Lower Flat Creek) only cover 2,759 acres. Is 
the remaining 1,104 acres going to have no mitigation at 
all? There should at least be an effort to restore natural 
vegetation and make all of the disterbed area habitable for 
the species that lived there before the mine. 

outstanding resources, suitable, adequate, and available 
for compensatory mitigation within the Lynches River 
watershed. The proposed mitigation is intended to 
compensate for direct and secondary impacts on 
approximately 86.22 acres of wetlands and approximately 
13,124 linear feet of streams rather than the total acreage 
of lands disturbed by the Proposed Project.1 

Haile has committed to maintain a minimum 50‐foot buffer 
around all non‐impacted wetlands and streams, regardless 
of whether they are located on or off site (SEIS Table 6-2). 
SEIS Appendix H describes the methods that Haile would 
use to reclaim and revegetate land disturbed by mining, 
ore-processing operations, and associated activities to a 
stabilized condition that will provide for the long-term 
protection of land and water resources, minimize the 
adverse impacts of mining, and support the intended post-
mining land use. 

S-002, C-001 Mitigation The Mitigation Plan consists of a permittee responsible plan 
because there are no approved mitigation banks with 
services areas that include HGM. The Mitigation Plan 
includes the perpetual preservation of three separate sites 
along Flat Creek (Upper Rainbow Ranch, Middle Flat Creek, 
and Lower Flat Creek) within the Lynches River watershed. 
In total, these new properties would preserve 106,038.80 
linear feet of stream and 79.39 acres of wetlands. The 
Middle Flat Creek and Lower Flat Creek sites are slated for 
strict preservation only. On the Upper Rainbow Ranch site, 
restoration activities including dam removal and cattle 
exclusion are planned in addition to preservation. The 
Service is generally supportive of the landscape-level, 
imperiled aquatic species preservation approach put forth 
in the Mitigation Plan. In addition, we fully support cattle 
exclusion efforts on Upper Rainbow Ranch as important to 
habitat improvement for the Carolina heelsplitter 

See Consolidated Response 4, which describes revisions 
made to the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of this SEIS). As 
stated in the Upper Rainbow Ranch Final Conceptual 
Stream Restoration Plan (included as Appendix O to the 
Mitigation Plan), Haile will develop a comprehensive 
erosion and sediment control plan to include in the final 
Mitigation Plan with construction drawings at a later date. 
Removing the existing pond and dam embankment would 
eliminate risks associated with sediment mobilization into 
downstream waters of the United States from dam failure. 
Other components of Haile's Mitigation Plan, which include 
maintaining aquatic resource buffers and enhancing and 
restoring natural stream and hydrologic functions within 
floodplains and tributaries, would further reduce potential 
sedimentation within downstream waters of the United 
States. Lastly, protecting land comprising the mitigation 
site in perpetuity by transfer of title to SCDNR for 

 
1 Actual direct and secondary impacts are now estimated to be 85.82 acres of wetlands and 12,856 linear feet of streams. The numbers used here reflect an 
earlier and slightly more conservative estimate of impacts presented in the Mitigation Plan. 
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(Lasmigona decorata) and throughout the watershed. 
However, the pond-to-stream restoration of the 0.95-acre 
pond to 287.65 linear feet of stream on the Upper Rainbow 
Ranch Property has the potential to contribute sediment to 
downstream critical habitat for the heelsplitter. Therefore, 
the Service requests the ability to contribute, review, and 
comment on plans involving this restoration aspect. 

dedication as a heritage preserve reduces the land base 
available for activities detrimental to water quality. USACE 
provided USFWS with a copy of the Applicant’s revised 
Mitigation Plan and will continue to coordinate in 
accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. 

S-007, C-001 Mitigation The Mitigation Plan consists of a permittee responsible plan 
because there are no approved mitigation banks with 
Department’s areas that include HGM. The Mitigation Plan 
includes the perpetual preservation of three separate sites 
along Flat Creek (Upper Rainbow Ranch, Middle Flat Creek, 
and Lower Flat Creek) within the Lynches River watershed. 
In total, these new properties would preserve 106,038.80 
linear feet of stream and 79.39 acres of wetlands. The 
Middle Flat Creek and Lower Flat Creek sites are slated for 
strict preservation only. On the Upper Rainbow Ranch site, 
restorat on activities including dam removal and cattle 
exclusion are planned in addition to preservation. The 
Department is generally supportive of the landscape- level, 
imperiled aquatic species preservation approach put forth 
in the Mitigation Plan. In addition, we fully support cattle 
exclusion efforts on Upper Rainbow Ranch as important to 
habitat improvement for the Carolina heelsplitter 
(Lasmigona decorata) and throughout the watershed. 
However, the pond-to-stream restoration of the 0.95-acre 
pond to 287.65 linear feet of stream on the Upper Rainbow 
Ranch Property has the potential to contribute sediment to 
downstream critical habitat for the heelsplitter. Therefore, 
the Department requests the ability to contribute, review, 
and comment on plans involving this restoration aspect. 

See response to Comment S-002, C-001. 

S-008, C-171 Mitigation PAGE: 6-5 

SECTION: Table 6-2 

COMMENT: The 2nd to last bullet in the “Surface Water 
Resources” section states that Haile must route 
depressurization water through the dust control holding 
tanks to acclimate the water to ambient temperature and 

Revised SEIS Table 6-2 to include storage of 
depressurization water in the Fresh Water Storage Area 
(FWSA) as an alternative option to routing through dust-
control tanks for acclimatization prior to discharge. 
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increase dissolve oxygen prior to release to streams. While 
that is true for the “No Action” Plan, the Proposed Project 
this will store depressurization water in the FWSA, which 
will serve the same purpose. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

S-008, C-172 Mitigation PAGE: 6-6 

SECTION: Table 6-2 

COMMENT: The “Floodplains” section of the Table states 
that Haile will construct mine facilities outside of the 
floodplains. This is not true, as the Proposed Project will 
directly impact some 12.5 acres of floodplains (5 acres of 
which is located outside wetlands) related to the South OSA 
facility. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

Revised SEIS Table 6-2 to indicate that this avoidance 
measure applies "except when authorized by DA permit." 

S-008, C-173 Mitigation PAGE: 6-10 
SECTION: Table 6-2 
COMMENT: The “Cultural Resources” section of this Table 
needs to be updated to bring it current with work that has 
been done since the 2014 FEIS. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the following in the 
“Avoidance and Minimization Measures” column: 
· In the 1st Bullet, replace the work “Execute” with the word 
“Follow” because the 2014 MOA still governs. 
· Replace the 4th Bullet text with: 
“Avoid ‘Eligible’ archaeological sites 38LA0352, 38LA0637 
Locus 3, and 38LA0642 Locus 3 until SHPO completes its 
review of Phase III recovery work and clears those sites. 
· Replace the 5th Bullet with: “Avoid ‘Eligible’ archaeological 
sites 38LA636 Locus 1, 38LA0637 Locus 1, 38LA0654 Locus 
1, and 38LA0727 Locus 2. 
· Add new bullet right after 5th Bullet that says: “Avoid 
‘Unevaluated’ archaeological sites 38LA0660, 38LA0679, 
38LA0690, 38LA0706, 38LA0716, 38LA0726, and 
38LA0760. 
· Revise the current 6th bullet as follows: “Implement Phase 
III data recovery on NRHP-eligible archaeological sites that 
will be affected by the Proposed Project, and implement 

Revised SEIS Table 6-2 to be consistent with changes made 
in SEIS Chapter 4 per response to Comment S-008, C-164. 
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Phase II testing on 
‘Unevaluated’ archaeological sites that will be affected by 
the Proposed Project.” 
· Replace the last bullet with the following: “Relocate the 
Haile Gold Mine School from its temporary location to the 
Town of Kershaw next to the Train Depot.” 

 

S-008, C-174 Mitigation PAGE: 6-10 

SECTION: 6.2.2 

COMMENT: The new Noise/Vibration measure that 
proposes to limit the use of heavy equipment during the 
construction of berms within the West PAG and South OSA 
to the hours of 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. is not practicable for Haile. 
However, Haile will commit to installing noise attenuation 
on the backup alarms on its heavy equipment where it is 
reasonably available. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Please replace the language of the 
currently proposed mitigation measure with the following: 
“For heavy equipment used in construction of berms within 
West PAG and South OSA, Haile will install noise 
attenuation on the backup alarms where reasonably 
available.” 

Revised SEIS Section 6.2.2 as suggested in the comment. 
Any measure applied to attenuate noise from backup 
alarms must not compromise the safety of mine personnel. 

S-008, C-175 Mitigation PAGE: 6-23 

SECTION: 6.3.3.4 

COMMENT: Items No. 3 and 7 state that the mitigation sites 
contain 79.39 acres of wetlands (ignoring the 15.39 acres of 
wetlands currently under conservation easement) but state 
that the mitigation sites contain 117,791 LF of stream 
(including the 11,752 LF of stream currently under the 
same conservation easement). We would recommend 
changing the wetland acres to 94.78 to be consistent with 
parenthetical clarification on how much of the wetlands and 
streams are already under conservation easement. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

Revised Items 3 and 7 in SEIS Section 6.3.3.4 to 
differentiate between existing and new preservation, using 
acreages of wetlands and linear feet of streams provided in 
the Applicant’s revised Mitigation Plan (Appendix J). 

S-011, C-001 Mitigation Haile Gold Mine has not submitted a complete Clean Water 
Act Section 404 mitigation application for review by the 

Haile submitted an updated 404 permit application to 
USACE on February 26, 2021. See Consolidated Response 4 
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USACE and the EPA. The E PA has previously communicated 
to Haile Gold Mine and the USACE the following concerns: 
[each listed as a separate comment...]The EPA recommends 
that Haile Gold Mine address the mitigation issues 
presented prior to the issuance of the Final SEIS and CWA 
Section 404 permits. 

regarding Haile's revised Mitigation Plan, which is 
included as Appendix J of this SEIS. 

S-011, C-002 Mitigation There is a significant portion of stream preservation where 
the applicant only controls one stream bank. The applicant 
proposes cattle exclusion as an enhancement activity; 
however, Haile needs to demonstrate how cattle access or 
other detrimental land use will be prevented on stream 
banks, which would greatly limit protection. Protection of 
the stream banks is an essential element to generate 
preservation credit. 

Of the approximately 117,061 linear feet of streams to be 
preserved in Haile’s Mitigation Plan, Haile owns both sides 
of the stream on 89,804 linear feet or 77 percent of all 
proposed streams. An additional 7,013 linear feet or 6 
percent of the proposed streams is owned or controlled 
under conservation easement by Katawba Valley Land 
Trust or SCDNR. In total, 96,817 linear feet of the proposed 
streams are protected on both sides, which is 83 percent of 
the total. Remaining riparian areas on proposed streams, 
those not owned or controlled by Haile, Katawba Valley 
Land Trust, or SCDNR, consist primarily of forest lands as 
opposed to agriculture. 

S-011, C-003 Mitigation The updated plan indicates cattle have been excluded since 
Haile purchased the property in 2018. However, there was 
no visible evidence of cattle exclusion during a site visit on 
11/14/2019. It remains unclear whether impairments 
caused by cattle will be repaired. If no restoration or 
enhancement is required, perhaps preservation credit is 
more appropriate. 

Although cattle would continue to be excluded from the 
mitigation properties under Haile’s and eventually 
SCDNR’s ownership, the Applicant’s revised Mitigation 
Plan (Appendix J of this SEIS) removes cattle exclusion as 
an enhancement/restoration activity and allocates those 
stream reaches to preservation only. 

S-011, C-004 Mitigation Long-term management/funding has not been included in 
the mitigation plan. Funding to maintain the integrity of the 
site is important and evidence of such should be presented 
as soon as possible. Maintenance activities, particularly 
things like fencing if cattle exclusion is pursued, and funding 
for the long-term stewardship must be sufficient to allow 
exclusion to continue in perpetuity. If South Carolina 
Department of Natural Resources (SCDNR) is the long-term 
steward, it will be important to determine whether the 
State agency has agreed to fund all longterm management 
or what agreement is made with the applicant to ensure 
funds for management are available. 

Section 6.9 of the Applicant’s revised Mitigation Plan 
(Appendix J of this SEIS) describes financial assurances 
and commitments by Haile to implement the proposed 
mitigation. These include Haile's commitment to perform 
the restoration work outlined in the Mitigation Plan at an 
estimated cost of $1 million to $1.5 million before 
transferring property titles to SCDNR, a $2 million 
endowment for SCDNR to use for projects that benefit 
species/habitat in the Flat Creek area, and another $2 
million endowment that SCDNR may use for management 
and maintenance of the mitigation properties in 
perpetuity. 
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S-011, C-005 Mitigation The plan, labeled final, does not include many elements 
needed in a final mitigation plan such as: baseline data for 
areas requiring enhancement/restoration, detailed 
mitigation plan, performance standards, monitoring plans, 
and adaptive management (particularly important if the 
plan moves forward with protection lacking on stream 
banks). 

See Consolidated Response 4. The Mitigation Plan 
(Appendix J of this SEIS) has been revised to include 
baseline data, details of mitigation work plans, 
performance standards, monitoring plans, maintenance, 
long-term management (including adaptive management 
considerations), and financial assurance. 

S-011, C-006 Mitigation The EPA understands that in-stream work may be difficult 
in this area due to the presence of Carolina Heelsplitter, and 
we encourage the applicant to continue to work with the 
state and federal wildlife resource agencies on these issues. 
However, if baseline data show streams in heavily impaired 
conditions, these reaches may not qualify for preservation 
credit. 

The Applicant’s revised Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of this 
SEIS) reports the results of functional assessments of 
existing stream segments proposed for preservation or 
restoration/enhancement at the Upper Rainbow Ranch 
and Middle Flat Creek mitigation sites. See Section 5.5.1 
within Appendices O and P to Appendix J. USACE has 
sought input from SCDNR and USFWS regarding potential 
effects of the proposed mitigation work to Carolina 
heelplitter critical habitat. Effect determinations and any 
required coordination will be performed per Section 7 of 
the Endangered Species Act once an engineered design for 
restoration work has been produced. Note that USACE 
anticipates that effects determinations for threatened and 
endangered species will be made at the time the agency 
issues a nationwide verification letter for the proposed 
mitigation activities. 

S-011, C-007 Mitigation After removing floodplain acreage from wetland numbers, 
the applicant states the plan will preserve/enhance 99.40 
acres of wetlands. However, it appears this number includes 
a 0.95 acre pond (which is being removed for stream 
restoration), a 3.67 acre pond, and 15.39 acres of wetland 
previously protected through a Conservation Easement(s) 
(linear feet of stream may also be affected by any 
Conservation Easement(s)). With these numbers removed, 
the total wetland preservation/enhancement number is 
79.39 acres, less than a 1:1 ratio of proposed impacts. 

Proposed preservation and enhancement in the 
Applicant’s revised Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of this 
SEIS) does not include the 4.62 acres of ponds referred to 
in the comment as compensatory mitigation for proposed 
wetland impacts. The mitigation ratios of compensation 
for direct and secondary impacts in the revised Mitigation 
Plan are now 9.1:1 for streams and 1.3:1 for wetlands (or 
8.3:1 for streams and 1.1:1 for wetlands without existing 
preservation).  

The easement held by the Katawba Valley Land Trust 
encompasses 374.44 acres, including 15.39 acres of 
wetland, 10.55 acres of floodplain, and 11,752.31 linear 
feet of stream. The easement, generally, preserves the 
“Natural Condition” of the property at the time of the 



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

  
Responses to Comments Received on the Draft SEIS 

 

Haile Gold Mine Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement 

10-92 
August 2022 

 

 

Comment ID Category Comment Response 

easement as documented in a baseline survey and report 
referenced in the conservation easement. Exceptions to 
restrictions of the conservation easement specified in 
Grantor’s Reserved Rights include timber management 
and the right to construct new roads and utilities through 
the property. 

Haile believes that assignment of fee simple ownership of 
mitigation properties to SCDNR for dedication as a 
Heritage Preserve and placement into the Corpus of the 
Heritage Trust may provide additional protections beyond 
those provided in the existing conservation easement, 
primarily due to preservation of a larger landscape under 
one owner and one set of restrictions and management 
that also would better protect against any impacts from 
timbering and/or road construction. Therefore, the value 
of the existing conservation easement may be increased by 
protection of the additional mitigation lands and other 
protected lands that serve to protect Carolina Heelsplitter 
habitat on a larger scale. 

Allowing prior eased properties to be used as 
compensatory mitigation when additional protections can 
be provided is consistent with USACE and other agency 
actions on other mitigation projects, including permittee-
responsible mitigation and mitigation banks. 

In response to the comment, the Applicant has increased 
the wetland preservation component to meet a minimum 
ratio of 1:1. See Table 1-4 in Appendix J for a comparison 
of the mitigation resources proposed and the potential 
impacts of the Proposed Project, as well as a cumulative 
comparison that includes mitigation and impacts from the 
2014 FEIS. As specified in 33 CFR 332.3, the USACE district 
engineer will ultimately determine whether the type and 
amount of mitigation provided will compensate for project 
impacts. 

S-015, C-005 Mitigation In addition to these concerns, I have issues with the 
mitigation proposals. The mitigation sites are up stream 
(not even in the same local drainages that are in the gold 

The Proposed Project site is located within the Lynches 
River watershed (HUC 03040202). According to USACE’s 
Regulatory In-Lieu-Fee and Bank Information Tracking 
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mine mining area) from the gold mine, and have no direct 
mitigating offsets to the pollution that is being discharged 
downstream. In addition the properties listed are being 
gifted to the SCDNR, which smacks of a payoff to a govt 
entity for approval of the expansion. Does the Corp not see 
any conflict of interest with that set up? 

System, as of January 3, 2020, there are no approved 
wetland or stream mitigation banks or in-lieu-fee 
programs located within the Lynches River watershed. 
Additionally, there are no approved wetland and/or 
stream mitigation banks or In-Lieu-Fee programs located 
in adjacent watersheds with service areas that can serve 
the Proposed Project site. According to the 2008 USACE 
and USEPA Mitigation Rule, Permittee-Responsible 
Mitigation is the only option. The rule authorizes USACE to 
consider and accept off-site and/or out-of-kind mitigation 
opportunities that have a “greater likelihood of offsetting 
project impacts” or are “environmentally preferable.” As 
required by Section 404 of the CWA, the mitigation 
proposed by the Applicant fully compensates for the loss of 
aquatic resource functions and services as a result of 
construction and operation of the Proposed Project. Any 
land that is placed in the SCDNR Heritage Trust Program 
would be preserved and protected in perpetuity. 

S-018, C-003 Mitigation As far as affecting people’s lives the SEIS does not mention 
mitigation of damage to neighbors from stormwater runoff 
or from air and noise pollution. The lack of installation of 
noise-blocking walls must be addressed in the SEIS. The 
potential of harm to downstream residents in both 
Lancaster and Kershaw Counties must be addressed in 
terms of preventive mitigation and even compensation for 
any incidents related to the mine expansion and operation 
which may cause damages to these residents and their 
properties. 

SEIS Chapter 6 summarizes mitigation and monitoring 
measures to reduce impacts on environmental resources 
from the Proposed Project. These measures are further 
detailed in Appendix I and Appendix J. The monitoring and 
mitigation measures include specific provisions for 
protection of air quality, water quality, and noise. 
Additionally, Appendix F identifies laws, policies, and plans 
applicable to the Proposed Project, including those 
regulating air quality, water quality, and noise. Noise and 
vibration impacts from the Proposed Project are discussed 
in SEIS Section 4.12.2. No exceedance of the Lancaster 
County noise standard is expected during mining 
operations. As such, use of noise-blocking walls has not 
been proposed. 

S-023, C-022 Mitigation 4.1.4 Mitigation for Impacts (P.4-6) – “The Applicant 
intends to follow the same avoidance and minimization 
measures described in Section 4.2.5.1, Applicant’s Proposed 
Avoidance and Minimization Measures, of the 2014 FEIS for 
the Proposed Project.” Comment: Which of the mitigation 

All avoidance and minimization measures listed in Table 6-
1 of the 2014 FEIS, as referenced in Section 4.2.5.1 of this 
SEIS, were incorporated into the DA Permit dated October 
27, 2014 as special conditions per Attachment A, Special 
Conditions for Permit #SAC-1992-24122-4IA. The special 
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measures will be incorporated into project plans? The 
SCDNR recommends that mitigation measures be added as 
permit conditions. 

condition states, “The permitee shall implement measures 
described in the document entitled, Avoidance and 
Minimization Measures, dated September 8, 2014, 
prepared by Haile Gold Mine, Inc.” These avoidance and 
minimization measures are also listed in Table 6-2 of this 
SEIS. 

S-023, C-066 Mitigation [Note: Footnote included in original comment submission 
are omitted here.]The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) Guidelines for Preparing a Compensatory 
Mitigation Plan requires that “at least 50% of the mitigation 
credits generated by a proposed mitigation plan should be 
the result of restoration or enhancement activities.” The 
SCDNR finds that the proposed mitigation does not satisfy 
this criteria and requests that the next iteration of the 
mitigation plan include a combination of restoration and 
enhancement activities to offset the loss of aquatic 
resources associated with the proposed mine’s expansion 
for both streams and wetlands. 

The Applicant prepared a revised Mitigation Plan 
(Appendix J of this SEIS) that proposes a combination of 
preservation, restoration, and enhancement activities. See 
Consolidated Response 4 for an overview of changes to the 
Mitigation Plan. The USACE district engineer will make a 
determination in the Record of Decision regarding 
whether the loss of aquatic resources resulting from the 
Proposed Project will be adequately offset by the 
Mitigation Plan. 

S-023, C-067 Mitigation [Note: Footnote included in original comment submission 
are omitted here.]According to Page 6-18 of the 2014 FEIS, 
the ratio of stream mitigation to impacts was 6.9:1. The 
ratio of wetland mitigation to impacts was 17.9:1. As 
proposed in the conceptual mitigation plan, the ratio for 
stream mitigation to impact is 8.1:1 and for wetlands 0.92:1. 
The SCDNR finds that the proposed mitigation plan for the 
current expansion under review should meet or exceed the 
mitigation to impact ratios used from the 2014 FEIS or 
utilize the credit calculation process as defined and 
explained in the USACE Guidelines for Preparing a 
Compensatory Mitigation Plan. 

The Applicant prepared a revised Mitigation Plan 
(Appendix J of this SEIS) that increases the ratio of aquatic 
resources compensation to direct impacts. The mitigation 
ratios of compensation for direct and secondary impacts in 
the revised Mitigation Plan are now 9.1:1 for streams and 
1.3:1 for wetlands (or 8.3:1 for streams and 1.1:1 for 
wetlands without existing preservation). See Consolidated 
Response 4 for an overview of changes to the Mitigation 
Plan. The USACE district engineer will make a 
determination in the Record of Decision regarding 
whether the loss of aquatic resources resulting from the 
Proposed Project will be adequately offset by the 
Mitigation Plan. 

S-023, C-068 Mitigation The provided plan is conceptual; the SCDNR requests that a 
more detailed plan be provided prior to permit issuance. 

The Applicant prepared a revised Mitigation Plan 
(Appendix J of this SEIS). See Consolidated Response 4 for 
an overview of changes to the Mitigation Plan. 

S-023, C-069 Mitigation In a letter dated June 30, 2011 from former SCDNR Director 
John Frampton states “In the event that future mining is 
expanded beyond the current permit boundary, and if 

Chapter 4 of this SEIS updates the 2014 FEIS for the 
Proposed Project (2014 FEIS) (USACE 2014) by describing 
and analyzing the direct and indirect impacts specifically 
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future mining involves impacts to waters of the United 
States which will trigger the need for a new § 404 permit, 
then those impacts should be considered with these of the 
currently proposed activity in order to evaluate the project 
as a whole with regard to cumulative impacts.” The SCDNR 
finds that this is still the case and would hold true for any 
future expansions beyond what is currently proposed. The 
June 2011 letter has been attached for reference. 

resulting from the expanded mine facilities under the 
Proposed Project. Chapter 5 of the SEIS describes potential 
cumulative effects from the Proposed Project when 
combined with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable actions, including the previously authorized 
activities at Haile Gold Mine. 

S-023, C-070 Mitigation The stream mitigation described in the plan consists 
primarily of stream preservation. The SCDNR recommends 
that the final plan include the appropriate balance of stream 
enhancement and restoration activities (see [C-066] above) 

The Applicant prepared a revised Mitigation Plan 
(Appendix J of this SEIS) that proposes a combination of 
preservation, restoration, and enhancement activities. See 
Consolidated Response 4 for an overview of changes to the 
Mitigation Plan. The USACE district engineer will make a 
determination in the Record of Decision regarding 
whether the loss of aquatic resources resulting from the 
Proposed Project will be adequately offset by the 
Mitigation Plan. 

S-023, C-071 Mitigation Many of the streams slated for preservation have only one-
side of the stream and/or streambank that would be 
protected including most of the 3,056 lf on the Lower Flat 
Creek site, the entirety of Flat Creek and a portion of one of 
its tributaries on the Middle Flat Creek site, and most of Flat 
Creek on the Upper Rainbow Ranch site. Streams where 
only one bank would be protected should be clearly 
indicated and should be listed separately in all applicable 
text and tables. 

See response to Comment C-011, S-002. 

S-023, C-072 Mitigation The wetland mitigation plan equates floodplains with 
wetlands and the combined acreage is often reported 
throughout the plan (see pages 32, 38, 48, etc.). Floodplain 
ecosystems may or may not be considered jurisdictional 
wetlands and should not be included in the reported totals. 
Please revise the text and figures/tables in the final plan to 
reflect only the area of wetlands. 

The Applicant revised the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
this SEIS) to separate floodplain and wetland acreages. The 
Applicant still includes floodplain acreages to recognize 
the floodplains’ valuable functions within the physical 
setting of the properties and the surrounding area. 

S-023, C-073 Mitigation The SCDNR finds that previously preserved aquatic 
resources located on the Middle Flat Creek site (TMS 0114-
00-021.01) that are part of the existing Carolina Heelsplitter 
Conservation Bank should not be eligible for generating 

See response to Comment S-011, C-007. 
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mitigation credit. Any applicable text and tables should be 
revised to reflect only the new aquatic resources that will 
be restored/enhanced/preserved as part of the proposed 
compensatory mitigation plan. 

S-023, C-074 Mitigation The proposed plan includes cattle exclusion as part of the 
restoration activities. Please note that this activity only 
constitutes an enhancement if an active farm/ranch was in 
operation when a mitigation property was purchased. 
Please note that on page 32, the plan states “use of the site 
for livestock had ceased prior to Haile’s purchase of the 
property in November 2018.” If this is not the case, please 
provide documentation of active cattle use at the time of 
purchase. 

Although cattle will continue to be excluded from the 
mitigation properties under Haile’s and, eventually 
SCDNR’s ownership, the Applicant’s revised Mitigation 
Plan removes cattle exclusion as an 
enhancement/restoration activity and allocates those 
stream reaches to preservation only. 

S-023, C-075 Mitigation [Note: Footnote included in original comment submission 
are omitted here.]Please note that draft performance 
standards and draft monitoring activities were not included 
in this conceptual plan. Please include these and other 
required sections of a mitigation plan in the next iteration of 
the mitigation plan. For reference, please see Appendix E in 
the USACE Guidelines for Preparing a Compensatory 
Mitigation Plan. 

Updated the mitigation plan (SEIS Appendix J) to include 
performance standards (Section 6.7) and a monitoring 
plan (Section 6.6) for each of the identified restoration or 
enhancement activities. Appendices O and P to the 
Mitigation Plan provide additional details on performance 
standards and monitoring for proposed stream restoration 
in the Upper Rainbow Ranch and Middle Flat Creek 
mitigation sites. 

S-023, C-076 Mitigation Page 6. Table 1. The combined wetland acreage included on 
the three mitigation sites is reported to be 99.4 acres. 
Please note that the Plan only includes 79.39 acres of new 
wetland preservation. Please update this table to reflect the 
wetland and stream totals that would be protected, 
excluding previously protected resources. 

See response to Comment S-011, C-007. 

S-023, C-077 Mitigation Page 7. Table 2. Please include only the wetland acres in this 
table, not wetland/floodplain acres as shown. 

The Applicant revised the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
this SEIS) to separate floodplain and wetland acreages. The 
Applicant still includes floodplain acreages to recognize 
their valuable functions within the physical setting of the 
properties and the surrounding area. 

S-023, C-078 Mitigation Page 9. In the threats to the watershed section, there is a 
discussion regarding the threat of sand mines to aquatic 
resources throughout the Sandhills. While this statement is 
accurate, please note, however, that the majority of the 
mitigation sites are in the Piedmont Ecoregion and the 

Comment noted. The absence of current mines does not 
remove the threat of mining in future years. 
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Level IV Slate Belt which is not impacted by sand mining. 
Currently, there is only 1 active sand mine in all of 
Lancaster County: 
https://gis.dhec.sc.gov/activeminesviewer/. While 
Chesterfield County may have quite a few sand mines, it 
appears only a few of those are within the upper Lynches 
River watershed affecting the mitigation sites because of the 
minimal inclusion of the Sandhills ecoregion in Lancaster 
County. 

S-023, C-079 Mitigation [Note: Footnote included in original comment submission 
are omitted here.]Page 10. “For the mitigation areas 
presented herein, there is no state or county ordinance that 
requires maintenance of minimum buffers around stream 
channels or wetlands.” Please note that according to the 
USACE Guidelines for Preparing a Compensatory Mitigation 
Plan “upland buffers must be established adjacent to all 
restored, enhanced, or protected wetlands to the maximum 
extent practicable.” 

The sentence cited in the comment refers to the absence of 
any requirement to buffer or preserve streams or wetlands 
through state or county ordinances. As part of the 
Mitigation Plan, the Applicant will establish buffers in 
accordance with USACE Guidelines for Preparing a 
Compensatory Mitigation Plan. 

S-023, C-080 Mitigation Page 11. Please note that the Lower Rainbow Ranch 
Heritage Trust Property does not exist. The lower Rainbow 
Ranch tract was dedicated into the Corpus of the Heritage 
Trust as an addition to the existing Forty Acre Rock 
Heritage Preserve. Also note it should be Katawba Valley 
Land Trust, not “Catawba Land Trust.” 

The Applicant revised the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
this SEIS) to reflect these changes. 

S-023, C-081 Mitigation Page 12 should state these properties may be dedicated as a 
Heritage Preserve and placed into the corpus of the SC 
Heritage Trust. The mitigation properties will be 
incorporated into and managed as a part of the Forty Acre 
Rock Heritage Preserve. The statutes should be updated to 
Section 51-17-80 and 51-17-90. 

The Applicant revised the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
this SEIS) to reflect these changes. 

S-023, C-082 Mitigation Page 14. Please provide the acres of wetland only, not 
wetland/floodplain as described in these sections. 

The Applicant revised the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
this SEIS) to separate floodplain and wetland acreages. 
Floodplain acreages are noted as these areas perform 
valuable functions within the physical setting of the 
properties and the surrounding area. 
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S-023, C-083 Mitigation Page 15. “The sites in Haile’s Supplemental PRM Plan will 
fully offset all impacts proposed with Haile’s permit 
modification and mine expansion (as summarized in Table 
1).” This statement is overbroad and potentially misleading. 
The SCDNR recommends rephrasing this statement to read: 
The sites in Haile’s Supplemental PRM Plan are intended to 
offset anticipated impacts to aquatic resources associated 
with Haile’s proposed permit modification and mine 
expansion. 

The Applicant revised the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
this SEIS) to reflect these changes. 

S-023, C-084 Mitigation Page 15. The statement regarding Haile working with the 
state to make sure the property would be acceptable to the 
Heritage Trust Program needs to be rephrased. These 
properties have yet to be presented to the Heritage Trust 
Advisory Board and the SCDNR Board for action. 

The Applicant revised Section 6.2 of the Mitigation Plan 
(Appendix J of this SEIS) to state "Haile worked with the 
state to assure that the property would be acceptable to 
SCDNR or constitutes a property worth preserving in the 
watershed context." 

S-023, C-085 Mitigation Page 16. Please remove the site selection priorities listed as 
Heritage Trust Criteria. There is no set criteria system for 
prioritization of Heritage Trust Sites that this chart alludes 
to. This comment also applies for pages 38, 41, 44 and 45. 

The Applicant revised the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
this SEIS) to reflect these changes. 

S-023, C-086 Mitigation Page 17. Forty Acre Rock HP is now approximately 3,167 
acres. This comment also applies for pages 25 and 45. 

The Applicant revised the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
this SEIS) to reflect these changes. 

S-023, C-087 Mitigation Page 19. Please rephrase the first sentence to state “It is 
proposed and intended that the identified mitigation 
properties will be dedicated as a Heritage Preserve and 
placed into the corpus of the SC Heritage Trust. The 
mitigation properties will be incorporated into and 
managed as a part of the Forty Acre Rock Heritage Preserve. 
The Heritage Trust Act (51-17-10 et Seq.) defines the 
primary objective of all Heritage Preserves is to "protect the 
natural or cultural character of any area or feature" for 
which the property was dedicated. Objectives for the 
property are to preserve and enhance natural resources 
while restoring and enhancing jurisdictional waters on the 
property.” 

The Applicant revised the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
this SEIS) to incorporate suggested text. 

S-023, C-088 Mitigation Page 19. The SCDNR recommends removing the following 
sentence “When a property is dedicated, the owner that 
retains any interest in the property enters into a Dedication 

The Applicant revised the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
this SEIS) to process for dedication into the Heritage Trust 



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

  
Responses to Comments Received on the Draft SEIS 

 

Haile Gold Mine Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement 

10-99 
August 2022 

 

 

Comment ID Category Comment Response 

Agreement with SCDNR that clearly states any restrictions, 
conditions, permissive and nonpermissive uses.” The next 
sentence (that begins “The Dedication Agreement. . . “) is 
accurate to a point but will need to be reworded as these 
properties would be Dedicated and placed into the Corpus 
of the Heritage Trust. These are two separate processes; 
dedication is defined in 50- 17-80 and the Corpus of the 
Trust in 50-17-90. 

Program and placement into the Corpus of the Heritage 
Trust. 

S-023, C-089 Mitigation Page 19. Last paragraph, quote from Heritage Trust Act – 
The SCDNR suggests removing this paragraph in its 
entirety. Because these properties would be placed in the 
Corpus of the Heritage Trust, it requires a judicial 
proceeding to remove its protections. Please see 51-17- 
90(6). 

The Applicant revised the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
this SEIS) to reflect these changes. 

S-023, C-090 Mitigation Page 25 states the sites are adjacent to and in close 
proximity to the Carolina Heelsplitter Conservation Bank. 
Please identify that one of the project sites is the Carolina 
Heelsplitter Conservation Bank. 

The Applicant revised the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
this SEIS) to reflect this change. 

S-023, C-091 Mitigation Page 29. Mentions Black Spored Quillwort. Appendix L 
(page 395/678 of the pdf, otherwise unnumbered) states 
that “during field investigations Black-spored quillwort was 
observed on this property.” Which tract had Black Spored 
Quillwort? Is it possible for us to get the latitude/longitude 
for that data point and any photos you may have? I’m sure 
our botanist will be extremely interested in this finding. If 
we could get him out there to see it, we would appreciate it. 

Haile will coordinate directly with SCDNR to provide the 
requested information. 

S-023, C-092 Mitigation [Note: Footnote included in original comment submission 
are omitted here.]Page 29 includes citations for the SCDNR 
CWCS and the CWCS 2005 that is not included in the 
reference section. Please note that a new version of the 
CWCS was completed in 2015 and that the document is now 
called the State Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP 2015). 

The Applicant revised the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
this SEIS) to reflect this change. 

S-023, C-093 Mitigation Page 30. Please note that the Sandhill Chub (Semotilus 
lumbee) is not a state-listed protected species. However, it 
is a conservation priority species as designated by the State 
Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP 2015). SWAP species known to 
occur in the Flat Creek and its tributaries include: Rosyside 

The Applicant revised the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
this SEIS) to reflect this change. 
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Dace (Clinostomus funduloides); Highfin Shiner (Notropis 
altipinnis); Swallowtail Shiner (Notropis procne); Greenfin 
Shiner (Cyprinella chloristia); Flat Bullhead (Ameiurus 
platycephalus); Piedmont Darter (Percina crassa); Santee 
Crayfish (Procambarus blandingii); Brook Floater 
(Alasmidonta varicosa); Carolina Lance (Elliptio angustata); 
Atlantic Spike (Elliptio producta); Eastern Elliptio (Elliptio 
complanata); Carolina Heelsplitter (Lasmigona decorata); 
Creeper (Strophitus undulatus); Notched Rainbow (Villosa 
constricta); Eastern Creekshell (Villosa delumbis)SWAP 
species are those species of greatest conservation need not 
traditionally covered under any federal funded programs. 
Species are listed in the SWAP because they are rare or 
designated as at-risk due to knowledge deficiencies, species 
common in South Carolina but listed rare or declining 
elsewhere, or species that serve as indicators of detrimental 
environmental conditions. 

S-023, C-094 Mitigation Page 31. “As seen in many Carolina Slate Belt creeks in 
North and South Carolina, the upper reaches of Flat Creek 
are presently down cutting through accumulated sediments 
produced by past agricultural and silvicultural land uses.” 
Please note that streams that are actively downcutting may 
not be appropriate as preservation reaches for the purposes 
of generating mitigation credit. The SCDNR recommends 
exploring options to restore and/or stabilize the stream. 

None of the streams in the Mitigation Plan have been 
identified as “heavily impaired.” Coordination with SCDNR 
and USFWS to date indicates the streams on the mitigation 
properties, in their present condition, are a high priority 
for preservation, especially considering the significant 
riparian areas also to be preserved. 

S-023, C-095 Mitigation Page 41. Please be advised that it is not appropriate for 
preservation credit to be gained for the purposes of 
compensatory mitigation with already protected lands. 
Properties with existing conservation easements should not 
generate preservation mitigation credit. 

See response to Comment S-023, C-076. 

S-023, C-096 Mitigation Page 43. Fee transfer of title should be written to be to the 
“SCDNR for dedication as a Heritage Preserve and for 
placement of the properties into the Corpus of the Heritage 
Trust”—not fee transfer of title to the Heritage Trust 
Program. 

The Applicant revised the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
this SEIS) to reflect these changes. 
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S-023, C-097 Mitigation Page 45. Please note and add that in addition to entering the 
Dedication Agreement that these tracts will also be placed 
into the Corpus of the Heritage Trust. 

The Applicant revised the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
this SEIS) to reflect these changes. 

S-023, C-098 Mitigation Page 46. Please note that the way the first sentence reads 
regarding “endowments and other monetary payments” is 
that the SCDNR would be receiving funds for placing these 
properties into the Heritage Trust which is not the case. The 
SCDNR recommends removing this sentence and any 
mention of an endowment that would come to the agency 
should be described as Longterm Stewardship Funds for the 
purposes of managing these properties in the Heritage 
Trust program and working towards aquatic resources 
habitat restoration/enhancement, research and other 
biological surveys needed to support the Carolina 
heelsplitter and other aquatic species within the Flat Creek 
Corridor (HUC 030402020104) and the greater Lynches 
River watershed (HUC 03040202). 

The Applicant revised the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
this SEIS) to reflect these changes. 

S-023, C-099 Mitigation Page 46 includes a personal observation citation without a 
name. 

The Applicant revised the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
this SEIS) to reflect these changes. 

S-023, C-100 Mitigation Bottom of page 46 and top of 47 why not include a 
discussion on the preliminary results from the most recent 
field season Alderman conducted looking at habitat and 
occupancy? 

The Applicant revised the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
this SEIS) to reflect these changes. 

S-023, C-101 Mitigation Page 47. “This scope of work is consistent with that 
identified and recommended by USFWS and SCDNR as a 
significant contribution to the overall landscape scale 
mitigation plan proposed by Haile.” While the SCDNR 
recognizes that this scope of work as identified and 
recommended will help support future stream restoration 
projects within the Flat Creek watershed, it would not be 
accurate to say that the SCDNR recognizes this research 
component as a significant contribution to a stream 
mitigation plan, as it does not provide or show functional 
uplift in physical, chemical, or biological parameters of the 
stream. 

Revised Section 6.5.2 of the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
this SEIS) to state, "This scope of work is consistent with 
that identified and recommended by USFWS and SCDNR as 
a significant contribution to the overall landscape scale 
mitigation plan proposed by Haile." 
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S-023, C-102 Mitigation Page 48. Livestock Exclusion. In this section, the plan states 
that the former cattle farming activities “ceased upon 
Haile’s acquisition.” However, on page 32 the plan states 
“use of the site for livestock had ceased prior to Haile’s 
purchase of the property in November 2018.” Please clarify 
and provide documentation to support this claim (see Item 
74 above). 

Although cattle will continue to be excluded from the 
mitigation properties under Haile’s and, eventually 
SCDNR’s ownership, the Applicant’s revised Mitigation 
Plan removes cattle exclusion as an 
enhancement/restoration activity. Removed text quoted 
from Section 6.5.2.1 of the mitigation plan released with 
the Draft SEIS. 

S-023, C-103 Mitigation Page 48. Pond/Stream Restoration. The SCDNR requests 
that a more detailed description of this activity be provided 
in the final plan. Also, are there any other restoration or 
enhancement activities that could be completed on the 
mitigation properties? 

The Palustrine Group prepared stream restoration plans 
for the Upper Rainbow Ranch and Middle Flat Creek 
mitigation sites, which are included in Appendices O and P 
to the Applicant’s revised Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
this SEIS). 

S-023, C-104 Mitigation Page 48. Wetland/Floodplain Enhancement/Restoration. 
Please see Item 74 [C-074] regarding cattle exclusion as a 
mitigation activity. 

See response to Comment S-023, C-074. 

S-023, C-105 Mitigation Page 48. Pine Plantation Enhancement/Restoration. The 
proposed activity would be considered enhancement, not 
restoration. The SCDNR recommends that the word 
“Restoration” be removed from this section. 

The Applicant revised the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
this SEIS) to reflect this change. 

S-023, C-106 Mitigation Page 49. Upland Buffer Enhancement. How long have 
livestock been excluded from these pastures? Have these 
areas been mowed or are they beginning to revegetate 
naturally? If the latter, please describe the early 
successional community that is beginning to replace the 
pastures. 

The Applicant revised the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
this SEIS) to include baseline data for these sites, including 
a description of existing vegetative communities. 

S-023, C-107 Mitigation Page 49. Summary. “Stream, wetland and upland riparian 
buffer enhancement/restoration activities described above 
will be funded and completed after transfer of the 
Supplemental Mitigation Sites to the Heritage Trust. Posting 
of signage will be accomplished after transfer of the sites, as 
well.” Please be advised that the mitigation activities must 
be completed, and success must be demonstrated and 
approved by the USACE, before transfer to SCDNR, not after. 
Haile will need to look to acquire an interim site protection 
mechanism with a restrictive covenant or a term 
conservation easement that would be set up to extinguish at 

The Applicant revised the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
the SEIS) to state  

Haile will hold title to the mitigation properties under 
restrictive covenants and perform the restoration work 
outlined in the Mitigation Plan at its own expense (estimated 
to be $1 million to $1.5 million) before transferring title to the 
SCDNR Heritage Trust. At the time of transferring title, Haile 
will provide an endowment of $2 million (paid in $200k 
annual installments over ten years) that DNR may use for 
management and maintenance of the mitigation properties in 
perpetuity. Also, shortly after SEIS permitting issues, Haile 
also will provide a separate endowment in the amount of $2 
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the time of Dedication and placement of these properties 
into the Corpus of the Heritage Trust. 

million (paid in $200k annual installments over ten years) for 
SCDNR to use for projects that benefit species/habitat in the 
Flat Creek area. Haile understands that SCDNR intends to 
work cooperatively with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in 
applying this special endowment. 

S-023, C-108 Mitigation Page 50. Please replace section 6.6 with the following 
language: Haile will transfer ownership of the mitigation 
tracts to SCDNR for dedication into the Heritage Trust 
Program and placement into the Corpus of the Heritage 
Trust as a part of the Forty Acre Rock Heritage Preserve. 
The Heritage Trust Act (51-17-10 et Seq.) defines the 
primary objective of all Heritage Preserves is to "protect the 
natural or cultural character of any area or feature" for 
which the property was dedicated. Objectives for the 
property are to preserve and enhance natural resources 
while restoring and enhancing jurisdictional waters on the 
property. Additionally, the Heritage Trust Act requires that 
Heritage Preserves be managed "to provide the maximum 
public usage . . . which is compatible and consistent with the 
character of the area" – (S.C. Code of Laws 51-17- 40). These 
uses, consistent with agency mission and management 
objectives, include providing general public access for 
hunting, fishing, wildlife or other natural resource 
observation, wildlife or other natural resource 
photography, environmental education and environmental 
interpretation. Typical SCDNR management involves the 
protection of the resource in addition to traditional natural 
resource management. Traditional management involves 
the enhancement of natural systems to promote 
appropriate ecological conditions and improve habitat 
quality for wildlife and plant species. Judicious timber 
harvesting opens up the canopy and stimulates understory 
development that is beneficial to certain species of plants 
and animals and can be a valuable tool in restoring 
degraded and altered ecosystems. SCDNR may thin and/or 
clearcut pine plantations on the mitigation tracts. If 
plantations are removed, they may be allowed to regenerate 
naturally or be replanted to the appropriate ecological 

The Applicant revised the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of 
this SEIS) to reflect this new language. 
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condition. The appropriate ecological condition will be 
determined by an examination of the soil type of each site 
and a topographical review of each area. This could include 
the conversion of predominately loblolly pine stands to 
longleaf pine or to a mixed hardwood community. Other 
enhancements may include under-planting in certain stands 
with sparse longleaf pine overstory and selective thinning 
to enhance natural stands that have achieved crown 
closure. Traditionally, hardwood stands are protected as a 
part of SCDNR management, unless tree species 
composition or stand health can be improved. The use of 
prescribed fire may also be implemented to restore and 
maintain fire-dependent ecosystems, promoting both 
species and habitat diversity. Prescribed fire, in addition to 
other appropriate control measures, such as the use of 
herbicides or mechanical means (i.e., mowing or Gyro trac), 
may be implemented to control exotic and invasive species. 
Other management activities may include research studies 
or the maintenance of roads for public and management 
access. Long-term management may also include additional 
restoration and enhancement activities on waters of the site 
if future site and environmental conditions need it. 

S-023, C-109 Mitigation The SCDNR recommends that the permit be held in 
abeyance until the requested information, including a final 
mitigation plan, is provided for review and all concerns 
have been adequately addressed 

Appendix J of this SEIS contains Haile's revised Mitigation 
Plan, updated in response to comments received on the 
Draft SEIS. The Mitigation Plan is available for public 
review and comment with publication of this SEIS. USACE 
will consider any comments received during this SEIS 
availability period prior to releasing the Record of 
Decision. 

S-024, C-012 Mitigation For these reasons, and as further explained below, we urge 
DHEC to deny a Section 401 water quality certification and 
the Corps to deny a Section 404 permit modification for the 
proposed expansion of Haile Gold Mine. At the very least, 
the agencies must substantially strengthen the proposed 
avoidance and minimization conditions and increase the 
wetland mitigation ratios and required bond amount to 

See Consolidated Response 4. 
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account for the destructive impacts of the project to local 
ecosystems. 

S-024, C-017 Mitigation But if the agencies disregard Haile’s recidivism and its 
neighbors’ concerns and grant certification and the 404 
permit modification, they must––at the very least––
substantially strengthen the proposed monitoring, 
reporting, avoidance and minimization conditions and 
increase the wetland mitigation ratios and the required 
bond amount to account for the likelihood that Haile will 
continue to illegally pollute the air and water. 

See Consolidated Response 4 for a description of changes 
made to the Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of this SEIS). See 
Consolidated Response 3 for a description of financial 
assurances for mine closure and reclamation, long-term 
monitoring and maintenance, and mitigation. 

S-024, C-037 Mitigation If the Corps does reach the question of mitigation, the 
package must be commensurate with the drastic projected 
harms to aquatic resources. 33 C.F.R. § 332.3(a) 
(“Compensatory mitigation requirements must be 
commensurate with the amount and type of impact that is 
associated with a particular DA permit.”). Here, the 
mitigation package must be more than commensurate with 
the projected harms due to Haile’s history of violating 
environmental law, which means that projected harms are 
likely underestimates and reduces the prospect that Haile 
will ensure the success of its proposed mitigation plan. 

See Consolidated Response 4. 

S-024, C-039 Mitigation [Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.]Although 
the projected harms are likely underestimated, Haile’s 
proposed mitigation package fails to compensate even for 
the projected impacts. In total, Haile’s proposed expansion 
will impact 241.65 acres of wetlands and 88,770.44 feet of 
streams. DSEIS at 4-84, 4-90. However, Haile only plans to 
preserve 79.39 acres of wetlands and 106,038.8 feet of 
streams, id., for a compensation-to-impact ratio of 0.33:1 
and 1.19:1 for wetlands and streams, respectively. Even 
excluding the substantial “indirect” impacts of the project, 
the compensation-to-direct impact ratios are still only 
0.92:1 and 8.1:1 for wetlands and streams, respectively, 
with the vast majority of the credits from the plan 
generated solely from preservation, contrary to the Corps’ 
Guidelines for Preparing a Compensatory Mitigation Plan 

See Consolidated Response 4. 
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(“SOP”). Given the projected impacts to aquatic resources, 
the proposed mitigation package would be a significant loss 
for the watershed and the surrounding community. 

S-024, C-040 Mitigation [Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.]The 
DSEIS asserts without citation that compensatory 
mitigation is not required for so called “indirect” impacts to 
wetlands, streams, and other waters of the United States 
from the proposed project. DSEIS at 6-16. Presumably, this 
means that the Corps may only require mitigation for the 
immediate effects of a discharge to a wetland, and not the 
substantial impacts of groundwater drawdown and surface 
water diversions on wetlands and streams. That is wrong 
and contrary to the “no net loss” of wetlands goal that the 
Corps and EPA are tasked with upholding when considering 
compensatory mitigation. 

CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines do not require 
compensatory mitigation for indirect impacts on wetlands 
and other waters of the United States (including impacts 
from groundwater drawdown or diversions). The SEIS 
identifies all waters of the United States within the 1-foot 
groundwater drawdown contour as having the potential to 
be indirectly affected by the Proposed Project as a 
conservative assumption. Haile is responsible for 
continued monitoring of wetlands and streams in 
accordance with the Haile Gold Mine Wetland and Stream 
Monitoring Plan. USACE is ultimately responsible for 
determining the impacts associated with the Proposed 
Project that must be mitigated.  

S-024, C-041 Mitigation [Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.]In the 
Mitigation Plan, Haile proposes no mitigation for the 155.43 
acres of wetlands and 75,646.44 linear feet of streams that 
will be “indirectly” impacted by this proposal due to 
“activities such as dewatering associated with groundwater 
pumping.” DSEIS at 4-84, 4-90. Under the (unlawful) 
definition of “adjacent wetlands” set forth in the Navigable 
Waters Protection Rule (“NWPR”), a wetland must generally 
touch or have a hydrologic surface connection to another 
jurisdictional feature to be considered a “water of the 
United States.” 85 Fed. Reg. at 22,338. Thus, the proposed 
expansion may cause over 150 acres of wetlands to lose 
jurisdiction by severing the connections that establish 
“adjacency.” Even the unlawful NWPR requires mitigation 
for these losses[...]If the Corps is to rely on the NWPR for 
this permitting decision (it should not), it must consider the 
full effects of the project under the Rule and require 
compensatory mitigation for the sum of impacts. 

USACE is finalizing an approved jurisdictional 
determination (AJD) under the pre-2015 regulatory 
regime, as informed by applicable agency guidance 
documents and consistent with U.S. Supreme Court 
decisions and longstanding agency practice. Indirect 
impacts are not regulated under Section 404 of the CWA 
and, therefore, do not require compensatory mitigation. 
Approximately 104.91 acres of the 155.43 acres of indirect 
wetland impacts and 72,917.64 linear feet of the 75,646.44 
linear feet of indirect stream impacts proposed by the SEIS 
expansion are located in the aquatic resources study area 
defined by the 2014 FEIS. The 2014 FEIS identified 982.58 
acres of wetlands and waters of the United States as having 
the potential to be indirectly affected. The area of 
predicted wetland and stream impacts in this SEIS was 
refined based on the results of wetland monitoring 
conducted in 2017 and 2019, which found no material 
change in the extent or condition of many wetlands and 
streams that were identified as having the potential to be 
indirectly affected in the 2014 FEIS. As noted in the 
response to Comment S-024, C-040, Haile will continue to 
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monitor wetlands and streams in accordance with the 
Haile Gold Mine Wetland and Stream Monitoring Plan. 

S-024, C-042 Mitigation Haile proposes a permittee-responsible mitigation plan 
(“PRM”) that consists primarily of preserving wetlands by 
transferring them to SCDNR’s Heritage Trust Program. 
DSEIS at 6- 22. As the Corps is well aware, preservation is a 
disfavored form of mitigation. 33 C.F.R. § 332.3(a)(2) 
(“Restoration should generally be the first option 
considered because the likelihood of success is greater and 
the impacts to potentially ecologically important uplands 
are reduced compared to establishment, and the potential 
gains in terms of aquatic resource functions are greater, 
compared to enhancement and preservation.”). Because 
restoration is preferable to preservation, greater amounts 
of preservation are required to adequately offset impacts to 
aquatic resources. Id. § 332.3(f)(2) (“The district engineer 
must require a [greater] mitigation ratio . . . where 
necessary to account for the method of compensatory 
mitigation (e.g., preservation)”). The Corps must increase 
the stream footage and wetland acreage subject to 
mitigation to account for Haile’s use of the preservation 
method. Further, in accordance with the Corps’ SOP, “at 
least 50% of the mitigation credits generated by a proposed 
mitigation plan should be the result of restoration or 
enhancement activities.” SOP at 11. 

See Consolidated Response 4. 

S-024, C-043 Mitigation Haile falls significantly short of compensating for lost 
wetlands and streams with the current mitigation package. 
The acreage proposed for preservation is less than what 
will be directly impacted by the proposal and significantly 
less than the project’s combined acreage of indirect and 
direct impacts, and there is little restoration or 
enhancement planned to increase the ecological value of the 
preserved water resources. What little enhancement Haile 
has outlined merely involves fencing to keep livestock out 
of the streambeds, see FEIS at 6-20, a measure that will not 
generate nearly sufficient uplift to compensate for the 
significant loss of water resources from mining activities. 

The Applicant’s revised Mitigation Plan (Appendix J of this 
SEIS) reports the results of functional assessments of 
existing stream segments proposed for preservation or 
restoration/enhancement at the Upper Rainbow Ranch 
and Middle Flat Creek mitigation sites. See Section 5.5.1, 
within Appendices O and P to Appendix J. 

In response to comments, the Applicant has increased the 
wetland preservation component to meet a minimum ratio 
of 1:1. Table 1-4 in Appendix J provides a comparison of 
the mitigation resources proposed and the potential 
impacts of the Proposed Project, as well as a cumulative 
comparison that includes mitigation and impacts from the 
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The Corps has not yet performed a “functional or 
conditional assessment” to determine whether the streams 
and wetlands Haile proposes to preserve are “sufficient to 
replace lost aquatic resource functions” from its expansion. 
Id. § 332.3(f)(2). The public must have an opportunity to 
comment on that analysis before any permitting decision is 
finalized[...]Even assuming that the wetlands proposed for 
preservation are ecologically significant, the preservation 
ratios Haile has proposed are particularly troubling because 
the Corps “must require a mitigation ratio greater than one 
to one where necessary to account for the method of 
compensatory mitigation (e.g., preservation).” Id. 

2014 FEIS. As specified in 33 CFR 332.3, the USACE district 
engineer will ultimately determine whether the type and 
amount of mitigation provided will compensate for project 
impacts. 

S-024, C-044 Mitigation [T]he Corps must not credit Haile for preserving 15.39 acres 
of wetlands and 11,752.31 feet of streams already under 
conservation easement with the Katawba Valley Land Trust, 
see DSEIS at 6-16, as preservation may only be used to 
provide compensatory mitigation where “[t]he resources 
are under threat of destruction or adverse modifications,” 
33 C.F.R. § 332.3(h)(1)(iv). 

See response to Comment S-023, C-073. 

S-024, C-045 Mitigation [A]lthough we appreciate Haile’s commitment to funding 
land preservation efforts in the Lynches River watershed as 
a result of a settlement agreement that was entered into 
prior to the reopening of the Haile Gold Mine, including the 
contribution of $4 million to that effort, this new proposal, 
including the proposed mitigation plan, must be evaluated 
on its own merit. 

As specified in 33 CFR 332.3, the USACE district engineer 
will ultimately determine whether the type and amount of 
mitigation provided will compensate for those impacts 
specific to the Proposed Project. 

S-024, C-046 Mitigation Given the significant toll Haile has already exacted on the 
water resources of the area and the cumulative impacts that 
would result from this proposed expansion, the Corps must 
not allow Haile to proceed with such a paltry mitigation 
package. The Corps must require that the Haile PRM 
generate ecologic uplift through habitat restoration and/or 
enhancement measures commensurate with the significant 
impacts proposed. Given the degraded state of streams in 
the area, there are opportunities to reduce long-term 
sediment input through stream restoration and to create 
healthier habitat for the watershed’s Carolina heelsplitter 

See Consolidated Response 4. 
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population. Haile has given no indication of why a more 
comprehensive mitigation package including such 
restoration would be infeasible. At the very least, Haile 
should be required to significantly increase the acreage of 
proposed preservation to sufficiently match the scale of 
proposed impacts resulting from the mine expansion. If the 
agencies do not deny certification or the Section 404 permit 
modification outright (they should), the Corps must afford 
the public an opportunity to comment on an appropriately-
robust mitigation plan. 

S-043, C-005 Mitigation Additionally, Haile’s proposed mitigation plan is inadequate 
and unlawful. As set forth in Attachment D [Note: 
Attachment D is included in original comment submission], 
Haile’s expansion will cause substantial impacts to wetlands 
and streams around the mine. Haile relies on a disfavored 
form of mitigation––preservation––and has not increased 
mitigation-to-impact ratios accordingly, which should be at 
least 10:1. Moreover, Haile’s claim that it need not mitigate 
at all for the so-called “indirect” impacts of the expansion––
e.g., drying up wetlands from pit de-watering––lacks legal 
support. The 404(b)(1) Guidelines and DHEC’s certification 
regulations both apply to the “activity,” 33 C.F.R. § 332.3(a); 
S.C. Code Ann. Regs. § 61-101(A)(4), and nothing cabins 
Haile’s mitigation duties to the immediate effects of a 
discharge. The Corps has frequently required mitigation for 
indirect impacts to wetlands, and must do so here. 

See Consolidated Response 4 for an overview of changes to 
the Mitigation Plan. The USACE district engineer will make 
a determination in the Record of Decision regarding 
whether the loss of aquatic resources resulting from the 
Proposed Project will be adequately offset by the 
Mitigation Plan (Appendix J). 

S-014, C-002 Monitoring 
and 
management 

Supervision of operations at the Haile Gold Mine should be 
increased. Infractions of regulations should be more heavily 
fined. If OceanaGold cannot improve its operation of the 
Haile Gold Mine and strictly follow all regulations, then its 
mining operations should be shut down and the site should 
be carefully cleaned up at OceanaGold’s expense. 

See Consolidated Response 2 regarding violations of air 
and water quality standards. SEIS Appendix I contains the 
monitoring and management plan for Haile Gold Mine, 
which summarizes monitoring requirements to verify 
compliance with permit terms and regulatory 
requirements. See Consolidated Response 3 regarding 
financial assurances for mine closure and reclamation. 

S-015, C-001 Monitoring 
and 
management 

While originally neutral on the mine coming into the 
Kershaw community, I am very opposed to the expansion of 
the mine. I have attached some links below that deal with 
pollution issues that have been reported about the mining 

See Consolidated Response 2 regarding violations of air 
and water quality standards. SEIS Appendix I contains the 
monitoring and management plan for Haile Gold Mine, 
which summarizes monitoring requirements to verify 
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operation. If the management at the current Haile operation 
cannot control pollution on the existing mining area, what 
makes regulators think that the expansion will be anything 
less than a mess? In addition the news reporting makes it 
sound like the Haile management has tried to hide the 
pollution issues from the public and government agencies. 
Is this the kind of responsible mining that was promised 
when the mine wanted to locate here originally? 

compliance with permit terms and regulatory 
requirements. 

S-023, C-002 Monitoring 
and 
management 

Fish – The two fish sampling locations shown in Figure 3 in 
the Monitoring and Management Plan (Appendix I) do not 
appear to capture the potential impacts to fish species in 
Camp Branch, Haile Gold Mine Creek, Buffalo Creek, or the 
Unnamed Tributary. The SCDNR recommends that new 
survey locations be added on each of these tributaries 
(above the confluence with the Little Lynches River). Figure 
5-1 in Appendix B, Comprehensive Biological Baseline 
Report for Haile Gold Mine 2016-2017 shows multiple 
locations on each tributary that would be suitable for this 
activity. Fish monitoring surveys should be conducted at 
least twice annually, (e.g., late spring and early fall) and 
should be conducted at three locations on each tributary, if 
possible, with the possible exception of Haile Gold Mine 
Creek (one survey should be conducted on Haile Gold Mine 
Creek above the site, and another should be conducted at 
least 150m above the confluence with the Little Lynches 
River). 

Aquatic life monitoring required through Haile's NDPES 
permit includes several types of monitoring, including 
Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) testing and annual 
benthicmacroinvertebrate surveys at multiple points along 
Little Lynches and Haile Gold Mine Creek. Late spring fish 
population surveys are a requirement of Haile's 2014 
Section 401 Water Quality Certification. The proposed fish 
sampling locations and methods in SEIS Appendix I 
describe the monitoring program currently being 
conducted for the operating mine. Impacts on aquatic life 
in other tributaries affected by the proposed mining 
expansion are predicted to occur on an unnamed tributary 
to the southeast of operations, which total 1.8 linear miles 
of direct impacts and habitat fragmentation on lower 
stream reaches. Few to no additional incremental impacts 
are expected beyond the permitted actions described in 
the 2014 FEIS or USACE’s 2020 modification to the 
Applicant’s 2014 DA permit. Haile has also prepared a 
revised Mitigation Plan in SEIS Appendix J to mitigate 
potential effects on streams. Under the CWA, state and 
federal permitting requirements for the mine would 
continue to regulate chemical discharge and sediment 
levels in surface water discharges by setting limitations, 
which are protective of aquatic life. The TSF is designed as 
a zero‐discharge facility with additional monitoring and 
leak-protection systems in place. 

S-023, C-003 Monitoring 
and 
management 

[Note: Footnote included in original comment submission 
are omitted here.] Fish – The survey methods described 
under Item 7 in the Monitoring and Management Plan 

Late spring fish population surveys are a requirement of 
Haile's 2014 Section 401 Water Quality Certification. The 
proposed fish sampling locations and methods in SEIS 
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would be insufficient to capture smaller fishes, such as the 
Sandhills Chub (Semotilus lumbee) and other cyprinids that 
act as indicators of overall stream health. According to the 
plan, “Haile also performs a late spring survey of fish 
populations, using gill nets and fyke nets (both with 3.25-
inch stretch mesh), at two locations below the confluence of 
Haile Gold Mine Creek and the Little Lynches River. . .” (P.16 
of 42). The SCDNR recommends this methodology be 
revised to be more consistent with other stream fish 
sampling techniques, such as those employed by 
Environmental Resources Management in their preparation 
of the Comprehensive Biological Baseline Report for the 
Haile Gold Mine 2016 – 2017 (Appendix B), which followed 
protocols outlined in SCDNR’s Stream Assessment guidance 
(Scott et al. 2011). 

Appendix I describe the monitoring program currently 
being conducted for the operating mine. The target species 
of the ongoing surveys is the blueback herring (Alosa 
aestivalis), which was identified as a species of concern 
raised in the 2014 FEIS. The existing sampling program 
and protocols in the NPDES permit include WET testing 
and annual benthicmacroinvertebrate surveys at multiple 
points along Little Lynches and Haile Gold Mine Creek. 

S-023, C-004 Monitoring 
and 
management 

[Note: Footnote included in original comment submission 
are omitted here.] Invertebrate sampling – The Monitoring 
and Management Plan does not appear to include 
macroinvertebrate sampling. As aquatic 
macroinvertebrates are commonly used as a proxy to detect 
changes in water quality, the SCDNR recommends that 
aquatic macroinvertebrate assessments should be collected 
in accordance with South Carolina Department of Health 
and Environmental Control (SCDHEC) qualitative sampling 
protocols at least one time a year. Biotic index, abundance, 
diversity, and the species list for each station should be 
listed in the monitoring report. The frequency and locations 
should be similar to the fish sampling locations mentioned 
in Item 2 (above). 

Aquatic life monitoring required through Haile's NDPES 
permit includes several types of monitoring, including 
WET testing and annual benthicmacroinvertebrate surveys 
at multiple points along Little Lynches and Haile Gold Mine 
Creek. Macroinvertebrate sampling and analysis is 
conducted annually each spring in accordance with 
SCDHEC qualitative sampling protocols specified in 
SCDHEC Technical Report No. 0914‐17. 

S-023, C-005 Monitoring 
and 
management 

Groundwater – The SCDNR recommends that additional 
groundwater monitoring wells be installed below the TSF 
Reclamation Pond (Underdrain Collection Pond) and the 
proposed South OSA to monitor seepage that may occur at 
those locations. In addition, groundwater wells near the TSF 
should be tested at least once annually for the “List C” 
analyte group as described in Table 5 of the Monitoring and 
Management Plan. 

Bedrock wells MW‐15‐11 and MW-15‐12 are 
downgradient of the TSF. The wells are screened at 
discrete vertical intervals to intercept potential 
groundwater flowpaths downgradient of the TSF. 
Groundwater samples are currently collected on a 
quarterly basis and are laboratory analyzed for List C 
constituents in accordance with the SCDHEC‐approved 
Groundwater and Surface Water Monitoring Plan, dated 
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May 2015. Other monitoring wells adjacent to the TSF are 
monitored for List A constituents. The current plan for 
monitoring at the TSF has provided adequate monitoring 
that should be continued for future planned TSF 
operations. While no groundwater monitoring wells are 
located downgradient of the proposed South OSA, they are 
not needed for that facility because it is an unlined facility 
storing green overburden. However, at the appropriate 
time, SCDHEC will determine whether additional 
groundwater monitoring locations (and parameters to be 
tested per each location) must be included in the 
monitoring and management plan supporting the SEIS 
Mine Expansion Plan, which Haile would monitor 
accordingly. 

S-023, C-006 Monitoring 
and 
management 

Surface Water – The SCDNR recommends that a surface 
water sampling location be added above Camp Branch, on 
the unnamed Tributary to Camp Branch located to the 
South of the TSF. 

Haile has committed to maintain the existing surface 
monitoring locations and has proposed four additional 
locations including one on the unnamed tributary to Camp 
Branch Creek that are being evaluated by SCDHEC. The 
groundwater and surface water monitoring plan for the 
Haile Gold Mine operations may be amended at a future 
time as appropriate by Haile at the request of SCDHEC to 
include additional monitoring locations that Haile will then 
monitor. 

S-023, C-011 Monitoring 
and 
management 

The SCDNR recommends that limnological data including, 
but not necessarily limited to, temperature/dissolved 
oxygen (DO) profiles (taken at 1m intervals or less using a 
YSI probe or equivalent) be collected twice annually in the 
proposed meromictic pit lakes to determine if and when 
stratification occurs throughout the reclamation process. 

Haile's existing Groundwater and Surface Water 
Monitoring Plan (NewFields 2015) includes monitoring of 
pit lake levels and water quality during filling. The 
monitoring is to include the following:  
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⚫ Quarterly measurement of field parameters (i.e., pH, 
acidity, alkalinity, electrical conductivity, and sulfate) 
from surface grab samples. 

⚫ Annual monitoring of water quality parameters and 
metals from surface grab samples. 

⚫ Monitoring of water quality parameters (field and 
laboratory) and metals at discrete depths in the pit 
lakes. 

⚫ Annual during the first 3 years of filling and then every 
third year until Ledbetter Pit Lake approaches an 
outflow condition. 

⚫ Quarterly when Ledbetter Pit Lake is within 2 years of 
initial outflow. 

⚫ WET tests will be performed for pit water 1 year prior to 
initial outflow to Haile Gold Mine Creek. 

S-023, C-019 Monitoring 
and 
management 

Page A-87. “Over time, seepage would be reduced where 
passive treatment systems can effectively treat lower 
flows.” If the flow of seepage is reduced, would the solute 
concentrations be expected to increase? If so, for how many 
years will the seepage be treated? Will the media in the PAG 
cells be replaced every 20 years in perpetuity if the solute 
concentrations continue to exceed levels that can be 
passively treated? 

If flow decreases, solute concentrations would also 
decrease. Since the duration of passive treatment is 
difficult to predict at this time, and because passive cells 
would need to be periodically replaced until SCDHEC 
believes that passive treatment is no longer necessary, 
Haile is funding a $20 million trust fund over the course of 
its mining operations that will be held by the state of South 
Carolina to fund any continued management and 
maintenance of the site during post‐closure, including 
replacement of passive treatment cells and any ongoing 
monitoring, in case the operator abandons the site. 

S-023, C-020 Monitoring 
and 
management 

Page A-89. “Monitoring and replacement of water treatment 
systems will be carried out in accordance with SCDHEC 
regulations.” How long it is anticipated that these systems 
be monitored? 

See response to Comment S-023, C-019. 

S-023, C-039 Monitoring 
and 
management 

Page 4-101. “Continued reductions in fish and 
macroinvertebrate abundance would be expected, but 
negligible effects would be anticipated on overall 
population diversity or community structure.” The SCDNR 
recommends that a fish sampling location be added to Camp 

See response to Comment S-023, C-002. 
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Branch (above the influence of Little Lynches River) to 
verify this claim. 

S-024, C-023 Monitoring 
and 
management 

[Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.]The 
DSEIS states that seepage from the PAG and TSF facilities 
during mining will be captured by an underdrain collection 
system lined with 60-millimiter high density polyethylene 
liner. DSEIS at 4-33. But even the best liner systems allow 
for seepage and have construction and manufacturing 
defects and leaks. Liner systems also fail and are not 
designed to last in perpetuity, as would be required for 
these facilities to ensure that acid generating waste 
materials do not impact water quality in the future. DHEC 
imposed groundwater monitoring conditions in its 2014 
certification for Haile’s reopening; if it grants certification 
(it should not), DHEC must strengthen those conditions in 
light of the projected groundwater impacts of Haile’s 
expansion and its history of non-compliance with 
monitoring conditions. 

SEIS Section 4.2.2.1 has been updated to provide 
clarification and additional details about liner systems for 
the PAG and TSF facilities. Any potential seepage from the 
Duckwood TSF and PAG storage areas would be captured 
by underdrain systems, which would be monitored during 
operation and closure to verify the integrity and proper 
function of the system. Section 9 of Haile's Monitoring and 
Management Plan (SEIS Appendix I) desribes the 
groundwater monitoring protocol. 

S-024, C-052 Monitoring 
and 
management 

The proposed Haile expansion includes measures and 
controls that would require longterm post-closure 
operations and maintenance (O&M) to protect water 
quality. The need for long-term post-closure O&M, facilities 
replacement, and monitoring should be acknowledged in 
the DSEIS. 

Sections 14.5.12 and 15.5.13 of Haile's Monitoring and 
Management Plan (SEIS Appendix I) summarize post-
closure care and maintenance and monitoring activities 
that will be conducted at Haile Gold Mine to verify 
compliance with regulation and permit requirements. See 
Consolidated Response 3 for a description of bonding 
related to post-closure monitoring and management. 

S-008, C-178 NEPA 
process 

PAGE: 8-2 

SECTION: 8.1 

COMMENT: The last paragraph states that the Draft SEIS 
will be available for comment for 90 days. This should be 
changed to 50 days (March 4th – April 23rd). 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

Corrected SEIS Section 8.1 to indicate that the Draft SEIS 
was available for public comment from March 4 through 
April 23, 2021. 

S-008, C-179 NEPA 
process 

PAGE: 8-4 

SECTION: 8.3 

COMMENT: The 1st paragraph again references a 90-day 
public review and comment period for the Draft SEIS but 

Corrected SEIS Section 8.3 to indicate that the Draft SEIS 
was available for public comment from March 4 through 
April 23, 2021. 
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later refers to the comment period as a 45-day comment 
period. The 90-day reference should be revised to refer 
either to the actual 50 days between March 4th and April 
23rd or 45+ days to confirm that the USACE has met its 
requirement. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

S-039, C-001 NEPA 
Process 

NEPA was not intended to be a community comment period, 
in which, there's no Q & A. That's -- that's not how NEPA 
was designed to be. I know it's deteriorated into -- into this 
that we make comments and you make careful note that we 
made comments. But actually NEPA was to involve the 
community in actual planning, putting them in during the 
planning, having discussions along the way. But the mining 
industry doesn't work that way and I'm sorry that our 
government has decided to side with -- it's not just the gold 
mine but other heavy, international, industrial 
corporations.[...]I would suggest that there be no action 
alternative until NEPA is properly followed. To pit a 
community of people, such as Ms. Cooper and Ms. Boyce, 
who want to see water saved and the environment 
protected against a good man -- I'm sure Mr. Byrd, Joey 
Byrd, as an employee of the mine appreciates the jobs that 
have been brought there. But to pit these two groups 
against one another is not the NEPA way. 

The manner in which public involvement has been 
conducted for the SEIS is consistent with USACE and 
SCDHEC protocols and in compliance with the 
requirements of NEPA. To give the agencies adequate 
opportunity to process and consider all public comments 
received on the Draft SEIS, and coordinate with 
appropriate regulatory and technical experts, responses 
have been provided in this chapter of this SEIS. 

S-039, C-005 NEPA 
Process 

I understand the -- the terms that you -- that DHEC uses, 
public -- public hearing verus public meeting. And I -- I 
wasn't aware that you had had a public meeting. 

A public scoping meeting was held on April 18, 2019, at the 
Andrew Jackson High School in Kershaw, South Carolina. A 
joint virtual public hearing was held on April 1, 2021. Oral 
and written comments were accepted at both the public 
meeting and public hearing. The public meeting format 
used during public scoping was intended to share 
information about an SCDHEC action and receive feedback 
from attendees in a group setting. The public hearing 
format was used after publication of the Draft SEIS to 
provide an opportunity for oral and written comments to 
be given to SCDHEC and USACE in a group setting, and to 
satisfy SCDHEC's regulatory requirements in a formal 
setting. 
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S-039, C-006 NEPA 
Process 

[A]nswering people's questions one-on-one actually 
prevents other people from hearing didn't kinds of 
questions and getting answers. I might have a set of four 
questions that I -- I would like answered. Someone else 
might have three. They would be different and we -- we 
would each learn something about our questions but not 
about one answering people's questions one-on-one 
actually prevents other people from hearing didn't kinds of 
questions and getting answers. I might have a set of four 
questions that I -- I would like answered.· Someone else 
might have three. They would be different and we -- we 
would each learn something about our questions but not 
about one another's. So I would urge DHEC and the Army 
Corps, if you have not had a public meeting, whether it is in 
person or whether it is virtual, I would urge you to do that. 

The manner in which public involvement has been 
conducted for the SEIS is consistent with USACE and 
SCDHEC protocols and in compliance with the 
requirements of NEPA. To give the agencies adequate 
opportunity to process and consider all public comments 
received on the Draft SEIS, and coordinate with 
appropriate regulatory and technical experts, responses 
have been provided in this chapter of this SEIS. USACE and 
SCDHEC consider all comments before determining the 
most appropriate actions and responses. 

S-039, C-007 NEPA 
Process 

The other thing that we were told earlier in this -- at the 
beginning or during the presentation is that the idea of 
balancing the benefits and the harms are going to be the -- 
the way the decision is made. And the public does not know 
what the criteria are or the formula that might be used to 
weight the benefits of -- versus the harms. 

The Record of Decision issued after this SEIS explains 
USACE’s determinations on the DA permit application for 
the Proposed Project with respect to specific evaluation 
criteria. These evaluation criteria are established by 
USACE regulations at 33 CFR 320-332, including 33 CFR 
320.4, and various other regulations such as USEPA’s CWA 
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines at 40 CFR Part 230. USACE's 
permit decision, as documented in a Record of Decision, 
will be informed by the impact analysis conducted for the 
SEIS. 

S-042, C-003 NEPA 
Process 

Thank you for allowing me to -- to verbalize some of my 
concerns and concerns that I talked to my neighbors who 
share those same concerns to me. They're not out there. 
They're not making the necessary contact and several of my 
neighbors have told me that they have not even -- they've 
not even received any information regarding this process 
tonight. 

Thank you for your comment. Additional information on 
the Proposed Project and NEPA process can be found on 
the project website at 
http://www.hailegoldmineseis.com/index.html. Email 
Shawn.A.Boone@usace.army.mil or HGM_AR@icf.com to 
request to be added to the project's mailing list in order to 
receive public notices and project updates. 

S-008, C-056 Noise and 
vibration 

PAGE: 3-107 
SECTION: 3.12.2.1 
COMMENT: The Leq values presented in the ERM Technical 
Report (Appendix M) are the equivalent sound level over 
the specified measurement timeframe (i.e., a continuous 

Revised SEIS Section 3.12.2.1 as suggested in the comment. 
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level having the same total sound energy as the fluctuating 
level measured), not a strict arithmetic average of recorded 
sound levels. To avoid confusion, the edited text is 
suggested. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the following language in the 
1st paragraph: “Noise monitoring was conducted at 12 
locations in the vicinity of the mine, and average 1- hour 
equivalent and maximum values are tabulated for each of 
these sites in a technical report.” 

S-008, C-057 Noise and 
vibration 

PAGE: 3-107 
SECTION: 3.12.2.1 
COMMENT: Not all the measurement 2020 locations are 
considered sensitive areas. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the following language at the 
beginning of the 2nd paragraph: “Monitoring at each of the 
locations was done for a duration of approximately 1 hour 
on two consecutive days to document 
variation in noise levels and maximum noise levels at 
sensitive uses several locations in the study area.” 

Revised SEIS Section 3.12.2.1 as suggested in the comment. 

S-008, C-058 Noise and 
vibration 

PAGE: 3-107 
SECTION: 3.12.2.1 
COMMENT: The individual Leq values are not average 
levels. Suggested rewording to clarify what is presented in 
Table 3.12-1 is provided. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the 2nd sentence of the 2nd 
paragraph as follows: Considering the higher of the two 
measured Average Leq levels at each location, Leq values 
ranged from were found to have a maximum value of 62.2 
dBA Leq to and a minimum value of 50.5 dBA Leq across the 
12 locations. 

Revised SEIS Section 3.12.2.1 as suggested in the comment. 

S-008, C-059 Noise and 
vibration 

PAGE: 3-107 

SECTION: 3.12.2.1 

COMMENT: There was one location (Location 4) where 
mine sources were noted as dominant. Accordingly, it is 
suggested that “typically” be inserted in the sentence as 
shown. 

Revised SEIS Section 3.12.2.1 as suggested in the comment. 
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SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the 4th sentence of the 2nd 
paragraph as follows: “It was observed that peaks in noise 
level were primarily due to non-mine related vehicle 
passersby on local roads, while equipment noise from the 
mine was audible, but typically noted as less noticeable 
compared to noise from local traffic. 

S-008, C-061 Noise and 
vibration 

PAGE: 3-108 
SECTION: 3.12.2.1 
COMMENT: As noted in the comment above, not all 
measurement locations are sensitive areas. Thus, we are 
providing a suggested change to the Table 3.12-1 title. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the Table 3.12-1 title as 
follows: “Noise Monitoring Results at Measurement 
Locations Surrounding Noise-Sensitive Uses near Haile Gold 
Mine, March 9 and 10, 2020.” 

Revised SEIS Section 3.12.2.1 as suggested in the comment. 

S-008, C-140 Noise and 
vibration 

PAGE: 4-138 

SECTION: 4.12.4.2 

COMMENT: USACE proposes mitigation measure of limiting 
use of heavy equipment to 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. during 
construction of berms within West PAG and South OSA. This 
proposed new mitigation measure is not practicable for 
Haile. However, Haile will commit to installing noise 
attenuation on the backup alarms on its heavy equipment 
where it is reasonably available. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Please replace the language of the 
currently proposed mitigation measure with the following: 
“For heavy equipment used in construction of berms within 
West PAG and South OSA, Haile will install noise 
attenuation on the backup alarms where reasonably 
available.” 

Revised SEIS Section 4.12.4.2 as suggested in the comment. 
Any measure applied to attenuate noise from backup 
alarms must not compromise the safety of mine personnel. 

S-008, C-141 Noise and 
vibration 

PAGE: 4-138 

SECTION: 4.12.5 

COMMENT: Include ERM Noise Report in Reference List: 
Ambient Noise Monitoring Report for Haile Gold Mine 
(ERM/March 2020). 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise References accordingly. 

Added reference to SEIS Section 4.12.5. 
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S-016, C-001 Noise and 
vibration 

We used to have a quiet, tranquil property prior to the gold 
mine beginning operations. Now, we hear the roaring of 
their machinery and trucks all day and evening. We also 
hear their daily explosions/blasts which not only are 
extremely loud but shake our entire home. 

Noise and vibration impacts from the Proposed Project are 
discussed in SEIS Section 4.12.2. In the 2014 FEIS, a worst-
case noise condition was developed that described overall 
noise levels from 51 pieces of equipment operating 
simultaneously at a given time. Noise levels from 
individual types of equipment added under the Proposed 
Project would be similar to existing equipment, such as 
rock crushers, mobile equipment, and drills. Assuming up 
to 10 additional similar pieces of equipment are added to 
existing mining operations, and operating in similar 
locations, overall noise levels under this new worst-case 
condition would increase by a magnitude of less than 1 
decibel (dB) relative to the No Action Alternative. This is 
also allowing for the remote likelihood that the new total 
of 61 equipment types (51 pieces in the existing case plus 
10 pieces added under the expansion) would operate 
simultaneously at a given time. In general, noise and 
vibration impacts from mining and blasting activities are 
anticipated to be similar to current ongoing operations at 
Haile and not exceed Lancaster County noise standards, 
but short-term increases in noise levels and changes in the 
locations of noise sources may occur. SEIS Table 6-2 
identifies avoidance and mitigation measures applied to 
reduce the potential for noise and vibration impacts on 
residences and other sensitive land uses surrounding the 
mine site. 

S-021, C-004 Noise and 
vibration 

(3) Will we hear any noise from the mining operation that 
would be considered excessive?The answer we received 
was NO. The BUFFER ZONES will eliminate most of the 
noise and the project will not even be closeto us or at that 
part of the permited area.This was false. 

SEIS Section 4.12 contains analysis of potential noise and 
vibration impacts from the Proposed Project. In general, 
noise and vibration impacts from mining and blasting 
activities are anticipated to be similar to current ongoing 
operations at Haile and not exceed Lancaster County noise 
standards, but short-term increases in noise levels and 
changes in the locations of noise sources may occur. SEIS 
Table 6-2 identifies avoidance and mitigation measures 
applied to reduce the potential for noise and vibration 
impacts on residences and other sensitive land uses 
surrounding the mine site. 
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S-021, C-006 Noise and 
vibration 

The constant noise day and night of back-up alarms, 
equipment running, and the banging of dump beds prevent 
us from a good night's sleep. It's not every night but it is 
most. We now cherish the nights mining is taking place in 
other areas. The BUFFER ZONES are nonexistent, adn the 
project can be seen from our properties. The vibration from 
the daily blasting during the week has also been a 
discomfort but I do kno it is a necessary part of mining. 

SEIS Section 4.12 contains analysis of potential noise and 
vibration impacts from the Proposed Project. In general, 
noise and vibration impacts from mining and blasting 
activities are anticipated to be similar to current ongoing 
operations at Haile and not exceed Lancaster County noise 
standards, but short-term increases in noise levels and 
changes in the locations of noise sources may occur. SEIS 
Table 6-2 identifies avoidance and mitigation measures 
applied to reduce the potential for noise and vibration 
impacts on residences and other sensitive land uses 
surrounding the mine site. 

S-033, C-003 Noise and 
vibration 

Also, the noise levels of work being done are a huge 
problem esp at night, all hours of the night also with 
Morgan Corp. I have documentation of each night I haven't 
been able to sleep well at night because of the noise. 

Chapter 4, Section 4.12, contains analysis of potential noise 
and vibration impacts from the Proposed Project. In 
general, noise and vibration impacts from mining and 
blasting activities are anticipated to be similar to current 
ongoing operations at Haile and not exceed Lancaster 
County noise standards, but short-term increases in noise 
levels and changes in the locations of noise sources may 
occur. Chapter 6, Table 6-2 identifies avoidance and 
mitigation measures applied to reduce the potential for 
noise and vibration impacts on residences and other 
sensitive land uses surrounding the mine site. 

S-036, C-004 Noise and 
vibration 

And also the noise ordinances, if they follow any noise 
ordinances. There are quite a few nights I have not been 
able to sleep. There are a lot of loud trucks, with the things 
that they do sometime. I'm not sure exactly what they're 
doing at times but it seems like they're doing some work 
with the expansion of that tailing storage. And that is hard 
to sleep at night with that so I'm not understanding why 
they allow that to happen so many times all night long and 
not stop at a normal time like at 9:00 o’clock at night so 
people can sleep. 

Noise and vibration impacts from the Proposed Project are 
discussed in Section 4.12.2. In the 2014 FEIS, a worst-case 
noise condition was developed that described overall noise 
levels from 51 pieces of equipment operating 
simultaneously at a given time. Noise levels from 
individual types of equipment added under the Proposed 
Project would be similar to existing equipment, such as 
rock crushers, mobile equipment, and drills. Assuming up 
to 10 additional similar pieces of equipment are added to 
existing mining operations, and operating in similar 
locations, overall noise levels under this new worst-case 
condition would increase by a magnitude of less than 1dB 
relative to the No Action Alternative. This is also allowing 
for the remote likelihood that the new total of 61 
equipment types (51 pieces in the existing case plus 10 
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pieces added under the expansion) would operate 
simultaneously at a given time. In general, noise and 
vibration impacts from mining and blasting activities are 
anticipated to be similar to current ongoing operations at 
Haile and not exceed Lancaster County noise standards, 
but short-term increases in noise levels and changes in the 
locations of noise sources may occur. Chapter 6, Table 6-2 
identifies avoidance and mitigation measures applied to 
reduce the potential for noise and vibration impacts on 
residences and other sensitive land uses surrounding the 
mine site. 

S-008, C-002 Project 
description 

PAGE: ES-1 to ES-2 
SECTION: Executive Summary 
COMMENT: In Paragraphs 2 and 3, the references to June 
2019 and June 2020 applications to DHEC for Mine Permit 
modifications is somewhat confusing. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: At the end of the 1st half of the last 
sentence of Paragraph 2 (before the semi-colon), we 
recommend adding the phrase “consistent with the SEIS 
Proposed Project.” 
We also recommend adding the following language to the 
1st sentence of Paragraph 3: “Further, in June 2020, Haile 
applied to SCDHEC Mining and Reclamation for an interim 
modification of its existing mine permit (DHEC Permit No. 
1-000601), as well as an interim modification of its existing 
DA permit to affect WOUS, while related permitting 
processes for the SEIS Proposed Project were pending.” 
Finally, in the 1st sentence on page ES-2, we recommend 
replacing the word “proposed” with the word “interim.” 

 

Revised the SEIS Executive Summary to incorporate 
comments. 

S-008, C-003 Project 
description 

PAGE: ES-4 

SECTION: Executive Summary 

COMMENT: In the 1st bullet at the top of the page, the total 
disturbed acres for the Proposed Action should be 4,060 
acres, not 4,800 acres per Table A-2 of the SEIS Project 
Description / Revision 3 (April 2021). 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace 4,800 acres with 4,060 acres. 

Revised total life-of-mine disturbed acreage for the 
Proposed Action reported in the Executive Summary of 
this SEIS to 3,747 acres. See Consolidated Response 1, 
which explains revisions to the project boundary and 
layout acreages for this SEIS. 
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S-008, C-004 Project 
description 

PAGE: 1-3 
SECTION: 1.1 
COMMENT: In the 1st sentence below Figure 1-1, the text 
states that “Haile initiated its mining activities in 2015” . . . 
To be more precise, Haile initiated preconstruction 
activities for its mine in 2015, and did not formally initiate 
its mining operations until October 2017. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text as follows: “Haile 
initiated preconstruction mining activities for its mine in 
2015 and did not formally initiate its mining operations 
until October 2017. 

 

Revised SEIS Section 1.1 to incorporate comments. 

S-008, C-005 Project 
description 

PAGE: 1-4 

SECTION: 1.2 

COMMENT: In the 1st sentence of the 2nd to last paragraph, 
the text states that 4,080 acres will be disturbed, but the 
correct total disturbance is 4,060 acres. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace 4,080 acres with 4,060 acres. 

Revised total life-of-mine disturbed acreage for the 
Proposed Action reported in SEIS Section 1.2 to 3,747 
acres. See Consolidated Response 1, which explains 
revisions to the project boundary and layout acreages for 
this SEIS. 

S-008, C-006 Project 
description 

PAGE: 1-7 

SECTION: Table 1-1 

COMMENT: This Table contains numerous permits that no 
longer exist, is missing at least one of Haile’s current 
permits (i.e., the 404 Permit), and is inaccurate in its 
description of Haile’s RCRA Generator Status (which is 
Large Quantity Generator, not a Conditionally Exempt Small 
Quantity Generator). 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise Table to track with Haile’s 
Response to RAI (SEIS) No. 4-143 submitted on November 
1, 2019. 

Updated SEIS Table 1-1 to be consistent with the list of 
permits provided in RAI No. 4-143, as subsequently 
updated based on further coordination with Haile per RAI 
No. 10-332. 

S-008, C-007 Project 
description 

PAGE: 2-3 

SECTION: Table 2-1 

COMMENT: In the “2020 Status” column of the 4th item in 
the “Facilities” section of Table 2-1, the only NPDES Ponds 
that are operational are the 19, 465, 500 Ponds. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise Table accordingly. 

Revised SEIS Table 2-1 to incorporate comments. 
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S-008, C-008 Project 
description 

PAGE: 2-4 

SECTION: 2.2.2 

COMMENT: The first sentence refers to seven pits when 
eight distinct pits were recognized in the FEIS – i.e., the 
seven listed in the narrative plus Small Pit. (Note the last 
two sentences of the 1st paragraph refer to “five” pits that 
have been or are currently being mined and “three” 
remaining pits, so this language does accurately capture the 
total of “eight” pits.] 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace references throughout the 
paragraph from “seven” pits to “eight” pits. 

Revised SEIS Section 2.2.2 to incorporate comments. 

S-008, C-009 Project 
description 

PAGE: 2-8 

SECTION: 2.2.6 

COMMENT: The access road from the Mill to the TSF noted 
in the last sentence of the 1st paragraph includes an 
overpass of US 601. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: In the last sentence of the 1st 
paragraph, after the phrase “access road” include the 
following language: “(including overpass of US 601).” 

Revised SEIS Section 2.2.6 to incorporate comments. 

S-008, C-010 Project 
description 

PAGE: 2-9 

SECTION: 2.2.8 

COMMENT: In the 4th bullet on “Fire Protection Water,” the 
250k-gallon tank referenced is a backup source of fire 
protection water. The primary source is the Haile 
depressurization water holding tank. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise Table accordingly. 

Revised SEIS Section 2.2.8 to incorporate comments. 

S-008, C-011 Project 
description 

PAGE: 2-12 

SECTION: 2.3.1 

COMMENT: In the 3rd from last bullet, there is a typo when 
describing the Green OSA capacity under the Proposed 
Action. It should be 209.4M tons. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace “209.4.0” with “209.4” M 
tons. 

Revised SEIS Section 2.3.1 to incorporate comments. 

S-008, C-012 Project 
description 

PAGE: 2-12 

SECTION: 2.3.1 

Revised SEIS Section 2.3.2.1 to indicate 3.8 million troy 
ounces of production. 
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COMMENT: The paragraph immediately below the bullet 
points states that the Proposed Project will increase gold 
production to 3.09M ounces. Table A-1 of the SEIS Project 
Description / Revision 3 states that Haile intends to 
produce about 3.46M troy ounces, which translates into 
3.8M ounces. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

S-008, C-013 Project 
description 

PAGE: 2-12 

SECTION: 2.3.1 

COMMENT: The total disturbance for the Proposed Project 
is about 4,060 acres, which is about 1,107 acres more than 
the No Action disturbance of 2,953 acres – 2,612 acres 
(FEIS) plus 341 acres (2020 Minor Mod). 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace 1,399 acres of new 
disturbance with 1,107 acres; replace 4,080 acres of total 
disturbance with 4,060 acres. 

Revised acreages in SEIS Section 2.3.1 to state, "The 
Proposed Action would result in approximately 953 acres 
of new disturbance and a life-of-mine surface disturbance 
of 3,747 acres within the 5,469-acre project boundary." 
See Consolidated Response 1, which explains revisions to 
the project boundary and layout acreages for this SEIS. 

S-008, C-014 Project 
description 

PAGE: 2-15 
SECTION: Figure 2-5 
COMMENT: In the Figure’s Legend, the description for the 
gold parallel lines used within pit shells should read “To be 
partially backfilled,” not “To be backfilled.” All pits will 
become part of a pit lake, so none will be fully backfilled. 
Also, both Figures 2-4 and 2-5 are slightly inaccurate in that 
Haile is using only the eastern half of the original Hayworth 
OSA – i.e., the half that falls within the footprint of the new 
South OSA. The western half of Hayworth OSA will be used 
for the ground surface level staging area for underground 
mine operations and the 500 Pond. (That said, no need to 
revise these graphics just for this.) 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Add the word “partially” to any pits 
described as “backfilled.” 

 

Revised Figure 2-5 to display revised mine layout GIS data 
and label pits "to be partially backfilled." 

S-008, C-015 Project 
description 

PAGE: 2-17 

SECTION: 2.3.2.1 

COMMENT: In the 1st sentence, remove Chase Pit (because 
that no longer exists as it has merged into Ledbetter Pit) 

Revised SEIS Section 2.3.2.1 to clarify which pits are 
proposed for expansion under the Proposed Action and to 
note that the Chase Pit has been merged into the Ledbetter 
Pit. 
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and add Champion Pits to the end of the list (because 
Champion will expand too). 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

S-008, C-016 Project 
description 

PAGE: 2-17 

SECTION: Table 2-3 

COMMENT: The Proposed Action “Ore Tons” and “Gold 
Contained” columns are wrong. Per Table A-1 of the SEIS 
Project Description / Revision 3, the ore tons and gold 
contained for “open pits” should be 63.1M tons and 3.02M 
troy oz.; for “underground,” they should be 3.4M tons and 
.44M troy oz.; and for total, they should be 66.5M tons and 
3.46 troy oz. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise Table accordingly. 

Revised SEIS Table 2-3 to incorporate comments. 

S-008, C-017 Project 
description 

PAGE: 2-18 
SECTION: 2.3.2.3 
COMMENT: In the 1st full paragraph, the phrase “HDPE 
liner” should be replaced by 
“HDPE liner on two feet of low permeability soil." 
In addition, the phrase “used for backfilling pits” should be 
replaced with “amended with lime when used for backfilling 
pits to a level beneath groundwater (or pit lake) 
inundation.” 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

 

Revised SEIS Section 2.3.2.3 to incorporate comments. 

S-008, C-018 Project 
description 

PAGE: 2-18 

SECTION: Table 2-4 

COMMENT: Per Table A-8 of the SEIS Project Description / 
Revision 3, the “backfill in pit” tonnage should be 126.7M 
tons, not 113.5M tons. Similarly, the overburden used for 
“DTSF expansion” should be 41.7M tons, not 56.6M tons.In 
addition, the Appendix A reference in the last paragraph to 
the Project Description should be to “Revision 3” of the 
Project Description (dated April 2021), not the 2018 
version. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

Revised SEIS Table 2-4 to incorporate comments. 
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S-008, C-019 Project 
description 

PAGE: 2-28 

SECTION: 2.3.3 

COMMENT: Figure 2-12 or the Underground Mine is not 
accurate and should be replaced with Exhibit 1 of Haile 
2021 Draft SEIS Comments (New Figure 2-12). 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace Figure 2-12 with new figure 
provided in Exhibit 1. 

Replaced SEIS Figure 2-12 with a new figure provided in 
Exhibit 1. 

S-008, C-020 Project 
description 

PAGE: 2-29 

SECTION: 2.3.5 

COMMENT: In the 1st sentence of the 2nd paragraph, the 
previously permitted height of the TSF is 630 amsl, not 
bmsl. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace “bmsl” with “amsl.” 

Revised SEIS Section 2.3.5 as suggested. 

S-008, C-021 Project 
description 

PAGE: 2-29 

SECTION: 2.3.6 

COMMENT: The last two sentences of the 2nd paragraph 
describe the FWSA and Retention Dam in a confusing (if not 
inaccurate) way. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace the final two sentences of 
the 2nd paragraph with the following text: “Surface water 
currently is being temporarily detained and diverted 
around the open pits to Lower Haile Gold Mine Creek by a 
Detention Dam constructed in 2019. The Proposed Project 
would convert that Dam into a Retention Dam that captures 
stream flow up to 470 feet amsl and diverts the remaining 
stream flow around the open pits.” 

Revised SEIS Section 2.3.6 as suggested. 

S-008, C-022 Project 
description 

PAGE: 2-29 

SECTION: 2.3.6 

COMMENT: The description in the 3rd paragraph of how 
Contact Water is handled is also somewhat confusing and 
inaccurate. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace the 2nd sentence with the 
following text: “Contact water is collected, stored in HDPE-
lined ponds (465, 470, 500, and 19), and is either used in 
the Mill or treated at the onsite CWTP for storage in the 

Revised SEIS Section 2.3.6 to incorporate comments. 
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FWSA or discharge as a point source under an NPDES 
permit.”Also, in the 3rd sentence, replace “2,000 gpm” with 
“2400 gpm.” 

S-008, C-023 Project 
description 

PAGE: 2-30 

SECTION: 2.3.7.1 

COMMENT: The last two sentences of the paragraph are not 
completely accurate. It does not fully describe how yellow 
backfill is handled and it seems to suggest that the only pits 
to receive no backfill are the Champion Pits (when 
Ledbetter also receives no backfill). 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace the last two sentences with 
the following text: “Pits will be backfilled only with green 
and yellow classified material, and any yellow material will 
be amended with lime and backfilled to a level that 
ultimately will be inundated by groundwater or the pit lake. 
Ledbetter, Champion, and Champion Southwest Pits would 
not be backfilled because they would be the last pits mined.” 

Revised SEIS Section 2.3.7.1 to incorporate comments. 

S-008, C-024 Project 
description 

PAGE: 2-30 

SECTION: 2.3.7.2 

COMMENT: The last two sentences of the 1st paragraph are 
not completely accurate in their description of how 
Ledbetter Reservoir vs. the two Champion Reservoirs will 
fill after mining ceases. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace the last two sentences with 
the following text: “Mill Zone, Snake, Haile, Red Hill, and 
Ledbetter commingled pits would fill with groundwater, 
precipitation/runoff, and a portion of flow diverted from 
Haile Gold Mine Creek to form Ledbetter Reservoir. 
Champion and Champion Southwest Pits would each form 
their own much smaller pit lakes as they fill with 
groundwater and precipitation/runoff.” 

Revised SEIS Section 2.3.7.2 to incorporate comments. 

S-008, C-025 Project 
description 

PAGE: 2-59 

SECTION: 2.6.5 

COMMENT: Table 2-11 and the 2nd paragraph after the 
Table both state that HD-2 would generate another 69M 
tons of yellow and green overburden and that HD-3 would 

Revised SEIS Table 2-11 and associated text in Section 
2.6.5 to be consistent with the overburden and PAG 
volume estimated provided by Haile in response to RAI No. 
9-224. 
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generate another 104M tons of yellow and green 
overburden. Haile is not sure where these number come 
from because its UG Alternatives Analysis in Response to 
RAI (SEIS) No. 9-224 states that HD-2 would generate 
another 74M tons of overburden (of which 40.7M tons 
would be PAG), and that HD-3 would generate another 
102.9M tons of overburden (of which 51.5M tons would be 
PAG). 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise HD-2 and HD-3 overburden 
(including PAG) numbers accordingly. 

S-008, C-026 Project 
description 

PAGE: 2-60 

SECTION: 2.7 

COMMENT: The 4th reference listed is Haile’s Project 
Description, but that reference should cite “Revision 3” 
(dated April 2021), not the 2018 version. In addition, the 
reference list does not appear to include the most recent 
version of Haile’s Alternatives Analysis prepared in August 
2020 (shortly after the 2020 Minor Modification issued). 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the Reference list to update 
the Project Description version and include the latest Haile 
Alternatives Analysis. 

Revised references and corresponding in-text citations to 
refer to Revision 3 of Haile's Project Description and the 
August 2020 version of Haile's alternatives analysis. 

S-008, C-027 Project 
description 

PAGE: 3-2 

SECTION: 3.0.2 

COMMENT: The “No Action” Project Boundary is 
approximately 4,552 acres (not 4,540), acres, and the 
“Proposed Action” Project Boundary is 832 acres larger or 
approximately 5,384 acres (not 5,372 acres). 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the 1st paragraph of section 
3.0.2 (General Setting) accordingly. 

Revised acreages in SEIS Section 3.0.2 to state, "The 
project boundary would be expanded by approximately 
947 acres from 4,522 acres to 5,469 acres, of which 
approximately 3,747 acres would be disturbed over the life 
of the mine." See Consolidated Response 1, which explains 
revisions to the project boundary and layout acreages 
since the Draft SEIS. 

S-008, C-177 Project 
description 

PAGE: 7-5 
SECTION: 7.3 
COMMENT: In the middle of the 1st paragraph, the 
narrative refers to the cover for the TSF and PAG facilities 
as “geomembrane.” While they all are capped with HDPE 
lining, that geomembrane sits on top of a 5-foot layer of 
saprolite for the PAG facilities, which is an important point 

Revised SEIS Section 7.3 to incorporate additional 
information concerning liners provided in the comment. 
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worth clarifying. 
In the same paragraph, the sentence following the TSF and 
PAG covers discusses their seepage collection systems and 
refers to a “liner” for these, as well. The TSF and PAG 
seepage collection systems are not just “lined”; they are 
double-lined with HDPE-lining sitting atop a two-foot layer 
of low permeability soil, which is an important point worth 
clarifying. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: After the sentence that discusses the 
TSF and PAGs being “closed with geomembrane to minimize 
water infiltration,” add the following parenthetical 
sentence: “(In addition, to being covered with a 60-mil 
HDPE liner, the PAG facilities also are covered with a 5-foot-
thick layer of saprolite on which the HDPE liner will sit.)” 
Revise the next sentence as follows: “These facilities would 
be constructed with a double-liner (of HDPE lining on top of 
a 2-foot layer of low permeability soil) beneath and an 
underdrain system to capture any seepage from those 
closed cells.” 

 

S-023, C-016 Project 
description 

Page A-68 mentions that Stage D will “Relocate and 
construct a new channel for upper Camp Branch Creek.” 
Please provide more details regarding the construction of a 
new channel for Upper Camp Branch Creek, including 
construction diagrams/plans and design parameters. 

Haile provided the design drawings and parameters for the 
relocation of the upper Camp Branch Creek channel during 
construction of Stage D of the TSF in the Haile SEIS Design 
Report. Haile provided a copy of those design drawings 
and parameters to SCDNR directly. The runoff channel 
would be relocated to the north side of the Duckwood TSF 
and would include appropriate erosion protection 
designed to SCDHEC standards and similar to existing TSF 
runoff collection channels. 

S-023, C-017 Project 
description 

Page A-86 mentions that “the FWSD and pipes would 
remain in place above the reconstructed Lower Haile Gold 
Mine Creek channel.” Please provide more details regarding 
the reconstruction of a new channel for Lower Haile Gold 
Mine Creek, including construction diagrams/plans and 
design parameters. 

Haile has constructed a gravel, flow‐dispersion area where 
the diversion piping around the open pits currently 
reconnects to the natural Lower Haile Gold Mine Creek 
channel to minimize scouring and erosion from the 
diversion pipe discharge. Other than this flow‐control best 
management practice, there is no other existing or planned 
channel reconstruction of Lower Haile Gold Mine Creek 
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required during active mining, reclamation, or post‐
closure. 

S-023, C-018 Project 
description 

Page A-86. “Finally, the benches are spaced so that 
equipment can reach areas from the bench above and the 
bench below, should repairs be needed on the slopes.” Are 
repairs anticipated for the slopes of the OSAs or for the TSF? 

Haile does not anticipate repairs being needed for the PAG, 
OSA, or TSF covers; however, Haile has planned the design 
of its PAG facility and OSA benches, as well as its TSF dam 
slopes, to facilitate maintaining their soil/vegetation 
covers and the liners beneath the PAG and TSF soil covers. 

S-026, C-001 Project 
description 

Is there a map with the expansion available. Figure A-3 in SEIS Appendix A depicts the proposed 
expansion areas relative to the original project boundary. 

S-027, C-001 Project 
description 

I need to know the new lines. USACE is unclear what "new lines" are referred to in the 
comment. Figure A-3 in SEIS Appendix A depicts the 
proposed expansion areas relative to the original project 
boundary. 

S-033, C-001 Project 
description 

Stage D construction expectations include realigning 
portions of Estridge Ave, the road which I and my father live 
on. How will that impact us? 

Impacts may vary depending on the specific locations of 
your residences. SEIS Figure 2-13 shows proposed 
realignments of Duckwood Road and US 601, which would 
be the primary roads realigned. The junction of US 601 and 
Estridge Avenue would be straightened and widened to 
increase visibility for drivers along with other 
improvements such as markers, signs, and increased 
shoulder width. A traffic impact study prepared by Campco 
Engineering in 2018 provides additional details on 
proposed road realignments. Please contact USACE Project 
Manager, Shawn Boone (Shawn.A.Boone@usace.army.mil, 
843-329-8158) directly for more information. 

S-008, C-063 Public health 
and safety 

PAGE: 3-122 

SECTION: Table 3.16-3 

COMMENT: The numbers in this chart are accurate in that 
Haile has not had any fatalities to date, but the numbers 
related to NFDL and NDL from 2017-2019 are incorrect and 
should read as follows: [See table provided in original 
comment submission]. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise Table accordingly. 

Revised SEIS Table 3.16-3 and associated text to 
incorporate revised table values. 

S-008, C-064 Public health 
and safety 

PAGE: 3-125 
SECTION: 3.16.2.3 
COMMENT: Under the “Emergency Response” section, the 

Revised SEIS Section 3.16.2.3 as suggested in the comment. 
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2nd sentence of last paragraph reads “The EAP include 
inundation maps of areas that may be flooded if the TSF 
should breach are noted.” 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise to “The EAP includes 
inundation maps of areas that may be flooded if the TSF 
Dam should breach are noted.” 

 

S-008, C-147 Public health 
and safety 

PAGE: 4-154 

SECTION: 4.16.1 

COMMENT: Acreage within SEIS Project Boundary is 5,384 
acres, not 5,484 acres. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace 5,484 acres with 5,384 acres. 

Revised acreage of the Proposed Action project boundary 
to 5,469 acres in SEIS Section 4.16.1. See Consolidated 
Response 1, which explains revisions to the project 
boundary and layout acreages since the Draft SEIS. 

S-016, C-005 Public health 
and safety 

I know there are many largescale mining operations out 
west but they are in remote areas that do notimpact 
residential areas. I believe that is a responsible way to 
handle mining. However, this mine istoo close to homes and 
families that were here before they reopened operations 
and it is clear to methat the operators of this mine, do not 
take seriously the negative impact they have on those of 
usthat live here. 

Refer to public health and safety analysis in SEIS Section 
4.17, which addresses measures proposed to protect 
public health, safety, and the environmental. Avoidance 
and minimization measures that would continue to be 
applied to protect public health and safety are listed in 
Section 4.18.4.1 of the 2014 FEIS. 

S-025, C-002 Public health 
and safety 

Interesting to discover that this atrocious operation in 
Lancaster/Kershaw not far from my home in Pageland, SC, 
is one of the largest gold mines in Eastern United States and 
that Mercury levels are impossible to remediate, although 
obviously no one's tried[...]But of course, there is no 
mention of the many other toxic releases from gold mines 
such as cyanide, arsenic, lead, cadmium, excess aluminum, 
zinc and other harmful metals. We became aware of these in 
Colorado where the open pit mines robbed locals of their 
health including clean drinking water. I wouldn't be 
surprised to learn that living here for several years is why 
my husband was tested to suffer from lead and cadmium 
deposits in his bones for which he is enduring costly 
chelation treatments. Maybe that's why my neighbors 
across the street, husband and wife, both suffered from 
Parkinsons? Ron Tweedie died from the disease a year ago 
and Kris moved down to Myrtle Beach suffering alone. 

Water quality standards applicable in South Carolina are 
shown in Table 3.2-1. Table 4.2-19 shows the background 
surface water quality concentrations of metals and results 
of surface water quality modeling conducted for the Haile 
Gold Mine operation. Modeling results indicate that 
cadmium, mercury, and thallium are calculated to exceed 
water quality standards in Table 3.2-1. However, the 
calculated values of cadmium and mercury are 
approximately equal to the method detection limit of the 
input values for the analysis and should be interpreted as 
being at or below the detection limit of the values used in 
the model, rather than as potential exceedances. FEIS 
Figure 4.2-8 shows the simulated groundwater flow paths 
and travel times for particles from pit lakes and 
underground mine, and Figure 4.2-9 shows simulated 
groundwater flow paths and travel times for particles from 
backfilled areas. The Duckwood TSF and PAG storage areas 
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are not expected to measurably affect groundwater quality 
outside of the footprints of the facilities either during 
mining or after closure. The facilities would be underlain 
by 60-millimeter HDPE liners with underdrain collection 
systems during operation, and capped with 60-millimeter 
HDPE covers overlain by a minimum of 2 feet of growth 
media after closure. 

See Consolidated Response 2 for further discussion of 
previous exceedances of discharge standards for mercury. 
Non-compliant results for mercury culminated in Haile, 
with SCDHEC’s approval, constructing and commissioning 
a different approach to its mercury abatement with the 
assistance of third-party contractor, Lochhead Haggerty. 
Working with SCDHEC, Haile has implemented a pollution-
control system for mercury emissions that has been 
successful in preventing exceedances of permitted 
mercury emissions limits. 

S-041, C-001 Public health 
and safety 

I live two miles from the mine and we have two creeks that -
- on our property that are unfortunately downstream from 
the mine. And having read over the last couple of years the 
different violations with mercury, cyanide, rat poison, and 
so forth, I just wonder about the long-term effects, not only 
for our land but for my children and my grandchildren. And 
I'm definitely opposed to any expansion of the mine at this 
point. 

Water quality standards applicable in South Carolina are 
shown in SEIS Table 3.2-1. SEIS Table 4.2-19shows the 
background surface water quality concentrations of metals 
and results of surface water quality modeling conducted 
for the Haile Gold Mine operation. Modeling results 
indicate that cadmium, mercury, and thallium are 
calculated to exceed water quality standards in SEIS Table 
3.2-1. However, the calculated values of cadmium and 
mercury are approximately equal to the method detection 
limit of the input values for the analysis and should be 
interpreted as being at or below the detection limit of the 
values used in the model, rather than as potential 
exceedances. 

See Consolidated Response 2 for further discussion of 
previous exceedances of discharge standards for mercury. 
Non-compliant results for mercury culminated in Haile, 
with SCDHEC’s approval, constructing and commissioning 
a different approach to its mercury abatement with the 
assistance of third-party contractor, Lochhead Haggerty. 
Working with SCDHEC, Haile has implemented a pollution 
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control system for mercury emissions that has been 
successful in preventing exceedances of permitted 
mercury emissions limits. 

S-042, C-002 Public health 
and safety 

And then additionally I have several relatives who reside 
there in the close -- close proximity of the gold mine. And 
they have experienced tremendous health concerns that are 
relative to some of the things that have been pointed out as 
it relates to this cyanide and other conditions from the 
possibility of having it ingested or being close to it. And then 
most of this so far and the impact on wildlife but we need to 
be concerned about human life. 

SEIS Table 4.16-3 provides a summary of impacts related 
to public health and safety. 

S-001, C-006 Reclamation, 
closure, and 
bonding 

The reclamation efforts made for the open-pits through 
restoring the land and environmental value of the surface of 
the mine site after the ore is extracted is a good plan, 
however the definition provided for "Reclamation" in 
Appendix C says that the land will be restored to the 
approximate original appearance by restoring topsoil, 
native grasses and ground covers. Open-pit mining 
produces nearly ten times the amount of waste as many 
underground mines as there is a huge environmental 
impact seen in the massive amounts of topsoil, overburden, 
and barren or waste rock that has to be removed (Fashola 
et al., 2016). This Draft SEIS does not give any specific 
information on how they will restore the topsoil to the 
previous health. Soil is a very sensitive part of an ecosystem 
that many plants rely on for nutrients therefore it is 
essential to restore it and ensure that long term issues are 
addressed. We suggest that you include a section in the 
Final EIS on what specific measures you will take to ensure 
the quality of the soil is similar to what it was before the 
mine. While the mining site may look similar to the way it 
looked before, the health of the environment will not be the 
same without planning for proper alternatives to maintain 
the ecosystems stable. 

During the mine operating period, Haile will consult with 
SCDNR and SCDHEC; establish vegetation test plots and 
perform other studies to establish, confirm, and refine 
appropriate vegetation species and seeding rates; and 
determine the need for soil amendments and overall 
vegetation procedures to establish sustainable vegetation 
post-closure for the intended land use. Upon completion of 
active mining, facilities will be reclaimed pursuant to 
Haile’s Reclamation Plan (SEIS Appendix H). This will 
include covering disturbed areas with growth media (the 
original soil removed to get to the overburden and ore) as 
needed, revegetating them, and monitoring and managing 
the site to verify that revegetation is successful. Over time, 
through the natural addition of organic material to soils, 
the soils will become similar in quality to pre‐mining 
conditions. 

S-004, C-002 Reclamation, 
closure, and 
bonding 

I would ask that since the impacted area will be increasing 
that the bond to cover the restoration be increased by an 

See Consolidated Response 3. 
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appropriate amount. We would certainly defer to the Corps 
and DHEC regarding what that amount should be. 

S-009, C-002 Reclamation, 
closure, and 
bonding 

Their stewardship track record is poor.Given the history 
and extent of damage from gold mines in the state of South 
Carolina, DHEC and the US Army Corps of Engineers,USACE 
have years of experience as to the long term negative 
ecological impacts, financial burdens for clean-up costs paid 
for by citizens rather than by the polluting companies, and 
companies' illegal releases of toxins and unplanned failures 
of containment systems. Two cases in point are the Barite 
Hill/ Nevada Goldfields Mine in McCormick County and the 
Brewer Gold Mine in Chesterfield County. When each mine 
stopped operations, their responsibilities and 
accountability for clean up were abandoned to DHEC and 
the EPA. These abandoned mines had become Superfund 
sites. (The USACE never accepts responsibility for having 
permitted polluting companies which close and flee (often 
under cover of filing of for bankruptcy.)The history of 
mining in South Carolina, and the history of poor 
stewardship and fines from Haile Gold needs to guide us 
here.I urge the requests to be denied. 

See Consolidated Response 2. 

S-011, C-010 Reclamation, 
closure, and 
bonding 

COMMENT: Financial Assurance - On December 1, 2017, the 
EPA announced a CERCLA Section 108(b) final rule 
reflecting the decision not to issue final regulations for 
financial responsibility requirements for hardrock mining 
facilities. The EPA concluded the degree and duration of risk 
associated with the modern production, transportation, 
treatment, storage or disposal of hazardous substances by 
the Hardrock Mining industry does not present a level of 
risk of taxpayer funded response actions that warrant 
financial responsibility requirements under CERCLA. 
SCDHEC is currently negotiating the amount of financial 
assurance with Haile Gold Mine based on information 
provided in the mining reclamation plan. The EPA notes 
that the most recent Reclamation Plan was provided on 
April 30, 2020. Haile has proposed a total reclamation cost 
of $83,452,000. 

See Consolidated Response 3. 
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RECOMMENDATION: The EPA recommends that the 
reclamation plan provide for financial assurance to cover 
the 30-year post sampling and the mining reclamation of 
the site. The costs should reflect future expenses such as 
inflation. 

S-017, C-002 Reclamation, 
closure, and 
bonding 

It is clear at this point that the mine expansion doesn't just 
present risks. If the expansion is approved, the damages will 
be inevitabilities. Haile's reclamation efforts after the mine 
closes in 2031 are unlikely to be adequate. They may be fine 
on paper, but OceanaGold has shown time after time that it 
cannot or will not live up to its promises. Haile's proposed 
expansion isn't worth the pollution, both of Kershaw itself 
and of the surrounding area's water and air. I urge you to 
turn down the proposal. 

See Consolidated Response 2 regarding violations of air 
and water quality standards. See Consolidated Response 3 
regarding financial assurances for mine closure and 
reclamation. 

S-023, C-013 Reclamation, 
closure, and 
bonding 

Stream and Wetland Reclamation – Page 15 of the 
Conceptual Mitigation Plan (Appendix J) describes how 
“Haile will reestablish streams at the Project Site during 
reclamation, restoring aquatic functions.” These activities 
do not appear to be described in the Reclamation Plan 
(Appendix H). Please provide the details of this proposed 
activity. 

To clarify, Haile will not be seeking mitigation credit for 
any work to reestablish streams within the Proposed 
Project boundary during reclamation. Haile’s Mitigation 
Plan (SEIS Appendix J) encompasses off‐site preservation 
(as well as some restoration and enhancement) of an 
outstanding aquatic resource to compensate for wetlands 
and streams affected on site by the Proposed Project.  

Under the Proposed Project, opportunities to reestablish 
streams on site would be limited because none of the open 
pits would be fully backfilled; thus, streams within the pit 
disturbance area previously slated for reestablishment 
under the authorized mine plan now would be subsumed 
by Ledbetter Reservoir. However, there would be some 
opportunity for reestablishing streams temporarily 
displaced by proposed mine expansion activities; for 
example, the stream segments flooded above the Retention 
Dam to create the FWSA would revert to their former 
stream channels once the Retention Dam is converted to a 
low head dam and Haile Gold Mine Creek flows through 
Ledbetter Reservoir.  

Finally, Haile’s Draft Reclamation Plan is currently under 
review by SCDHEC and will continue to be updated as 
required by condition #12 in Haile's Mine Operating 
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Permit. Further details regarding on‐site stream 
reestablishment opportunities will be incorporated prior 
to actual reclamation based on more current site 
information at that time. 

S-023, C-014 Reclamation, 
closure, and 
bonding 

Revegetation – The SCDNR prefers and recommends the use 
of native warm season grasses and/or other native forbs 
that would be beneficial for wildlife and pollinators for 
stabilization. Native warm season grass species suggestions 
include: Indiangrass (Sorghastrum nutans), big bluestem 
(Andropogon gerardii) and little bluestem (Schizachyrium 
scoparium). A list of beneficial pollinator plant species, such 
as milkweed (Asclepias spp.), for the southeast may be 
found at www.xerces.org/pollinators-southeast-region/ or 
by visiting http://www.pollinator.org/guides. Additional 
South Carolina native pollinator plant species that may be 
applicable for use at the site during reclamation can be 
found in Appendix A of the Technical Guidance for the 
Development of Wildlife and Pollinator Habitat at Solar 
Farms at 
https://www.dnr.sc.gov/solar/assets/pdf/solarHabitatGui
de.pdf. 

Haile’s Draft Reclamation Plan is currently under review 
by SCDHEC and will continue to be updated as required by 
condition #12 in Haile's Mine Operating Permit. Haile’s 
Final Reclamation Plan (and reclamation activity) will 
include revegetation per SCDHEC requirements; however, 
SCDHEC requirements do not include specification of 
specific grass species. 

S-024, C-001 Reclamation, 
closure, and 
bonding 

As the agencies are well aware, South Carolina has a history 
of gold mining in the area of the State known as the Carolina 
Slate Belt. Notably, previous mining operations in South 
Carolina have left a legacy of long-term contamination and 
the need for expensive remediation and long-term 
monitoring and maintenance, as evidenced by the now-
shuttered Superfund sites at the Brewer and Barite Hill 
mines. In light of what has occurred in the short time since 
Haile Gold Mine re-opened in 2015, we are concerned that it 
may be headed for a similar fate. 

See Consolidated Response 3. 

S-024, C-008 Reclamation, 
closure, and 
bonding 

Third, given Haile’s history of compliance issues and the 
paucity of information about its tailings management and 
reclamation plans, it is imperative that the agencies require 
sufficient financial assurance to guarantee the success of 
mitigation and reclamation at the site. However, the DSEIS 
contains no discussion of what financial assurance will be 

See Consolidated Response 3. 
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required, and Haile’s proposed assurance calculations are 
riddled with errors and may be low by as much as 50%. The 
agencies must carefully scrutinize these figures and put out 
a proposal for public review before making any permitting 
decision. 

S-024, C-038 Reclamation, 
closure, and 
bonding 

[Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.]Haile’s 
history and the gravity of the required mitigation demand 
substantial financial assurance for any proposal.The Corps 
has not yet proposed an amount of financial assurance for 
mitigation, see DSEIS Appx. J at 50, and must offer the public 
a chance to comment on that figure before granting any 
permit modification. 

See Consolidated Response 3. 

S-024, C-047 Reclamation, 
closure, and 
bonding 

According to the DSEIS, the Duckwood Tailings Storage 
Facility (“DTSF”) “would be reclaimed by implementing a 
dry closure process,” DSEIS at 2-31, purportedly similar to 
the one described in the 2014 FEIS, Appendix A, Section 
11.6. The DSEIS states that at the completion of mining and 
ore processing, the DTSF would be dewatered by 
draindown and evaporation, suggesting that, over time, 
flows would be reduced to a level where passive treatment 
of DTSF draindown water would replace active treatment 
for long-term management. Id. at 2-31–32. After this, the 
DTSF would be covered with a 60-milimeter HDPE 
geosynthetic liner and 2 feet of vegetated growth media in 
stages, with a total of 5–10 years required to stabilize the 
DTSF and complete the cover placement. Id. at 2-32. The 
DSEIS does not provide a schedule for the described DTSF 
reclamation activities. Appendix H, Section 2.7.1 better 
clarifies the details, but it too does not provide a schedule 
for the reclamation activities, including those described for 
the DTSF. 

Haile's Draft Reclamation Plan (SEIS Appendix H) provides 
a preliminary schedule for closure of key facilities (i.e., the 
TSF and PAG facilities). The time required for closure of 
mine facilities, particularly the TSF, is difficult to predict at 
this time. There are many variables that affect the amount 
of drain down required for safe placement of the HDPE 
cover and then additional drain down (once the cover is in 
place to prevent further influx of precipitation) to 
eventually achieve seepage flow levels (and quality) that 
can be effectively addressed by passive treatment. 
Knowledge of factors that affect the amount and duration 
of drain down required would increase with further study 
of critical conditions affecting facility closure as cessation 
of mining approaches. In accordance with condition #15 of 
Haile's Mine Operating Permit, I-000601, Haile must 
submit a more detailed Reclamation Plan for SCDHEC 
review and approval no later than 6 months prior to the 
cessation of mining. Reclamation timing and techniques 
may change based on information available at that time. 
The plan will include provisions for closure of the 
associated process water, tailings mass consolidation if 
necessary, and placement of the tailings cap/cover system 
with SCDHEC-approved quality control/assurance 
procedures. 
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S-024, C-048 Reclamation, 
closure, and 
bonding 

[Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.]TSF 
closure conditions are described in the DSEIS using the 
term “dry closure.” This term does not provide sufficient 
information upon which to base an analysis of efficacy given 
the present technical practices and recommendations with 
respect to TSF closure either for the bulk TSF or pyritic TSF. 

As used in the Reclamation Plan (Appendix H), dry closure 
of the TSF is intended to convey that tailings material 
would be isolated from exposure to the environment and 
infiltration of water into the tailings would be minimized. 
Specific technical practices will be described in a 
subsequent iteration of the Reclamation Plan submitted 
for SCDHEC review and approval as the end of mining 
approaches, as explained in the response to Comment S-
024, C-047. 

S-024, C-049 Reclamation, 
closure, and 
bonding 

[Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.]From 
what information is provided in the DSEIS, it is unclear 
when or how the DTSF will ever move past the active care 
phase. The applicant provides insufficient information to 
explain how the DTSF will achieve the passive care phase, 
and appears to underestimate the duration and nature of 
necessary active care measures. The DSEIS should include a 
reclamation and closure plan that identifies what stage of 
TSF closure is expected to be achieved and when, and 
whether the term “dry closure” includes anything other 
than dewatering of the tailing supernatant. The DEIS should 
also identify stable landform closure as an alternative for 
the TSF if it is not clear that the proposed action would 
result in that condition being achieved within a reasonable 
time-frame. The DEIS should also address mitigation as an 
alternative, such as using intervention techniques (e.g., wick 
drains and loading with waste rock or borrow material) to 
achieve stable landform conditions. 

See response to Comment S-024, C-047. 

S-024, C-050 Reclamation, 
closure, and 
bonding 

[Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.]Appendix 
H, Section 3.0 does provide some details that should be 
shown in the schedule[…]The information in the DSEIS 
should be supplemented to include, at minimum, a 
reclamation and closure schedule. In addition, the plan 
should include a schedule that shows, for each individual 
facility, when mining operations associated with that facility 
will stop, when reclamation measures will begin and end, 

See response to Comment S-024, C-047. 
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and expectations for any post-closure activities, including 
those that might extend longer term. Without that, the 
Corps cannot take the “hard look” required by NEPA[...]or 
ensure the selection of “the least environmentally damaging 
practical alternative,[...]and DHEC cannot “assure” that the 
tailings facility will not ultimately violate state water quality 
standards. 

S-024, C-051 Reclamation, 
closure, and 
bonding 

[Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full 
context.]Compounding the lack of information on Haile’s 
reclamation and closure plan, the DSEIS includes no 
identification or discussion of financial assurance (i.e., 
bonding) to ensure the success of those plans. Appendix J, 
Section 6.7 notes that “[f]inancial assurances and 
commitments to be developed upon final plan.” The only 
information provided to the public in this regard was 
provided at the DSEIS public hearing where financial 
assurance for reclamation was discussed. 

See Consolidated Response 3. 

S-024, C-053 Reclamation, 
closure, and 
bonding 

The DSEIS should contain adequate details regarding 
financial assurance commitments (e.g., for reclamation and 
long-term O&M) as well as meaningful assurances that a 
proper financial instrument will be established to ensure 
that adequate funds are available as long as they may be 
needed for this purpose. 

See Consolidated Response 3. 

S-024, C-054 Reclamation, 
closure, and 
bonding 

[Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.]The 
Corps has taken the position that it does not need to 
address financial assurance in DEISs; however, we do not 
agree with this position[…]Financial assurance is a “pivotal” 
element of a proposed mining project and should have been 
disclosed in the DEIS for Haile’s reopening, and again in the 
DSEIS for the proposed project expansion, because ensuring 
the success of reclamation, closure, and post-closure 
management is a critical factor in evaluating potential long-
term indirect, direct, and cumulative impacts and 
determining whether the proposed project can be 
considered maximally protective of aquatic and 

See Consolidated Response 3. 
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environmental resources, as necessary to satisfy the 
404(b)(1) Guidelines,[...]the Clean Water Act’s certification 
requirement,[...]and NEPA[...]This information is essential 
for an adequate analysis of the proposed project, because it 
could make the difference between a project that is 
adequately managed over the long term by the site operator 
and an unfunded or under-funded contaminated site that 
becomes a public liability that must be addressed under the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act (CERCLA or Superfund), like other 
shuttered mines in South Carolina. 

S-024, C-055 Reclamation, 
closure, and 
bonding 

If a long-term trust fund will be established for the 
proposed project, the appropriate level of funding, types of 
financial instruments, and mechanics of the fund are critical 
to ensure that sufficient funds will be available when 
needed. In addition to the projected long-term engineering, 
maintenance, and monitoring costs of each activity, the 
DSEIS should discuss the financial assumptions used to 
estimate the funding levels, projected trust fund growth 
rate, and mechanics of the trust fund. The fund mechanics 
include: (a) requirements for timing of payments into the 
trust fund; (b) how the responsible agency ensures that the 
trust fund is bankruptcy remote; (c) acceptable financial 
instruments; (d) legal structure of the trust fund for tax 
purposes; (e) who will pay the taxes on trust fund earnings 
and trust fees and expenses; (f) how taxes and fees will be 
paid on the trust if the mining company goes out of 
business; (g) who will make investment decisions if the 
operator is no longer viable; (h) if the federal government 
controls the investment decisions, what legal and ethical 
issues arise from the responsible agency controlling 
investment decisions about investments in private 
companies, voting stock and similar issues if the trust owns 
stock; (i) the identity of the trust fund beneficiaries; and (j) 
the identity and corporate structure of the operator with 
responsibility and liability for financial assurance at this 
site. 

See Consolidated Response 3. 
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S-024, C-056 Reclamation, 
closure, and 
bonding 

The DSEIS should also have recognized and discussed that 
financial assurance is intended to be adequate for closure at 
any time during the mine life, and a trust only funded by the 
end of active mining will result in a gap in liability that 
would be borne by the public if the mine were to go 
bankrupt prior to the completion of mining. The agencies 
should require the proponent to post the entire amount of 
the trust fund immediately, such as it has done at other sites 
where financial assurance is properly addressed. 

See Consolidated Response 3. 

S-024, C-057 Reclamation, 
closure, and 
bonding 

We have also identified major deficiencies as well as 
numerous minor deficiencies in the bond estimate provided 
by the proponent in DSEIS Appendix H – Appendix C. While 
we intend to provide additional more specific comments to 
SCDHEC in the future, the agencies should acknowledge that 
the cost estimate does not appear to be based on third-
party government independent contractor costs, and the 
costs only include 12.0% in indirect costs whereas the 
average indirect costs applied to bond estimates for mines 
by state and federal agencies in the U.S. ranges from 20-
50%, with an average of 30% indirect costs. As a result of 
these major deficiencies, the estimate provided in Appendix 
H may be low by as much as 50%. The trust fund for long-
term post closure care and maintenance may be equally (or 
more) underfunded. 

See Consolidated Response 3. 

S-036, C-005 Reclamation, 
closure, and 
bonding 

Also, with the reclamation process, I know that that's -- 
that's going to be way into the future but how is that going 
to -- and that far ahead into the future, how do we know 
that those -- those chemicals, the cynide are not going to be 
seeping into the ground and how is that going to affect the 
wildlife. We're on land that has been owned by our family 
for over a hundred years out here in this area and we were 
here first, and it's really -- it's aggravating to have all of this 
kind of up -- upset your -- your peace of living when it 
comes so close to where you are and, you know, and you’re 
so settled with land and stream. It's just -- it's just very 
unnerving[.] 

Reclamation of the site is described in SEIS Section 2.2.9. 
Reclamation would be performed concurrently with 
mining operations when possible or otherwise would be 
performed after mining and processing are completed. 
Reclamation processes would include reclaiming the site 
to provide stable, vegetated, post-mining landforms except 
for pit lakes and associated pit highwalls, and any roads 
that would remain for post-mining activities and land uses. 
Temporary facilities, (e.g., a Fresh Water Storage Dam, 
process facilities, roads, ponds, growth media stockpiles, 
support facilities) would eventually be reclaimed to the 
approximate pre-mining topography as described in 
Appendix H and would, therefore, not permanently alter 
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the natural topography and geomorphic features in the 
study area. The TSF and PAG OSAs would be HDPE-lined 
facilities with underdrain collection systems that would 
intercept precipitation over their footprints and thereby 
prevent infiltration (recharge) of water from the facilities 
to groundwater during operation and after closure. At the 
end of mining, the facilities would be drained of excess 
water and capped with HDPE covers and a minimum of 2 
feet of growth media. Haile submitted a reclamation plan 
with the mining permit application to SCDHEC, which was 
approved in November 2014. SEIS Appendix H is the 
Reclamation Plan for the Haile Gold Mine (April 2020). 

S-039, C-004 Reclamation, 
closure, and 
bonding 

To predict that sloping and revegetating are true mitigation 
without excavation and isolation of whatever materials are 
in the pits and the ponds, that's band-aid material. Yes, it 
looks strong now. What's it going look like in 50 -- 50 years 
or more?· I’m going to conclude by please, please do not 
grant the permit as written. The previous permit gave -- 
gives them lots of opportunity to continue making a profit 
from their current set up. 

Materials applied to reclamation would be isolated 
through application of liners and barriers to mitigate 
releases of metals and other constituents to groundwater 
and surface water. The TSF and PAG OSAs would be HDPE-
lined facilities with underdrain collection systems that 
would intercept precipitation over their footprints and 
thereby prevent infiltration (recharge) of water from the 
facilities to groundwater during operation and after 
closure. At the end of mining, the facilities would be 
drained of excess water and capped with HDPE covers and 
a minimum of 2 feet of growth media. Haile submitted a 
reclamation plan with the mining permit application to 
SCDHEC, which was approved in November 2014. SEIS 
Appendix H is the Reclamation Plan for the Haile Gold 
Mine (April 2020). 

S-043, C-002 Reclamation, 
closure, and 
bonding 

To ensure that expansion activities will not violate WQS, 
Haile must plan and set aside sufficient funding to actively 
treat and re-treat all water that comes into contact with 
toxic mining pit walls, and to maintain the pits as hydraulic 
sinks, preventing toxic discharges not only to surface water 
but also to groundwater, for hundreds (if not thousands) of 
years until mine acidity diminishes to a safe level. Without 
this, there is no “reasonable assurance that the activity 

will be conducted in a manner which will not violate 
applicable water quality standards regulations,” so “[n]o 

See Consolidated Response 3. 
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certification will be issued” by DHEC. S.C. Code Ann. Regs. § 
61-101(A)(4). 

S-043, C-003 Reclamation, 
closure, and 
bonding 

As explained in the attached technical memorandum 
(Attachment B) [Note: Attachment B is included in original 
comment submission], Haile has not set aside adequate 
funding to implement the long-term active treatment 
needed to comply with WQS. Haile’s current financial 
assurance package is based on two faulty assumptions: (i) 
that it need not ensure WQS are met in pit lakes and 
groundwater, and (ii) that post-reclamation water 
treatment is only needed for 42 years, when the DSEIS 
shows that toxicity will persist for at least 100. As a result, 
Haile’s financial assurance package is short by up to $17 
million. That package must be in cash form, as insurance 
and other instruments are subject to dispute when they are 
needed most––in an emergency. To ensure that future 
generations of taxpayers are not forced to bear the costs of 
water treatment and cleanup at the mine––as has been the 
case at similar mines in South Carolina––Haile must 
increase its financial package accordingly and in cash. The 
need for adequate financial assurance is heightened given 
Haile’s history of compliance issues, as documented in our 
April 23 comment letter and underscored by the latest 
consent order from DHEC imposing a $12,600 fine in 
September for multiple violations of Haile’s NPDES permit 
(Attachment C) [Note: Attachment C is included in original 
comment submission]. 

See Consolidated Response 3. 

S-008, C-146 Recreation PAGE: 4-152 

SECTION: 4.15.2.1 

COMMENT: Under the “Proposed Action” section, the 
second sentence and remainder of the paragraph describes 
a “Preserve”; however, the Preserve is not identified. Clarify 
that this is Forty-Acre Rock Nature Preserve.The last 
paragraph discusses a Kershaw Greenway segment of the 
South Carolina Thread Trail that may be developed through 
the study area, but Chapter 3.15 does not mention the South 
Carolina Thread Trail. 

Updated language in SEIS Section 4.15.2.1 to clarify that 
the preserve referred to is the Forty-Acre Rock Nature 
Preserve. The Carolina Thread Trail Master Plan is 
described in SEIS Section 3.15.1 of the 2014 FEIS. This 
information is still applicable and is referenced but not 
repeated in SEIS Section 3.15.1. 
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SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the text accordingly. 

S-023, C-056 Site wide 
water 
balance 
report 

[Note: Footnote included in original comment submission 
are omitted here.]General Comment – The SWWBR appears 
to be using Probable Maximum Precipitation (PMP) 
Estimates for the Eastern United States that are consistent 
with Hydrometeorological Report No. 51, Probable 
Maximum Precipitation Estimates, United States East of the 
105th Meridian (1978). The figure below (labeled Figure 
22) can be found on page 52 of the report. [Note: See full 
comment submission to view figure.] The SCDNR finds that 
this reference may be outdated, as it fails to account for the 
more recent storm events including, but not limited to, 
Hurricanes Jerry (1995), Floyd (1999), Matthew (2016), 
Florence (2018) and the Extreme Precipitation and Flood 
Event of 2015. The SCDNR has concerns that using the PMP 
estimate from 1978 may not be appropriate for modeling 
storage capacity and infrastructure needs. 

PMP events represent the theoretically greatest depth of 
precipitation that is physically possible to occur for a given 
duration and geographic locations. As such, a PMP 
estimate is not adjusted for individual storms. 

As a point of reference, the South Carolina State 
Climatology Office lists maximum recorded precipitation 
by County South Carolina State Climatology Office (sc.gov). 
Statewide, the largest recorded 24‐hour storm is 14.8 
inches recorded at Myrtle Beach in 1999, during Hurricane 
Floyd. This event produced approximately 30 percent of 
the site PMP of 48 inches. Over a 4‐day period, the 
maximum amount of precipitation recorded in the state 
was 22.81 inches in Chesterfield County in September 
2018, which is less than half of the modeled PMP. For 
Kershaw and Kershaw Counties combined, the largest 24‐
hour storm was 10.14 inches in 1998, while the largest 4‐
day storm was 12.63 inches in 1945. The TSF design 
includes 4 feet of freeboard on top of 4 feet of storage for 
the PMP on top of the modeled wettest condition from the 
Monte‐Carlo simulation, which considered daily and 
seasonal variability in precipitation. 

S-023, C-057 Site wide 
water 
balance 
report 

SWWBR Page 13. Table 3.7. Are these rates given as gallons 
per minute? Please define. If these are given in gallons per 
minute given there are 1,440 minutes in a day, the 
maximum value given in this table of 741 gpm would be 
equivalent to 1,067,040 gallons per day (over 389.47 
million gallons per year). Will a groundwater withdrawal 
permit be needed for this activity? 

Values in Table 3.7 of the Site-Wide Water Balance Report 
are listed in units of gallons per minute. Because 
“dewatering operations at mines” are expressly exempt 
from permitting and Notice of Intent requirements under 
SCDHEC Regulation 61‐113.J.2.a (Groundwater Use and 
Reporting / Exemption), Haile does not require a permit 
for its depressurization system. Even if mine operations 
were not exempt from permitting/Notice of Intent 
requirements, Kershaw County does not fall within a 
Capacity Use Area under South Carolina Groundwater 
Withdrawal Regulations and, therefore, Haile’s operations 
would not trigger permitting regardless. However, Haile 
does submit quarterly reports to SCDHEC on its 
depressurization activities. 
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S-023, C-058 Site wide 
water 
balance 
report 

SWWBR Page 20. Precipitation – When discussing annual 
precipitation, please show monthly average precipitation 
values in addition to the monthly evaporation rates 
provided. This is important because precipitation values are 
not the same each month throughout the year. Thus, as with 
evaporation, monthly precipitation values will change the 
water budget for each month. 

Monthly, seasonal, and annual variability have important 
implications for water management. All of this variability 
is incorporated into the water balance model and provides 
the uncertainty that is used for the Monte Carlo 
simulations and resulting probabilistic values presented in 
the water balance report. In response to this request, Haile 
provided SCDNR with a summary of monthly precipitation 
for the 77 years of daily precipitation values used in the 
water balance, including monthly, seasonal, and annual 
variability. 

S-023, C-059 Site wide 
water 
balance 
report 

SWWBR Page 23. Precipitation - The SCDNR has concerns 
regarding the use of the GoldSim results in the modeled 
projections for Precipitation.a. How do the results reported 
in Figure 6.1 compare to past precipitation data? Was 
seasonality of rainfall included in the precipitation model?b. 
In Appendix J (Page 26), the climate was described as 
having a “dry season.” How was this accommodated in the 
GoldSim model?c. At the bottom of page 24, the report 
states that a “Probable Maximum Precipitation (PMP) event 
would result in approximately 48 inches of rainfall,” which 
was used to calculate the upper bound of storage needed in 
storage facilities. Is each PMP event assumed to be 
independent in these calculations? In other words, did the 
modelaccount for the storage needed for multiple, 
successive (i.e., dependent) high precipitation events that 
are representative of nature?d. Figure 6.2 appears to 
account for some seasonality in the storage estimates. Is 
this due exclusively to reclaim rates and evapotranspiration 
rates or is the seasonality of precipitation accounted for in 
this figure? 

a. The GoldSim model uses 77 years of actual historic 
precipitation, so it matches the specific seasonality of 
precipitation.  

b. October and November are the 2 months with the lowest 
mean monthly values (although significant rainfall does 
occur at times during these months). July and August are 
typically the 2 wettest months. Since the GoldSim model 
uses actual historic daily data, this seasonal variability is 
included in the model.  

c. Yes, the PMP event is added to (or independent of) the 
storage required presented in the water balance. The 
water balance determined the upper bound of storage 
shown in the report based on the largest calculated volume 
of the various daily precipitation sequences in the model. 
Storage in the TSF is sufficient to contain this upper bound 
value plus the 72‐hour PMP. In addition to the upper 
bound precipitation and the PMP, the TSF is designed to 
include an additional 4 feet of freeboard. 

d. This variability is due to seasonable variability in both 
precipitation and evaporation. The water balance model is 
run using 77 years of historic daily precipitation. The 
variability in this historic precipitation shows up in the 
water balance. 

S-023, C-060 Site wide 
water 
balance 
report 

SWWBR Page 24. TSF Free Water Storage – Paragraph 2 
(starting with “For mean precipitation conditions (red line), 
results…”)a. For upper bound wet conditions, how many 
inches over the mean (46.14 inches) is the rainfall that 

a. The water balance was run on a daily time step using 77 
years of historic daily data. The dataset included a peak 
day of 9.85 inches, a peak week of 12.07 inches, a peak 2 
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would cause a volume storage of 55 million cubic feet?b. For 
lower bound dry conditions, how many inches below the 
mean (46.14) is the rainfall that would cause a volume 
storage of 10 feet? 

weeks of 15 inches, a peak month of 18.55 inches, and a 
peak year of 69.6 inches. 

b. From a drought perspective, the driest day was 0 inches, 
the driest week was 0 inches, the driest 2 weeks was 0 
inches, the driest month was 0 inches, and the driest year 
was 26.4 inches. 

S-023, C-061 Site wide 
water 
balance 
report 

SWWBR Page 24. A Probable Maximum Precipitation (PMP) 
event would result in approximately 48 inches of rainfall.” 
Please clarify the timeframe for the PMP. Will this be over 
24 hours, or will this be 48 inches of rain in 72 hours 
averaged over 10 mi2? 

The PMP of approximately 48 inches is a 72‐hour PMP. 
PMP values were derived using the Hydro Meteorological 
Report 52 (HMR52), Probable Maximum Storm for the 
Eastern United States (1987). 

S-023, C-062 Site wide 
water 
balance 
report 

SWWBR Page 29. “Due to the finite size of the 29 Pond and 
the CWTP capacity, there will be times when contact water 
is temporarily stored in the pit sumps until sufficient 
capacity exists for this water to be evacuated.” Please 
include how water stored in the pits will be evacuated. If 
Pond 29 is at capacity, will this water be evacuated to the 
TSF? Was this accounted for when calculating the storage 
capacity needed for the TSF? In other words, is there a 
contingency plan for water storage should Pond 29 and the 
TSF approach capacity in the event multiple, successive rain 
events fill these reservoirs? 

Since the water balance model is run on a daily time step 
using 77 years of daily data from the site, multiple 
successive storms are directly captured in the model. 
Water in the 29 Pond is generated from the pits and PAG 
facilities. If the 29 Pond were to be full after consecutive 
larger precipitation events, Haile would simply reduce or 
stop pumping from the pits for a short duration of time. 
This would result in short‐term storage of water in the 
pits. As soon as sufficient capacity is available in the 29 
Pond, pumping from the pits could continue. 

S-023, C-063 Site wide 
water 
balance 
report 

Modeling using the 100-year 24-hour precipitation event – 
In several locations throughout the SEIS, water 
management infrastructure seems to be based on 
accommodating a single 100-year flooding event (see 
Appendix A Section 10 and Table A-15 for examples), 
including storage ponds and seepage collection systems. 
The probability that the 100-year 24-hour precipitation 
event threshold could be exceeded within the 10 years of 
proposed active operation of the mine is approximately 
9.6%. In addition, 100-year precipitation events may occur 
multiple times in rapid succession if associated with large 
storm systems (as seen in 2015). What contingency plans 
have been made for rainfall exceeding the 100-year 24-hour 
precipitation threshold? What contingency plans have been 

The PAG ponds and seepage collection ponds all have 
pumps designed to evacuate ponds after a significant 
storm to provide room for subsequent storms. 
Additionally, the pits are located down gradient of PAG 
ponds. In the event an extremely large single storm or 
multiple storms cause overtopping, excess water from 
these facilities would be captured in the pits. 
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made for multiple, successive rainfall events that approach 
or exceed this threshold? 

S-023, C-064 Site wide 
water 
balance 
report 

Several locations in SC have experienced three 100-year 
rainfall events within a four-year timeframe (2015-2018). 
Some areas actually experienced a 1,000-year event twice in 
the four years (see maps below). This underscores the need 
for a contingency plan to account for the possibility that the 
100-year rainfall event threshold is exceeded. [See original 
comment submission to view figure titled "Areas Impacted 
by Multiple Storms in the past four years (2015 - 2018)."] 

There is always the possibility of larger storm events 
occurring and contingency planning is necessary. Built‐in 
safeguards for PAG facilities include pumps to dewater 
ponds and pits located downgradient to capture any water 
that could spill from the system. The TSF design includes 4 
feet of freeboard on top of 4 feet of storage for the PMP on 
top of the modeled wettest condition from the Monte‐Carlo 
simulation, which considered daily and seasonal variability 
in precipitation. 

S-023, C-065 Site wide 
water 
balance 
report 

Many high hazard dams are designed to accommodate the 
Probable Maximum Flood not just the Probable Maximum 
Precipitation. Please clarify why the Probable Maximum 
Flood was not used as a design criterion. It is also unclear 
which operations/infrastructure are designed for the 100-
year event versus the PMP. Please elaborate. 

The probable maximum flood (PMF) is the flood that 
results from the PMP. For a closed system like the TSF, 
where there are no inflows from a natural watershed, 
there is no flood routing. Therefore, the TSF was designed 
to accommodate the volume of water from the PMP rather 
than a flow rate. The volume of the PMF that must be 
stored in the TSF is simply the depth of the PMP multiplied 
by the containment area of the TSF. This calculation results 
in the need to maintain 4 feet of freeboard in the TSF to 
safely store rainfall from the PMP. The TSF is the only 
facility that was designed for the full PMP/PMF. The 
spillway for the Fresh Water Storage Dam was designed 
for the peak flow associated with the half PMP event. 
Contact water ponds were sized to accommodate the 100‐
year event. 

S-008, C-054 Socioeconom
ics and 
environment
al justice 

PAGE: 3-94 

SECTION: 3.9.3 

COMMENT: The Project Description listed in the References 
should be SEIS Project Description / Revision 3 (April 
2021), and the Reference List should include the University 
of South Carolina Report prepared for the Haile Gold Mine 
SEIS: The Economic Impact of Haile Gold Mine on South 
Carolina: A Regional Analysis, University of South Carolina / 
Darla Moore School of Business (February 2018). 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise Reference List per comments. 

Globally updated all references to the project description 
to refer to Revision 3, which is Appendix A to this SEIS. 
Added citation to the 2018 University of South Carolina 
study to SEIS Section 3.9.3. 
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S-008, C-133 Socioeconom
ics and 
environment
al justice 

PAGE: 4-114 

SECTION: Table 4.9-1 

COMMENT: Table 4.9-1 lists total amounts of gold from the 
Proposed Project as 3.8M oz. (and silver as 5.7M oz.), but 
states that these figures are troy ounces.However, these 
figures are regular ounces because Haile’s 43-101 
Feasibility Study determined that Haile would recover 
approximately 3.46M troy ounces of gold, which translates 
to approximately 3.8M regular ounces of gold. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Either change the gold and silver 
figures in Table 4.9-1 to troy ounces or modify “Footnote a” 
to state that the figures provided in the Table are stated in 
regular (not troy) ounces. 

Updated footnote "a" in SEIS Table 4.9-1 to read 
"…(measured in ounces)." 

S-010, C-002 Socioeconom
ics and 
environment
al justice 

Without Haile Gold Mine, the unemployment in Kershaw 
would be higher. As a result of the mine being here, multiple 
businesses have grown and even started, including my own 
business. 

Thank you for your comment. The socioeconomic analysis 
in SEIS Section 4.9.2 discusses potential impacts of the 
Proposed Project on employment. 

S-011, C-011 Socioeconom
ics and 
environment
al justice 

COMMENT: Environmental Justice/Community Issues: The 
EPA appreciates the USACE’s efforts to engage the public in 
the environmental review process and we note that the 
proposed expansion of Haile Gold Mine potentially creates 
additional job opportunities and/or tax benefits. We also 
note that some public concern exists regarding the 
proposed expansion on natural resources particularly 
considering the facility’s previous non-compliance 
history.RECOMMENDATION: The EPA recommends that the 
Final SEIS adequately address public comments regarding 
community environmental concerns raised following the 
submittal of the DSEIS. 

See Consolidated Response 2. SEIS Section 4.9.2 discusses 
potential impacts of the Proposed Project on employment 
and taxes, while SEIS Section 4.16 addresses public health 
and safety hazards related to the Proposed Project. Any 
applicable changes based on public comments are 
reflected in this SEIS. 

S-013, C-001 Socioeconom
ics and 
environment
al justice 

It was stated that land in our area was down due to the 
mine, however, just the opposite is true. Before mining even 
began, there were 50 to 60 houses listed for sale in our area. 
Now new homes are actually being built in town, as well as 
surrounding areas, as empty homes are hard to find; to rent 
or buy. Some workers still choose to rent, but many have 
moved their families to Kershaw and have purchased or 
built new homes in our area.Since opening, the mine has 

Thank you for your comment. The socioeconomic analysis 
in SEIS Section 4.9.2 discusses potential impacts on 
housing and the local economy. 
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helped our local economy to grow; they have not only 
supported our business, but many other businesses in our 
community. Those workers along with their families have 
boosted our town by shopping at our local stores; grocery, 
retail, pharmacy, gas stations, or restaurant, it equals 
economic revenue for our town. 

S-019, C-002 Socioeconom
ics and 
environment
al justice 

Vacated buildings are now filled. New businesses that never 
would have had a permanent home here have opened. 
Homes that go out on the market are quickly purchased. 
You don’t have to tour Kershaw very long to see the impacts 
the company has had on this town. It has a heartbeat again 
for the first time in nearly 30 years. 

Thank you for your comment. The socioeconomic analysis 
in SEIS Section 4.9.2 discusses potential impacts of the 
Proposed Project on housing. 

S-019, C-005 Socioeconom
ics and 
environment
al justice 

If this operation is not granted the permitting it needs to 
extend the life of the mine, I wonder how quickly the town 
will slip back into the fast decline it was experiencing in the 
90s and early 2000s. I wonder how many kids will graduate 
high school and consider this town too economically 
depressed to raise a family here. I wonder how many of the 
new businesses or old ones that have flourished since the 
mine reopened will be forced to close their doors when the 
current mine life has ended. I wonder how many families 
just like mine won’t be saved by a kind gesture the next 
time they face a traumatic situation.I urge you to take my 
opinions into consideration as you decide on this matter. 
The growth that this town is only beginning to experience 
must be allowed to continue for our future’s sake and it 
begins with expansion of Haile Gold Mine. 

Thank you for your comment. The socioeconomic analysis 
in SEIS Section 4.9.3 compares the potential impacts of the 
Proposed Project to the No Action Alternative. 

S-021, C-002 Socioeconom
ics and 
environment
al justice 

(1) Will the mining operaiton have any effect on our 
properties?The answer received was NO. We were assured 
that other than extra traffic on the road we would not even 
know they were here.This was false. 

Thank you for your comment. The socioeconomic analysis 
in SEIS Section 4.9.2.6 discusses potential impacts on 
housing and property values. 

S-024, C-009 Socioeconom
ics and 
environment
al justice 

Fourth, the new administration and Fourth Circuit have 
made clear that “environmental justice is not merely a box 
to be checked,” Friends of Buckingham v. St. Air Pollution 
Control Bd., 947 F.3d 68, 91–92 (4th Cir. 2020), yet the 
DSEIS ignores the likely disparate impacts of the proposal 
on Haile’s neighbors––the residents of Kershaw 

USACE and SCDHEC published a Joint Public Notice (SAC-
1992-24122) on March 3, 2021, to inform the public about 
the permit modification application from Haile and to 
request comments. Public notices were also published in 
The State on March 2, 2021 and March 9, 2021; Kershaw 
News Era on March 3, 2021 and March 10, 2021; The 
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Correctional Institution, whom the Corps acknowledges are 
likely to be disproportionately low-income and minority. 
The Corps apparently has not talked with a single inmate at 
this facility. Without their input, the Corps’ conclusion that 
the mine has not and will not disparately impact 
environmental justice communities is pure speculation. 

Camden Chronical Independent on March 2, 2021 and 
March 9, 2021; and The Lancaster News on March 3, 2021 
and March 10, 2021. The Draft SEIS comment period 
extended from March 3 to April 23, 2021. A virtual joint 
public hearing was also held on April 1, 2021. USACE did 
not conduct targeted outreach to specific populations 
because this is not a requirement or common practice 
under NEPA, but did provide opportunities for and 
welcomed input from all members of the public. The 
environmental justice analysis in SEIS Section 4.9.2.9, 
which analyzes the impacts of the Proposed Project on 
identified low-income and minority populations, including 
inmates of the Kershaw Correctional Institution. Based on 
the analysis provided therein, the Proposed Project would 
not result in disproportionate adverse effects on minority 
or low-income populations. 

S-024, C-058 Socioeconom
ics and 
environment
al justice 

[Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.]As the 
Fourth Circuit has made clear, “environmental justice is not 
merely a box to be checked,” and courts will vacate permits 
for a deficient analysis[...]Despite this, the DSEIS pays lip 
service to the likely disparate impacts of the proposed mine 
expansion on Haile’s neighbors––the residents of Kershaw 
Correctional Institution, an undisputed “environmental 
justice community of concern.” DSEIS at 4-125. The Corps 
should deny the proposed permit modification due to its 
likely disparate impacts to this community. 

See response to Comment S-024, C-009. 

S-024, C-059 Socioeconom
ics and 
environment
al justice 

As a threshold matter, the Corps does not appear to have 
spoken with a single resident of the Kershaw Correctional 
Institution about how the Haile Gold Mine has affected, or 
how the proposed expansion would affect, their 
environment. Contra Exec. Order No. 13,985, 86 Fed. Reg. 
7009 (“[A]gencies shall consult with members of 
communities that have been historically underrepresented 
in the Federal Government and underserved by, or subject 
to discrimination in, Federal policies and programs.” 
(emphasis added)). The Institution’s inmates presumably 

See response to Comment S-024, C-009. 
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lack the ability to reach out to the Corps and become 
involved in the permitting process like other members of 
the public, so the impetus rests with the Corps to 
affirmatively solicit their input for the record. Without that 
input, any conclusions about the environmental justice 
impacts of the project are pure speculation. 

S-024, C-060 Socioeconom
ics and 
environment
al justice 

Involving Kershaw inmates in the permitting process is all 
the more important because of Haile’s history of breaking 
environmental law. The Corps has not assessed whether 
Haile’s illegal mercury emissions have harmed or impacted 
residents of the Institution, or considered how reasonably 
foreseeable future violations of clean air and clean water 
protections may impact prisoners. The Corps dismisses the 
impacts of Haile’s groundwater pollution and substantial 
groundwater drawdown on Kershaw inmates, reasoning 
that they currently draw their water from the municipal 
water supply. DSEIS at 4-125. But that could change, and 
degrading the inmates’ groundwater may prevent or impair 
its future use, meaning neighboring inmates are “affected 
more than those living in other parts of the same county,” 
see Friends of Buckingham, 947 F.3d at 91–92. The Corps 
should also ask Kershaw inmates about their experience 
with noise pollution from the mine. At the April 1, 2021 
hearing, local residents complained of loud noises from the 
mine causing sleepless nights, contradicting the Corps’ 
claim that the mine will comply with county restrictions on 
decibel level and allowable hours of noise, see, e.g., DSEIS 4-
137. The Corps concludes that “regional economic benefits” 
of the proposed mine expansion are likely to outweigh any 
disparate impacts to low-income or minority communities, 
producing net “environmental justice benefits,” id. at 4-124, 
but fails to explain how such benefits would accrue to the 
incarcerated. 

See response to Comment S-024, C-009. 

S-024, C-061 Socioeconom
ics and 
environment
al justice 

It is thus likely that Haile is already causing unlawful 
disparate impacts to the environmental justice community 
at Kershaw Correctional Institution, which would only be 
exacerbated by the proposed expansion. It strains credulity 

See response to Comment S-024, C-009. 
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to think that the mine is providing some benefit to its 
incarcerated neighbors that would equal or outweigh these 
impacts. In line with executive orders, case law, and the 
Biden Administration’s renewed focus on environmental 
justice, the Corps should deny a Section 404 permit 
modification for the proposed expansion. The Corps must 
also supplement its environmental justice analysis to fully 
account for the effects of the mine on its neighbors. 

S-036, C-003 Socioeconom
ics and 
environment
al justice 

[Buffalo Creek] runs behind our houses and how's 
expansion going to affect our property value? 

Thank you for your comment. The socioeconomic analysis 
in SEIS Section 4.9.2.6 discusses potential impacts on 
housing and property values. 

S-038, C-003 Socioeconom
ics and 
environment
al justice 

I really would like to do research and I'll submit my 
comments before the deadline to find out how many people 
have sold their land or their property, even hearing about 
that this gold mine was going to come into this area, and 
then actually even witnessing what the gold mine has done 
to the surrounding land and environment. 

Thank you for your comment. The socioeconomic analysis 
in SEIS Section 4.9.2.6 discusses potential impacts on 
housing and property values. 

S-043, C-006 Socioeconom
ics and 
environment
al justice 

[Note: Footnote included in original comment submission 
omitted here.] 

Finally, we are concerned by Haile’s dismissiveness towards 
significant environmental justice concerns. As set forth in 
our April 23 comment letter, both Haile and the Agencies 
ignore the likely disparate impacts of the expansion on 
Haile’s neighbors––the residents of Kershaw Correctional 
Institution. We explained that neither Haile nor the 
Agencies had consulted any inmates about their experience 
with the mine, and that this failure violates executive 
orders––particularly where, as here, the environmental 
justice community faces significant obstacles to 
participating in the public process. See Exec. Order No. 
13,985, 86 Fed. Reg. 7009 (Jan. 20, 2021). We noted that 
potential disparate impacts include air, noise, and 
groundwater pollution––heightened concerns given Haile’s 
history of compliance issues. We explained that the DSEIS 
violates the Fourth Circuit’s dictate that “environmental 
justice is not merely a box to be checked.” Friends of 

See response to Comment C-024, S-009. 
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Buckingham v. St. Air Pollution Control Bd., 947 F.3d 68, 
91–92 (4th Cir. 

2020). 

In response, Haile claimed that NEPA “nowhere requires the 
agency to proactively interview specific members of the 
impacted community.” Haile Resp. Ltr. at 18 (May 27, 2021). 
This overlooks President Biden’s directive that “Agencies 
shall consult with members” of environmental justice 
communities, 86 Fed. Reg. 7009, 7011 (emphasis added), 
and stands in contrast to Haile’s claim that it is “dedicated 
to [the] community, and cares about [its] fellow residents.” 
Haile Gold Mine, Benefitting Our Community, Oceana Gold. 
Haile may have spoken with “prison officials” about the 
project, Haile Resp. Ltr. at 18, but they do not represent 
inmates. Haile claims that the project “would not have [a] 
disproportionately high and adverse. impact on minority or 
low-income residents,” id.(emphasis added), but the DSEIS 
is too cursory to support that claim. 

We question why Haile quibbles with the definition of 
disparate impact rather than simply consulting with its 
neighbors to address any harms from the expansion. The 
Agencies have a responsibility to do so under NEPA and 
executive orders on environmental justice. 

S-008, C-109 Soils PAGE: 4-73 

SECTION: 4.3.2.1 

COMMENT: Under “No Action Alternative” Section, the 
2,612 acres of impacts within the existing 4,552 acres of 
2014 Project Boundary applies only to Haile’s originally 
permitted impacts. Haile was permitted since then 
(primarily under its Summer 2020 Minor Modification) to 
complete work causing an additional 341 acres of additional 
disturbance, bringing the total to 2,953 acres (or 65% of the 
area within the Project Boundary, not 57%). 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise narrative accordingly. 

Revised acreage of existing and authorized disturbance to 
2,794 acres (62 percent of 4,522-acre project boundary) in 
SEIS Section 4.3.2.1. See Consolidated Response 1, which 
explains revisions to the project boundary and layout 
acreages since the Draft SEIS. 

S-008, C-110 Soils PAGE: 4.73 

SECTION: 4.3.2.1 

Revised acreage of total Proposed Action surface 
disturbance to 3,747 acres (69 percent of 5,469-acre 
project boundary) in SEIS Section 4.3.2.1. See Consolidated 
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COMMENT: In the 1st Paragraph of “Proposed Project,” 
Haile is disturbing 4,060 acres (75%) of the total 5,384 
acres within the SEIS Project Boundary, not disturbing 
3,863 acres (70%). 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise narrative accordingly. 

Response 1, which explains revisions to the project 
boundary and layout acreages since the Draft SEIS. 

S-008, C-111 Soils PAGE: 4.73 

SECTION: 4.3.2.1 

COMMENT: In the 2nd Paragraph of “Proposed Project,” the 
phrase “combined area of approximately 1,399 acres for the 
eight pits” in the 1st sentence should read “combined area 
of 1,248 acres for seven pits (and related activities).”Based 
on the acreages provided by Haile in Table A-2 of Project 
Description / Revision 3, the total acreage for the TSF and 
related haul roads and pipelines (632 acres) and all OSAs, 
GMSAs, and related haul roads (1,590 acres) would be 2,222 
acres, not 2,612 acres. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise narrative accordingly. 

Revised acreages in SEIS Section 4.3.2.1 to report 843 
acres of pit-related disturbance and 2,905 acres of all other 
disturbances. See Consolidated Response 1, which explains 
revisions to the project boundary and layout acreages 
since the Draft SEIS. 

S-008, C-112 Soils PAGE: 4.73 

SECTION: 4.3.2.1 

COMMENT: In the 3rd paragraph of “Proposed Project,” the 
total footprint of the four GMSAs is 103 acres, based on 
Table A-8 of Haile’s Project Description / Revision 3, not 
200 acres. Also, 207M tons and 700 acres refers to “Green 
OSAs” only and does not include the capacity/footprint of 
the PAG facilities. In addition, the tons and percent of 
overburden to be used as backfill should be 126.7M tons 
and 24.1%, not 113.5M tons and 21.5% per Table A-8 of 
Haile’s Project Description / Revision 3. Finally, in the 4th 
sentence, the amount of overburden used to expand the TSF 
is 41.7M tons and 7.9%, not 56.6M tons and 10.7% per 
Haile’s Project Description / Revision 3. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise narrative accordingly. 

Revised acreages and tonnages in SEIS Section 4.3.2.1 as 
suggested in the comment. 

S-008, C-113 Soils PAGE: 4-74 

SECTION: 4.3.2.2 

COMMENT: In the “No Action Alternative” section, the 
reference to “seven OSAs” should read “six OSAs (including 

Revised SEIS Section 4.3.2.2 as suggested in the comment. 
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two PAG facilities).” (FYI, the Green OSAs are Ramona, 
James, Hayworth, and 601, and the PAG facilities are West 
PAG and East PAG.) 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise narrative accordingly. 

S-001, C-003 Terrestrial 
resources 

Sodium cyanide is extremely toxic to many living organisms 
even at low concentrations (Botz 2001). The Draft SEIS 
describes how water that comes into contact with sodium 
cyanide will circulate in a closed-loop system within the Mill 
and will be pumped through a Cyanide Destruct process to 
ensure the water leaving the Mill is less than or equal to 50 
ppm weak acid dissociable. They will also ensure that the 
TSF Reclaim Pond will remain below 30 ppm at all times to 
avoid posing a risk to wildlife that may come in contact with 
the stored water. While these levels of sodium cyanide may 
not instantly kill the surrounding wildlife, an extended 
amount of time in contact with a water source containing 
sodium cyanide could eventually kill them (Eisler et al. 
1999). 

The types of cyanide generated from gold mining and the 
potential toxicity effects on wildlife were disclosed in 
Section 4.8.2.3 of the 2014 FEIS, which indicates that 
cyanide might not be immediately toxic upon ingestion but 
could take time to dissociate in weak stomach acid to cause 
toxic effects, as reported by Eisler. SEIS Section 4.7.2.3 
incorporates the analysis of wildlife toxicity from the 2014 
FEIS by reference, as allowed under NEPA regulations, 
because the potential impacts would be the same as for the 
Proposed Project. 

S-003, C-003 Terrestrial 
resources 

[Note: Hyperlinks included in original comment 
subsmission are omitted here for brevity.]However, as 
previously stated, the analysis of indirect impacts is not as 
extensive as it should be. Specifically, we are going to 
address the quality of analysis for Nestronia umbellula and 
for the indirect impacts on streamflow and aquatic 
ecosystems.The mine could cause negative, cumulative 
effects on the state-sensitive plant species Nestronia 
umbellula, covered in Section 4.7.2.1. The 2020 SEIS states 
that “the plant is a relatively common shrub in the region 
(DuMond 2012), and the impact on the regional population 
is anticipated to be negligible” (p. 4-109). However, the SEIS 
and the 2014 FEIS do not mention the fact that N. umbellula 
is a dioecious plant. Dioecious, as opposed to monoecious, 
means that this type of plant “houses the male and female 
flowers on different plants''. Essentially, this means that N. 
umbellula cannot reproduce unless its male and female 
counterparts are near each other. Only 10% of all plants 
have this reproductive quality. This dioecious quality 

As stated in SEIS Section 4.7.2.1, surveys were previously 
conducted for Nestronia umbellula and the impacts 
disclosed for the Proposed Project, which includes the 
potential loss of two Nestronia species at two locations. 
The species remains an S3 status (as stated in the 2014 
FEIS), and adding species to South Carolina's list of at-risk, 
candidate, endangered, and threatened species is the 
responsibility of the state of South Carolina. 
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becomes a problem when considering the fact that N. 
umbellula occurs in only 17 out of 46 counties in South 
Carolina. Kershaw County, where the Haile Gold Mine is 
located, acts as a connecter between populations of N. 
umbellula in Chesterfield and Marlboro County. Preserving 
these wildlife corridors and preventing habitat 
fragmentation is essential for dioecious plants, to ensure 
that pollinators are able to travel to both male and female 
populations. As such, we believe that N. umbellula should be 
included as one of the South Carolina At-Risk, Candidate, 
Endangered, and Threatened Species, shown below. 

S-003, C-004 Terrestrial 
resources 

Also, tables grouping particularly sensitive species like 
these should be included in the EIS. [Note: See example 
table provided in original comment submission titled, 
"South Carolina List of At-Risk, Candidate, Endangered, and 
Threatened Species - Kershaw County."] 

As stated in SEIS Appendix B, preparation for biological 
resources surveys included an assessment of potential 
presence of all listed threatened, endangered, and 
candidate species by USFWS, priority species listed in 
South Carolina's Wildlife Action Plan, and the SCDNR trust 
resource species list. Specific sources accessed prior to 
conducting surveys included the SCDNR's Comprehensive 
Wildlife Conservation Strategy Terrestrial and Aquatic 
Habitat Summaries for the Piedmont and Sandhills 
Ecoregions; Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species of 
South Carolina (SCDNR County database); and the USFWS' 
Information, Planning, and Conservation database for 
presence of federally listed threatened and endangered 
species. Any species identified through these data sources 
and then subsequently identified during field surveys are 
disclosed in the SEIS in the appropriate section for which 
those species are described (e.g., survey results for 
federally listed species are described in Section 3.8). 
Through the aforementioned databases and information 
and subsequent field surveys, a sufficient level of effort 
was conducted to identify sensitive species in the study 
area. 

S-006, C-004 Terrestrial 
resources 

We feel another critical issue regarding the bats is that the 
roost sites of vulnerable species have been overlooked. 
Three potential roost sites were identified, and two will be 
destroyed under the current proposed action. We urge the 

As stated under SEIS Section 3.7.2.3, Mammals, three 
potential bat roost sites were identified during recent 
roost surveys. One or more of the bat species listed in 
Table 3.7-4 could utilize these roosts. The Rafinesque's 
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to read the paper 
“Rafinesque’s Big-eared Bat (Corynorhinus Rafinesquii) In 
Mississippi: Distribution, Current Status, And Conservation 
Needs”, which describes the importance of roost sites to the 
survival of the Rafinesque’s Big-eared Bat, 
(ecos.fws.gov/servcatservices/servcat/v4/rest/DownloadF
ile/25658?accessType=DOW NLOAD) (Martin et al. 2019). 
Further, hibernacula (winter shelters) surveys were limited 
in scope by the number of days (five in total), the number of 
surveyors (two), and only on privately owned and 
accessible land. 

big-eared bat is unlikely to use these roosts because the 
species is unlikely to occur or potentially occur in the 
Proposed Project area (see response to Comment S-006, C-
003). Although the Proposed Project would remove two of 
the three roost sites that were identified during the 
surveys within the project area (SEIS Section 4.7.2.2), no 
bats were seen in any of the roost areas during the 
surveys. Additionally, other potential suitable habitat 
occurs in the project area that would not be affected by the 
Proposed Project; therefore, impacts on bats from project 
activities are expected to be minor. Biologists experienced 
with bat surveys (including survey methodologies) 
conducted the roost surveys. Surveys cannot be conducted 
on lands where access is not granted. The surveys provide 
the best available information on bat presence and habitat 
in the study area. 

S-006, C-005 Terrestrial 
resources 

Finally, this section of Appendix B explicitly states that the 
type of acoustic survey conducted cannot identify 
individuals and cannot determine abundance. This means 
that without a follow-up survey with biologists actually on 
the ground mist-netting (or similar survey technique), it is 
impossible to know with any accuracy how damaging the 
proposed action will be to the bat populations that are 
present. 

The acoustic bat surveys conducted during multiple 
seasons from 2017 to 2017 followed typical survey 
methodologies for determining the presence of bats and 
were conducted by qualified biologists. As documented in 
those surveys, 10 species of bats are known to occur in the 
study area. As such, determining likely bat species present 
is sufficient for the analysis in the SEIS. In addition, the 
Applicant plans to implement avoidance and minimization 
measures, as listed in SEIS Section 6.2, to reduce impacts 
on terrestrial species. 

S-006, C-006 Terrestrial 
resources 

Bird surveys that were conducted for the proposed Haile 
Gold Mine project were limited in scope to raptor surveys 
according to Appendix B section 10.1. However, in Chapter 
4 of the EIS in section 4.2.2.3, it is stated that the proposed 
project would impact 86.22 acres of watershed and 13,124 
linear feet of streams. It is an apparent oversight not to 
investigate the impacts of the proposed action on riparian 
obligate bird species. Specifically, bird species that would be 
affected during their migration period and those that use 
these areas year-round need to be assessed to truly 

The bird surveys conducted were not limited to raptor 
surveys. As stated in SEIS Appendix B, raptor nest and 
incidental migratory bird surveys were conducted in the 
study area between December 2016 and October 2017. 
The birds observed during surveys and any birds 
considered birds of conservation concern are disclosed in 
the SEIS and/or the comprehensive biological baseline 
report. The potential impacts on all bird species, including 
any riparian obligate birds, are addressed in the 2014 FEIS 
and are incorporated by reference in this SEIS. The 
Applicant plans to implement avoidance and minimization 
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determine the potential impact on avian communities in the 
area. 

measures, as listed in SEIS Section 6.2, to reduce impacts 
on terrestrial species including birds. 

S-006, C-007 Terrestrial 
resources 

Finally, the conducted [raptor] survey lacks substance even 
in addressing the potential of finding raptor presence in the 
study area. The surveys relied solely on nest site detections 
and were only performed on three occasions over three 
days per survey. Point counts of birds would have given the 
biologists and managers a thorough understanding of the 
area’s community structure and the potential impacts on 
the species that use the site. 

As described in the 2014 FEIS Section 3.8.2.2, bird surveys 
were conducted throughout the project area. This 
information is incorporated by reference in this SEIS. Point 
counts were conducted throughout the study area as part 
of the survey effort, which documented 1,355 individual 
birds comprising 49 different species. Overall, the species 
diversity index was considered low for the project area 
(see the 2014 FEIS Table 3.8-2 and preceding text). Many 
of the same species documented during the previous point 
count surveys were observed during the more recent bird 
surveys conducted in 2016 and 2017. No additional 
surveys to determine raptor presence in the project area 
are needed for the analysis in the SEIS. 

S-008, C-127 Terrestrial 
resources 

PAGE: 4-106 

SECTION: 4.7.1 

COMMENT: For reasons discussed in our comment on page 
4-2 (above), Haile believes that the new disturbance 
(beyond the 2,612 acres of FEIS disturbance and the 341 
acres of 2020 Minor Modification disturbance) is 
approximately 1,107 acres. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

Revised acreage of new disturbance resulting from the 
Proposed Action to 953 acres in SEIS Section 4.7.1. See 
Consolidated Response 1, which explains revisions to the 
project boundary and layout acreages since the Draft SEIS. 

S-008, C-128 Terrestrial 
resources 

PAGE: 4-106 

SECTION: 4.7.2.1 

COMMENT: In the “No Action Alternative” section, the 
acreage owned by Haile within its current Project Boundary 
is 4,552 acres, not 4,540 acres. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace 4,540 acres with 4,552 acres. 

Revised acreage of No Action Alternative project boundary 
to 4,522 acres in SEIS Section 4.7.2.1. See Consolidated 
Response 1, which explains revisions to the project 
boundary and layout acreages since the Draft SEIS. 

S-008, C-129 Terrestrial 
resources 

PAGE: 4-109 

SECTION: 4.7.2.2 & 4.7.2.3 

COMMENT: In the “No Action Alternative” portions of these 
sections, the acreage owned by Haile within its current 
Project Boundary is 4,552 acres, not 4,540 acres. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace 4,540 acres with 4,552 acres. 

Revised acreage of No Action Alternative project boundary 
to 4,522 acres in SEIS Sections 4.7.2.2 and 4.7.2.3. See 
Consolidated Response 1, which explains revisions to the 
project boundary and layout acreages since the Draft SEIS. 
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S-008, C-130 Terrestrial 
resources 

PAGE: 4-110 

SECTION: Table 4.7-2 

COMMENT: On the “Vegetation cover and type” category of 
the Table, it states that the Proposed Project disturbs up to 
1,358 acres. For reasons stated previously, that figure 
should be revised to approximately 1,107 acres. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

Revised acreage of new disturbance resulting from the 
Proposed Action to 953 acres in SEIS Section 4.7.2.1. See 
Consolidated Response 1, which explains revisions to the 
project boundary and layout acreages since the Draft SEIS. 

S-008, C-131 Terrestrial 
resources 

PAGE: 4-111 

SECTION: 4.7.5 

COMMENT: References should cite the P.Hunter (ERM) 
Terrestrial Impacts Assessment Report. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Insert the following referencesd:· 
“ERM (Hunter), December 2017. Comprehensive Biological 
Baseline Report.”· “ERM (Hunter), November 2018. 
Terrestrial Wildlife Impact Assessment.” 

Revised SEIS Section 4.7.5 and associated text to include 
ERM 2017. Although reviewed by USACE, the ERM 2018 
document is not cited in the section. 

S-008, C-142 Visual 
resources 

PAGE: 4-140 

SECTION: 4.13.2.2 

COMMENT: Under the “Proposed Project” section, the 2nd 
to the last paragraph states that the proposed project would 
not be visible from the HGM Baptist Church parking lot 
because foreground vegetation that is approximately 40 
feet tall would block potential views at the location, and the 
closest project boundary would be 0.8 mile to the west. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: HGM Church Parking area abuts our 
project boundary; therefore, the end of the sentence stating 
that the closest project boundary would be 0.8 mile to the 
west should be deleted. 

Revised text in SEIS Section 4.13.2.2 as suggested in the 
comment. 

S-008, C-143 Visual 
resources 

PAGE: 4-141 
SECTION: 4.13.2.2 
COMMENT: Under the “Visual Impact Assessment of KOPs” 
section, the 1st paragraph states that Ramona OSA will be 
set back 1,100 ft from Hwy 601. This is not correct. 
Also, the last paragraph on page 4-141 states that the 
closest office building is a minerals lab operated by Haile. 
This is incorrect because the lab is operated by SGS, a 
company that is unrelated to Haile Gold Mine and/or 

Revised text in SEIS Section 4.13.2.2 as suggested in the 
comment. 



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

  
Responses to Comments Received on the Draft SEIS 

 

Haile Gold Mine Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement 

10-160 
August 2022 

 

 

Comment ID Category Comment Response 

OceanaGold. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: In the 1st paragraph, change the 
Ramona OSA setback from US 601 from “1100 feet” to 
“approximately 200 feet.” 
In the last paragraph on page 4-141, revise the 
parenthetical: “(minerals lab operated by Haile SGS, an 
entity separate from Haile)”... 

 

S-016, C-002 Visual 
resources 

We also used to be able to see a dark sky where we could 
see all the stars but they have placed numerous huge, bright 
portable lights that light up the sky which have ruined the 
view we used to have. 

Standard light plants in different configurations are used 
on site to illuminate areas during night operations. These 
light plants are present wherever equipment is running 
such that work areas can be fully illuminated for the health 
and safety of employees. Locations of light plants are 
typically related to construction projects, pits, OSAs 
(including PAGs), the TSF, the mill, the maintenance shop, 
or anywhere else where work is occurring that requires 
light to perform work. 

Where practicable, lights are pointed inward toward the 
site to minimize light pollution directed at the community. 
In addition, where practicable, light plants are also pointed 
down to focus the light on the work area and not up into 
the night sky. 

Due to the limited amount of remaining work at the TSF, 
the light plants have been removed because the current 
phase of lift construction is nearing completion. However, 
when the next phase begins, light plants may return to the 
area for night shifts for a limited period of time if it is 
deemed necessary to meet the project schedule in a safe 
manner. 

In addition, various overhead lights are present at the 
administration building, employee parking lots, and the 
mill and maintenance shop. These lights are also directed 
inward and/or downward to reduce light pollution. 

S-003, C-005 Water 
resources 

[Note: Hyperlinks included in original comment 
subsmission are omitted here for brevity.]The supplemental 
2020 SEIS references the 2014 FEIS that was published for 
the original project. The 2014 FEIS is accurate in discussing 

Comment noted. USACE has made an effort in the SEIS to 
provide a thorough and well-supported analysis of direct, 
indirect, and cumulative impacts under NEPA that are 
anticipated to occur to streamflow and aquatic ecosystems. 
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hydrological impacts, but it is not complete in its 
understanding of the cumulative effects. In the review of 
Surface Water Hydrology and Water Quality, section 4.4 of 
the 2014 FEIS, there are a series of, “existing reports, draft 
and final permits, water quality databases, and 
groundwater quality modeling” that were used to assess the 
potential impacts on surface and stream water quality to 
some extent. While these studies were completed, they 
failed to acknowledge the full scope of potential harm that 
can occur to streamflow and aquatic ecosystems. 

S-008, C-033 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 3-10 
SECTION: 3.2.1.1 
COMMENT: The middle of 1st paragraph incorrectly states 
that the SEIS Expansion Plan does not require changes to 
Haile’s existing NPDES permits. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the text as follows: “The 
proposed mine expansion would not require any changes to 
the discharge limits under Haile’s existing NPDES permits, 
but would require changes to Haile’s discharge capacity and 
location of Outfalls.” 

 

Revised SEIS Section 3.2.1.1 as suggested in the comment. 

S-008, C-034 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 3-12 

SECTION: 3.2.1.2 

COMMENT: The 2nd paragraph states that Haile currently 
operates under Public Water Permit 2930013 for a well that 
provides drinking water to employees and visitors to the 
mine. This well no longer exists, and Haile now provides 
drinking water to employees and visitors of the mine via the 
public water system. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace the 2nd paragraph with the 
following: “Since Haile provides water to its employees and 
visitors via the public water system (and not private well), 
it no longer holds an active Public Water Permit.” 

Revised SEIS Section 3.2.1.2 to reflect that the source of 
potable water for the mine is the Town of Kershaw 
Municipal Water Supply System and that the mine no 
longer holds an active public water permit. 

S-008, C-035 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 3-13 
SECTION: 3.2.1.6 
COMMENT: During mining operations (and Fresh Water 
Storage Area operations) and during the post-mining fill of 

Revised SEIS Sections 3.2.1.4 and 3.2.1.6 to reflect that a 
portion of the flow in Haile Gold Mine Creek and not the 
full flow will be diverted to fill the Freshwater Storage 
Pond and Ledbetter Reservoir. 
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Ledbetter Reservoir, Haile will be diverting only a portion 
(“safe yield”) from Haile Gold Mine Creek for indefinite 
retention. Once Ledbetter Reservoir is full, the plan is to 
divert the entire Haile Gold Mine Creek through it. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the text as follows: “The 
diversion of a portion of Haile Gold Mine Creek flow to fill . . 
.” 

 

S-008, C-036 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 3-13/3-14 

SECTION: 3.2.1.7 

COMMENT: It does not seem necessary to include all SW 
designations from SC rules since all relevant waters are 
either “unclassified” or “FW.” 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise narrative overview of SW 
designations accordingly. 

The intent of SEIS Section 3.2.1.7 is to provide the reader 
with an overview of surface water quality regulations in 
South Carolina from which applicable regulations for the 
Proposed Project can be determined. No modifications 
were made to the narrative overview of surface water 
designations based on this comment. 

S-008, C-037 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 3-15 
SECTION: 3.2.1.7 
COMMENT: It is not clear that SC would employ the water 
plus organisms for Haile Gold Mine Creek. Further 
explanation of how numeric criteria are identified is 
needed. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the last paragraph as follows: 
“Applicable water quality standards for FW are listed in 
Table 3.2-1. Where separate numeric criteria are given of 
organism consumption, water plus organism consumption, 
and drinking water Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs), 
the most stringent of the 
criteria is applied to protect the existing and classified uses 
of the waterbody (R.61-68.E.14.b(1)). 
Typically, the Criterion Maximum Concentration (CMC) is 
applied as a daily maximum derived limit, and the Criterion 
Continuous Criterion (CCC) is applied as a monthly average 
derived limit only after consideration of dilution factors and 
the background water quality of the receiving waters. The 
CMC and CCC for specific metals are adjusted using 
procedures specified in 60FR229, “Water Quality Standards; 
Establishment of Numeric Criteria for Priority Toxic 

Revised SEIS Section 3.2.1.7 to further explain the 
application of numeric criteria. 
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Pollutants; States’ Compliance – Revision of Metals Criteria,” 
May 4, 1995 and the “Technical Guidance on Interpretation 
and Implementation of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria,” Oct 1, 
1993. 
[NEW PARAGRAPH] In addition, Surface waterbodies are 
also subject to CWA Section 303(d), which 
requires...” 

 

S-008, C-038 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 3-20 

SECTION: 3.2.2.1 

COMMENT: The fourth, fifth and sixth sentences of the first 
paragraph state: “The reported average monthly 
streamflow at SW-15 ranges from 6.05 to 77.48 cubic feet 
per second (cfs) (ERC 2018). Reported average monthly 
streamflows at SW-13 range from 6.27 to 87.00 cfs (ERC 
2018). USGS notes that work is in progress to develop stable 
rating curves for the two gauges and that the reported 
streamflows are provisional.” This statement needs to 
clearly indicate that the data from these gauges is uncertain. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Add the parenthetical “(i.e., 
uncertain)” after the phrase “reported streamflows are 
provisional.” 

Per the USGS provisional data statement at 
https://water.usgs.gov/wateralert/provisional/, 
additional language has been added to SEIS Section 3.2.2.1 
to indicate that provisional data are subject to revision 
pending final review and approval. USGS has not issued a 
statement regarding uncertainty associated with 
provisional data, and the suggested language was not 
included in revisions to the text in Section 3.2.2.1. 

S-008, C-039 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 3-20 
SECTION: 3.2.2.1 
COMMENT: The 1st paragraph under the “Camp Branch 
Creek” section indicates that it has a total length of about 
11.8 miles, 6.4 of which are jurisdictional. These values 
appear to include tributaries to Camp Branch. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the text as follows: “Camp 
Branch Creek (including its tributaries) has a total length of 
. . .” 

Revised SEIS Section 3.2.2.1 to indicate that Camp Branch 
Creek and its tributaries have a total length of about 11.8 
miles, 6.4 miles of which are jurisdictional. 

S-008, C-040 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 3-20 
SECTION: 3.2.2.1 
COMMENT: Under the “Little Lynches River” section, the 
3rd sentence of the last paragraph refers to monitoring for 
Camp Branch Creek when it really means Little Lynches 
River. 

Revised SEIS Section 3.2.2.1 as suggested in the comment. 
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SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the text as follows: 
“Monitoring data for the Camp Branch Creek Little Lynches 
River . . .” 

S-008, C-041 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 3-22 

SECTION: 3.2.2.1 

COMMENT: The 3rd sentence of the 2nd paragraph under 
the “Champion Creek” section states: “Its average annual 
total flow is estimated to be 0.6 cfs based on the basin 
proration method described in Section 4.2.1 of the 2014 
FEIS.” However, ERC 2018 Table 7.2 shows an average 
annual pre-mining total flow of 0.4 cfs. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace 0.6 cfs with 0.4 cfs. 

Revised SEIS Section 3.2.2.1 to state that the pre-mining 
average annual total flow in Champion Creek is estimated 
to be 0.4 cubic feet per second (cfs) based on the basin 
proration method described in ERC 2018. 

S-008, C-042 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 3-22 
SECTION: 3.2.2.1 
COMMENT: The 1st paragraph under the “Haile Gold Mine 
Creek” section indicates that it has a total length of about 
10.5 miles, 8.4 of which are jurisdictional. These values 
appear to include tributaries to HGMC. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the text as follows: “Haile 
Gold Mine Creek (including its tributaries) has a total length 
of . . .” 

 

Revised the referenced text in SEIS Section 3.2.2.1 to 
indicate that Haile Gold Mine Creek and its tributaries have 
a total length of about 10.5 miles, 8.4 miles of which are 
jurisdictional. 

S-008, C-043 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 3-23 

SECTION: 3.2.2.1 

COMMENT: Under the “Haile Gold Mine Creek” section, in 
the first complete sentence at the top of the page, the list of 
existing mine disturbances should not include Robert OSA 
because that facility was displaced by East PAG. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Remove “Robert OSA” and add “East 
PAG” in its place. 

Revised the referenced text in SEIS Section 3.2.2.1 to omit 
the Robert OSA and include the East PAG. 

S-008, C-044 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 3-23 
SECTION: 3.2.2.1 
COMMENT: Under the “Haile Gold Mine Creek” section, the 
second to the last sentence of the 1st paragraph should be 
updated to reflect that the old Ledbetter Reservoir has been 
drained in preparation for mining Ledbetter Pit. 

Revised SEIS Section 3.2.2.1 as suggested in the comment. 
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SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the text as follows: “The 
watershed also contained Ledbetter Reservoir and 
numerous ponds associated with mining. Ledbetter 
Reservoir was located along the mainstream of the creek 
and has been drained to accommodate development of Red 
Hill and Ledbetter Pits. Haile Gold Mine Creek and its 
tributaries above the former Ledbetter Reservoir are 
small...“ 

 

S-008, C-045 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 3-23 

SECTION: 3.2.2.1 

COMMENT: The 6th and 7th sentences of the 3rd paragraph 
state: “The reported average monthly stream flows at SW-
19 range from 0.01 to 0.13 cfs (ERC 2018). The highest 
instantaneous flow at the gage during a storm event was 
about 1.27 cfs in May 2017.” ERC did not use flow data from 
this flume in its analysis because it was unreliable. (See ERC 
2018 Section 3.2.2). 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: After the 7th sentence in the 3rd 
paragraph, add the following language: “However, the flume 
has submergence issues, and the flow data was considered 
sufficiently unreliable that it was not used in any analysis.” 

Revised SEIS Section 3.2.2.1 to indicate that the high flow 
measurement from SW-19 is unreliable because of 
submergence of the flume. 

S-008, C-046 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 3-25 
SECTION: 3.2.2.1 
COMMENT: Under the “Pits Lakes and Ponds” subsection, 
update the text regarding the draining of Ledbetter 
Reservoir to reflect that it no longer exists. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the narrative as follows: 
“Ledbetter Reservoir was an 8.9-acre impoundment of Haile 
Gold Mine Creek located north of Haile Gold Mine Road. It 
has an area of 8.9 acres.” 

Revised SEIS Section 3.2.2.1 to indicate that the Ledbetter 
Reservoir was drained to facilitate development of the Red 
Hill and Ledbetter Pits. 

S-008, C-047 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 3-25 
SECTION: 3.2.2.1 
COMMENT: Under the “Passive Treatment System” 
subsection, clarify that this passive treatment system no 
longer exists because it has been mined out. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the text as follows: “A passive 

Revised SEIS Section 3.2.2.1 to indicate that the passive 
treatment system and Outfall 002 were removed in 2015. 
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treatment system operated by Haile was used to treat flows 
from three closed mining facilities . . . The aerobic polishing 
cells discharged treated water from Outfall 003 . . . 
However, this treatment system no longer exists because it 
was removed to make room to mine Mill Zone Pit in 2015.” 

S-008, C-080 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4.9 
SECTION: 4.2.1 
COMMENT: The 2nd sentence of the 1st paragraph should 
be revised for improved clarity. It currently reads: “The 
assessment included a review of the previous analysis and 
revision of the geotechnical model to combine the saprock, 
which is a layer of rock consisting of partly chemically 
weathered minerals together with yet unweathered 
minerals, and upper bedrock units into a single weathered 
bedrock unit.” 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: “The assessment included a review 
of the previous analysis and revision of the geotechnical 
model to combine the saprock, which is a layer of rock 
consisting of partly chemically weathered minerals, 
together with yet unweathered minerals and upper bedrock 
units into a single weathered bedrock unit.” 

 

Revised SEIS Section 4.2.1 to read, "The assessment 
included a review of the previous analysis and revision of 
the geotechnical model to combine the saprock and upper 
bedrock units into a single weathered bedrock unit." 

S-008, C-081 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-10 

SECTION: 4.2.1.2 

COMMENT: The Hanging Rock Creek gage was not 
operational after 2003. The 1st sentence in the “Surface 
Water Analysis” section suggests that additional data from 
HRC gage was evaluated after 2014. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Delete the phrase: “Hanging Rock 
Creek Gage and.” 

Revised SEIS Section 4.2.1.2 to omit reference to the 
Hanging Rock Creek Gage. 

S-008, C-082 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-22 

SECTION: 4.2.1.2 

COMMENT: The title of Figure 4.2-4 should be revised for 
improved clarity. The Figure is titled “Mill Zone Pit 
Depressurization Rates,” but it includes one graph for Mill 
Zone and one graph for Snake Pit. 

Revised SEIS Figure 4.2-4 caption to label pits. 
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SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise Figure 4.2-4 Title to “Mill 
Zone and Snake Pits Depressurization Rates” and add text 
boxes to indicate that the upper graph includes Mill Zone Pit 
data and the lower graph includes Snake Pit data. 

S-008, C-083 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-23 
SECTION: 4.2.1.2 
COMMENT: In the “Numerical GW Model Predictive 
Simulation” section, the 1st paragraph’s 7th and 8th 
sentences should be revised for improved clarity. They 
currently read: “Expansion of the TSF and construction of 
the PAG OSAs would effectively eliminate recharge below 
these areas. The life-of-mine run simulates this in 
accordance with the planned timing for development of the 
facilities.” 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text as follows: “Expansion of 
the TSF and construction of the PAG OSAs would effectively 
eliminate recharge below these areas. To represent this, the 
life-of-mine run simulates recharge reducing to near zero in 
accordance with the planned timing for development of the 
facilities. 

 

Revised SEIS Section 4.2.1.2 for clarity. 

S-008, C-084 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-23 

SECTION: 4.2.1.2 

COMMENT: In the “Predictive Simulations” section, the last 
sentence of the last paragraph states that the “pit lakes are 
projected to stabilize at 55 to 57 years after the end of 
mining; however, the end of the first paragraph on page 4-
25 states that the pit lakes are predicted to reach their final 
elevations at 54 to 68 years after the end of mining. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Language needs to clarify throughout 
this section and the SEIS that Ledbetter Reservoir is 
modeled to reach spill elevation of 403 ft ams about 57 yrs 
after end of mining; Champion Reservoir is modeled to fill 
to its spill elevation of 442 ft amsl about 54 yrs after end of 
mining; and Champion SW Reservoir is predicted to 
stabilize at about 426 ft amsl about 68 yrs after the end of 
mining. 

Revised SEIS Section 4.2.1.2 to state, "The elevations of the 
pit lakes are projected to stabilize at 54 to 68 years after 
the end of mining.” The section is intended to provide an 
overview of the model setup and is not a discussion of 
model results. Model results including predicted filling 
times for each pit lake and the final lake elevations are 
discussed in SEIS Section 4.2.2. 
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S-008, C-085 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-24 

SECTION: 4.2.1.2 

COMMENT: In the “Conceptual Overview” section, the 3rd 
sentence of 1st paragraph states that portions of the Mill 
Zone, Haile, Red Hill, and Snake Pits would be partially 
backfilled with green and yellow class overburden. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Add the phrase “amended with lime” 
to the end of the sentence that currently finishes with 
“partially backfilled with green and yellow class 
overburden.” 

Revised SEIS Section 4.2.1.2 to indicate that the 
overburden would be amended with lime. 

S-008, C-086 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-25 
SECTION: 4.2.1.2 
COMMENT: The 2nd sentence in the 2nd full paragraph 
requires some clarification because Haile not only will likely 
become permanently stratified but also will likely not mix 
annually. (Schafer and Limnos 2018). 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the text as follows: 
“Comparison of the planned pit lakes to pit lakes at the 
Ridgeway Mine 30 miles southwest of the site suggests that 
lakes at Haile would become permanently stratified are not 
likely to mix annually (Schafer and Limnos 2018).” 

Revised SEIS Section 4.2.1.2 to state, "Comparison of the 
planned pit lakes to the South Pit lake at the Ridgeway 
Mine 30 miles southwest of the site suggests that lakes at 
Haile would not turn over and mix during most years 
(Schafer and Limnos 2018)." 

S-008, C-087 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-29 
SECTION: 4.2.2.1 
COMMENT: In the middle of the 1st paragraph, there is a 
reference to the TSF and PAG OSAs being only single-lined 
(with HDPE) when they are double-lined with a HDPE liner 
sitting on top of a 2-foot layer of low permeable soil. 
Also, at the end of the 1st paragraph, since the facilities 
must be capped before they can be drained, we recommend 
a minor change to the order of related language. We also 
suggest clarifying that caps on the PAG facilities are double-
lined with the HDPE liner sitting on top of a 5-foot layer of 
low permeability soil. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Change language as follows: “The 
TSF and PAG OSAs would be double-lined high density 
polyethylene (HDPE)-lined facilities with underdrain 
collection systems that sit on top of a 2-foot layer of low 

The referenced paragraph does not state that the TSA and 
PAG OSAs are single-lined or single-capped facilities. 
However, SEIS Section 4.2.2.1 has been modified to include 
the requested additional detail about cap and liner 
construction. 



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

  
Responses to Comments Received on the Draft SEIS 

 

Haile Gold Mine Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement 

10-169 
August 2022 

 

 

Comment ID Category Comment Response 

permeability soil covered by high-density polyethylene 
(HDPE) liner that would intercept precipitation. . .” 
Change language as follows: “At the end of mining, the 
facilities would be drained of excess water and capped with 
HDPE liner covered by and a minimum of 2 feet of growth 
media and then drained of excess water. In addition, caps 
for all PAG facilities would be double-lined with a 5-foot 
layer of low permeability soil beneath the HDPE liner.” 

S-008, C-088 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-33 

SECTION: 4.2.2.1 

COMMENT: The 2nd sentence of the 1st paragraph states 
that groundwater levels below the East and West Pag 
storage facilities are predicted to have long-term residual 
drawdowns of 25 to 100 ft. This is not accurate. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the narrative to state the 
following: “Similarly, groundwater levels below the PAG 
storage facilities are predicted to have long-term residual 
drawdown. Five feet of residual drawdown is predicted 
beneath East PAG; whereas 25 to 70 ft. of residual 
drawdown is predicted at West PAG because of its 
proximity to the Ledbetter Pit.” 

Revised SEIS Section 4.2.2.1 to indicate that the predicted 
maximum residual drawdown below the East PAG and 
West PAG at 70 years post-mining is about 5 feet and 70 
feet, respectively. 

S-008, C-089 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-33 

SECTION: 4.2.2.1 

COMMENT: In the 3rd paragraph of the “Area of Potential 
GW Impact” Section, text refers to a 60-mil HDPE underliner 
and cap for the TSF and PAG facilities. This language needs 
to clarify that the underliner for the TSF and PAGs is 
double- lined (with HDPE liner sitting on top of 2 feet of low 
permeability soil). In addition, the PAG facilities use 80-mil 
HDPE for their underliner, and their caps (including their 
benches) are double-lined with 60-mil HDPE sitting on 5- 
feet of low-permeability soil beneath. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Remove the sentence that begins 
with “The facilities would be underlain by” and replace with 
the following sentences: “The facilities would be underlain 
by double-liners comprised of HDPE lining sitting on 2 feet 
of low permeability soil (60-mil HDPE for the TSF and 80-

Revised SEIS Section 4.2.2.1 to include additional detail 
about the liner and cover systems and to clarify that 80-mil 
HDPE would be used for the PAG OSA liners and 60-
millimeter HDPE would be used for the other applications. 
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mil HDPE for the PAGs). In addition, the facilities would be 
capped with 60-mil HDPE liners, and the PAG caps would be 
double-lined with the HDPE liner sitting on 5 feet of low 
permeability soil. All caps will be covered with 2 feet of 
growth media and vegetated.” 

S-008, C-090 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-37 
SECTION: 4.2.2.2 
COMMENT: The narrative in the 1st paragraph refers to 
green and yellow backfill but fails to mention that the 
yellow backfill will be lime amended. 
The narrative also indicates that the open pits and 
Horseshoe Underground Mine would be subject to oxidizing 
conditions that release acidity and metals; however, the 
ultimate closure will inundate these facilities (as well as 
Green and Yellow Overburden used for partial backfill) to 
prevent such oxidization. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Add the following language to the 
3rd sentence of the 1st paragraph: “partially backfilled with 
green and lime-amended yellow class overburden.” 
Insert the following language (or something similar) after 
the sentence about Yellow and Green Overburden: 
Ultimately the Open Pits, Horseshoe Underground Mine, 
and pit backfill (comprised of Green/Yellow Overburden) 
will be inundated with water to prevent oxidization and 
minimize release of acidity and metals related to the 
exposed mineralized rock. 

 

Revised SEIS Section 4.2.2.2 to indicate that yellow class 
backfill would be lime-amended and that after flooding, 
wall rocks and backfill would be submerged eliminating 
contact with atmospheric oxygen and minimizing the 
potential for the ongoing release of acidity, metals and 
other constituents into water. 

S-008, C-091 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-37 

SECTION: 4.2.2.2 

COMMENT: In the “Pit Lake Water Quality” section, the text 
in the last sentence of 1st paragraph requires clarification. 
It currently reads: “The Ledbetter and Champion Pit Lakes 
would also discharge to surface water after they fill to their 
spill points and could affect the quality of water in Hail Gold 
Mine Creek and the unnamed tributary 2.” 

Corrected the spelling of Haile in SEIS Section 4.2.2.2. The 
reference to Tributary 2 has been retained because it is a 
formally defined reference to the drainage below the 
Champion Pit. The word "respectively" has been added to 
the end of the sentence to associate the impact from 
Champion Pit with unnamed Tributary 2. 
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SUGGESTED CHANGE: Add “e” to Hail and replace the “2” 
with “draining from the southern rim of Champion Pit 
(Figure 4.2.10).” 

S-008, C-092 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-37 
SECTION: 4.2.2.2 
COMMENT: In the “Ledbetter Pit Lake” section, the 1st 
sentence of the 2nd paragraph requires some clarification. 
It currently reads: “Three principal factors influenced the 
early stratification of the South Pit Lake: a sudden influx of 
nutrients during a runoff event from a recently fertilized 
and reclaimed area, the discharge of relatively low total 
dissolved solids (TDS) process water into the lake near its 
surface, and the leaching of chemically reactive rocks in the 
pit walls (Flite 2006).” 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the text as follows: “Three 
principal factors influenced the early stratification of the 
South Pit Lake: a sudden influx of nutrients during a runoff 
event from a recently fertilized and reclaimed area, 
stormwater runoff from the watershed once the watershed 
was vegetated the discharge of relatively low total dissolved 
solids (TDS) process water into the lake near its surface, 
and the leaching of chemically reactive rocks in the pit walls 
(Flite 2006). 

Revised SEIS Section 4.2.2.2 to indicate that the source of 
low total disolved solids (TDS) water entering the South 
Pit lake near its surface was stormwater rather than 
process water. 

S-008, C-093 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-38 
SECTION: 4.2.2.2 
COMMENT: The last sentence of the partial paragraph at the 
top of the page requires some clarification. It currently 
states: “The subsequent addition of low TDS water (rain) 
into the surface layer helped to reinforce density 
stratification of the lake as does the continuing chemical 
loading of reaction products from the pit walls and the 
precipitation of constituents in the upper layer, which sink 
and are resolubilized, in part, in the lower layer.” 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the last sentence as follows: 
“The subsequent addition of low TDS water (rain) into the 
surface layer, after watershed vegetation was established 
on upland areas and in constructed wetlands, helped to 

Revised SEIS Section 4.2.2.2 to indicate low-TDS rain and 
stormwater. It was previously stated in the same 
paragraph that the stormwater originated from the 
surrounding watershed after it had been revegetated. This 
information is not needed in this sentence to support the 
discussion and is not repeated. 
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reinforce density stratification of the lake as does the 
continuing chemical loading of reaction products from the 
pit walls and the precipitation of constituents in the upper 
layer, which sink and are resolubilized, in part, in the lower 
layer. 

S-008, C-094 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-38 

SECTION: 4.2.2.2 

COMMENT: Haile strongly disagrees that the absence of the 
primary biological mechanism (i.e., one-time nutrient 
loading event leading to an algal bloom) that led to rapid 
chemical stratification at Ridgeway’s South Pit Lake 
suggests that rapid stratification at Haile’s Ledbetter 
Reservoir is not realistic. To the contrary, Haile believes 
that steady nutrient loading and biological inoculation to 
Ledbetter Reservoir likely will result in strong stratification 
setup within the first year or two. Quarterly nutrient data 
from Haile Gold Mine Creek showed an average of 0.5 mg 
Total Nitrogen/L as well as an average of 0.027 mg 
Orthophosphate/L (from 2020 samples only); nutrients 
from residual blasting material will also be readily available 
for algal growth in the first year. Aquatic insect data from 
Haile Gold Mine Creek (Table 7.3, Appendix B) and the 
“blackwater creek” observation indicate that organic 
material loading will provide a source of organic material to 
the lake as well. In addition to nutrients, Haile Gold Mine 
Creek will serve as a source of algae, bacteria, and other 
organisms to the lake. Haile Gold Mine Creek and other 
sources of organisms and nutrients in stormwater runoff 
will help rapidly colonize the newly forming lake and will 
facilitate a density difference in the Ledbetter water 
column. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace the first two sentences of the 
first full paragraph with the following language: “While a 
one-time nutrient loading event leading to an algal bloom 
will not likely occur for Ledbetter Pit Lake as it did for 
Ridgeway’s South Pit Lake, steady nutrient loading and 
biological inoculation to Ledbetter Reservoir likely will 

The conclusion that steady nutrient loading and biological 
inoculation of the Ledbetter Reservoir would likely result 
in strong stratification within the first year or two of 
formation is somewhat speculative. The text has been 
revised to more clearly indicate that stable stratification of 
the pit lake is favored to occur during most years, starting 
at some point during filling or after it reaches its final level, 
and that periodic turnover of the lake is expected. 
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result in strong stratification setup within the first year or 
two.Quarterly nutrient data from Haile Gold Mine Creek 
showed an average of 0.5 mg Total Nitrogen/L as well as an 
average of 0.027 mg Orthophosphate/L (from 2020 samples 
only); nutrients from residual blasting material will also be 
readily available for algal growth in the first year.Aquatic 
insect data from Haile Gold Mine Creek (Table 7.3, Appendix 
B) and the “blackwater creek” observation indicate that 
organic material loading will provide a source of organic 
material to the lake as well. In addition to nutrients, Haile 
Gold Mine Creek will serve as a source of algae, bacteria, 
and other organisms to the lake. Haile Gold Mine Creek and 
other sources of organisms and nutrients in stormwater 
runoff will help rapidly colonize the newly forming lake and 
will facilitate a density difference in the Ledbetter water 
column.”We then suggest continuing with the third 
sentence (“Geochemical processes that include chemical 
loading from the pit walls and backfill…”) and leaving the 
remainder of the paragraph in place with the exception of 
deleting the final sentence (“Ultimately, Ledbetter Pit Lake 
can stratify . . .”) 

S-008, C-095 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-38 

SECTION: 4.2.2.2 

COMMENT: At the end of the 2nd full paragraph on this 
page, it states that “It is possible, however, that energy from 
the streamflow could have a mixing effect.” Haile requests 
that language be added here to reflect that Haile will be 
engineering the inflow from Haile Gold Mine Creek to 
minimize its energy and the prospect of mixing. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace the period at the end of the 
2nd full paragraph (after the phrase “could have a mixing 
effect”) with a comma and add the following language: 
“though Haile will be engineering the inflow to Ledbetter 
Reservoir to reduce its energy and minimize the prospect of 
causing a mixing effect.” 

Revised SEIS Section 4.2.2.2 to indicate that engineering 
controls would be used at the pit lake inlet to dissipate 
streamflow energy. 

S-008, C-096 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-38 

SECTION: 4.2.2.2 

Comment noted. The paragraph has been revised for 
clarify but retained because it accurately reflects the level 
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COMMENT: Based on the stratification discussion above, 
Haile asks the USACE to remove the 3rd full paragraph that 
begins/ends with “Given the events that would be required 
for stratification . . . stratification may occur at a later time 
during its filling than the South Pit.” The level of uncertainty 
suggested in this paragraph is inaccurate. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Delete the 3rd full paragraph. 

of uncertainty that the preparers of the SEIS believe to be 
associated with the analysis of pit lake stratification. 

S-008, C-097 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-38 to 4-40 
SECTION: 4.2.2.2 
COMMENT: Haile disagrees with comparison of fully mixed 
Ledbetter Pit Lake water to water quality criteria for waters 
classified as FW. In the FEIS, the point of compliance used 
for determining compliance in receiving water was the 
Little Lynches River below its confluence with Haile Gold 
Mine Creek. This also was the approach used in the SW 
water quality assessment submitted as part of the SEIS. 
Applying FW water quality criteria to the Pit Lake is 
inappropriate because numerous mitigation measures 
could be employed to ensure that release of water from the 
lake does not impair downstream water quality. These may 
include chemical addition, polishing ponds, and managed 
releases. 
Thus, Haile requests that any discussion of compliance with 
water quality criteria be removed from the pit lake 
discussion but retained for Haile Gold Mine Creek and Little 
Lynches River. More specifically, all narrative after Table 
4.2-9 should be removed or dramatically reduced per 
recommended edits. 
For more context on this approach, see Bill Schafer’s 
Technical Memorandum on “Clarification of Surface Water 
Quality Impact Model Chemistry” (January 13, 2014), 
provided here as Exhibit 4 of Haile 2021 Draft SEIS 
Comments (Schafer Water Quality Clarification Memo), as 
well as FEIS Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace last paragraph on p. 4-38 
with the following text: “Predictive modeling of Ledbetter 
Reservoir water quality evaluated a number of different 
scenarios that included fully mixed and stratified pit lakes 

Modified SEIS Section 4.2.2.2 to omit “applicable 
standards” in reference to pit lake water quality. However, 
the comparison to surface water criteria has been retained 
because the Ledbetter and Champion Pits will discharge to 
water bodies to which freshwater criteria apply. These pits 
are considered to be treatment units. At the time of 
closure, if treatment units cannot meet water quality 
criteria and other applicable criteria for sediments, then 
deed restrictions and any necessary physical controls that 
limit access must be placed on the units. Deed restrictions 
can have language that allows them to be reevalulated (if 
agreed upon by SCDHEC) if conditions change such that 
applicable criteria are met. 
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with the addition of lime to regulate pH during filling 
(Schafer and Limnos 2018). 
Some of the predictions exceeded surface water quality 
criteria from some metals over discrete time periods, 
especially following a turnover event. If water quality 
monitoring in the pit lake showed that release from the lake 
would harm downgradient water quality in Haile Gold Mine 
Creek, then appropriate corrective actions would be taken 
to mitigate such impacts. The most likely case, the stratified 
lake, could be discharged without adverse effects and 
without requiring mitigation. 
[NEW PARAGRAPH] The predictive modeling of fully mixed 
and stratified pit lake without periodic turnover... Replace 
the paragraph after Table 4.2- 9 with the following text: 
“Review of geochemical modeling results in Table 4.2-9 
indicates that the quality of water released to Haile Gold 
Mine Creek from a stratified pit lake would be better than 
water from a fully mixed pit lake. Thus, the mixed lake 
would require roughly twice as much limed as a stratified 
lake to maintain circum-neutral pH during filling. 
Because of the uncertainty associated with the hydrologic 
and geochemical inputs to the model and assumptions for 
chemical equilibrium, redox conditions, and the limnologic 
characteristics of the lake, further analysis will need to be 
done prior to discharge from Ledbetter Reservoir to guide 
site management in controlling the quality of the water 
discharged.” 

 

S-008, C-098 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-42 

SECTION: 4.2.2.2 

COMMENT: The second to last paragraph in Section 4.2.2.2 
refers to “unnamed drainage 2.” We think this reference is 
confusing. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace the “unnamed drainage 2” 
with “the unnamed tributary near the southern rim of 
Champion Pit (Figure 4.2.10).” 

Revised SEIS Section 4.2.2.2 to clarify that unnamed 
drainage 2 is located near the southern rim of the 
Champion Pit. 
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S-008, C-099 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-43 
SECTION: 4.2.2.3 
COMMENT: Paragraph under “Proposed Project / Active 
Mining Period” incorrectly states that Haile will have only 
one CWTP discharge when it will have two outfalls. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise as follows: “… and there 
would be two points one point of surface water discharge 
from the CWTP – Outfalls 004 and 005.” 

 

Revised SEIS Section 4.2.2.3 to indicate that there would be 
two outfalls from the contact water treatment plant 
(CWTP) and Outfalls 004 and 005. 

S-008, C-100 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-45/4-46 

SECTION: 4.2.2.3 

COMMENT: The Quantities in Table 4.2-12 Watershed 
Alteration under the No Action Alternative and Proposed 
Project are different from those provided in Response to 
RAI (SEIS) No. 9-227. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise this chart accordingly. 

Revised and restructured SEIS Table 4.2-12 based on 
updated geospatial data for project facilities and wetland 
data. See Consolidated Response 1, which explains 
revisions to the project boundary and layout acreages 
since the Draft SEIS. 

S-008, C-101 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-47 

SECTION: 4.2.2.3 

COMMENT: Haile is not sure where the 456-acre figure for 
the area of the pit lakes comes from. Based on the 
information provided in Table A-3 (Proposed Pit Surface 
Area) of Project Description / Revision 3 and the 
assumption that all pits will be closed under water, the total 
area of the pit footprint (and thus pit lake footprint) 
combined would be around 628 acres. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: In the Post-Mining Period subsection, 
revise the following language: “Pit lakes would occupy 
approximately 456 628 acres . . .” 

Revised acreage of Proposed Project pit lakes to 569 acres 
in SEIS Section 4.2.2.3. See Consolidated Response 1, which 
explains revisions to the project boundary and layout 
acreages since the Draft SEIS. 

S-008, C-102 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-49 

SECTION: 4.2.2.3 

COMMENT: Table 4.2-14 is titled percent change in average 
runoff; however, the values in the table show the 
percentage of pre-mining flows rather than percent change. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Change table title to reflect that 
values show flows as a percentage of pre- mining rather 
than percent change. 

Revised SEIS Table 4.2-14 caption and column headings as 
suggested in the comment. 
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S-008, C-103 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-50 

SECTION: 4.2.2.3 

COMMENT: Table 4.2-15 is titled percent change in average 
baseflow; however, the values in the table show the 
percentage of pre-mining flows rather than percent change. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Change table title to reflect that 
values show flows as a percentage of pre- mining rather 
than percent change. 

Revised SEIS Table 4.2-15 caption and column headings as 
suggested in the comment. 

S-008, C-104 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-51 

SECTION: 4.2.2.3 

COMMENT: Table 4.2-16 is titled percent change in total 
average streamflow; however, the values in the table show 
the percentage of pre-mining flows rather than percent 
change. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Change table title to reflect that 
values show flows as a percentage of pre- mining rather 
than percent change. 

Revised SEIS Table 4.2-16 caption and column headings as 
suggested in the comment. 

S-008, C-105 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-55 to 4-57 
SECTION: 4.2.2.3 
COMMENT: There are two issues relating to the discussion 
of Tables 4.2-17 and 4.2-18 that describe predicted water 
quality in Haile Gold Mine Creek and Little Lynches River. 
The discussion of MDL values does not account for the effect 
that modeling pit lake water quality has on the de facto 
MDL. Pit lake evolution causes evapoconcentration to occur 
with the result that constituent levels such as mercury, 
when modeled at the MDL (0.0002 mg/L) have a predicted 
value higher than the MDL because of evaporative effects 
(up to 0.0003 mg/L). So even when predicted 
concentrations are slightly higher than the published lab 
MDL, one should assume they are <MDL (e.g., not known to 
be present) when modeled concentration is based MDL 
values. Also, it is inappropriate to compare aquatic life 
criteria for cadmium at 25 mg/L hardness when based on 
predicted calcium and magnesium levels, the hardness 
would be much higher than 25 mg/L. Finally, background 
water quality in Haile Gold Mine Creek and Little Lynches 

The discussion in SEIS Section 4.2.2.3 has been revised to 
include some of the considerations discussed in this 
comment. Interpretation of the results that exceed 
numeric water quality criteria in Tables 4.2-18 and 4.2-19 
is, however, problematic because of the inappropriately 
high method detection limits that were used for some of 
the constituents of concern. 
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River is not properly considered in the discussion. 
For more context on this approach, see Bill Schafer’s 
Technical Memorandum on “Clarification of Surface Water 
Quality Impact Model Chemistry” (January 13, 2014), 
provided here as Exhibit 4 of Haile 2021 Draft SEIS 
Comments (Schafer Water Quality Clarification Memo), as 
well as FEIS Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise the paragraph below Table 
4.2- 19 as follows: “The results of the surface water quality 
analyses for Haile Gold Mine Creek for the stratified pit lake 
scenario indicate that concentrations for major ions 
including calcium, sulfate, and bicarbonate are likely to have 
the most significant increases at median flows. Among 
metals, cadmium, mercury, and thallium are calculated to 
exceed water quality numeric criteria discussed in Chapter 
3, Water Resources, Table 3.2-1. However, the calculated 
values for antimony, mercury and cadmium are 
approximately equal to the method detection limit of the 
input values for the analysis and should be interpreted as 
being at or below the detection limit rather than as 
potential exceedances. The majority of the loads for these 
constituents in the pit lake model were from upper HGMC (a 
background source) or from the backfill. Estimated backfill 
water quality was based on water quality samples from the 
reclaimed Haile backfill system developed in the early 
2000’s that consisted of both Yellow and Red PAG rock, and 
which had higher detection levels than other water quality 
data. The backfill contribution used in the pit lake model 
reflected detection levels for antimony and thallium and 
was conservatively high for cadmium owing to the Red PAG 
component in the old Haile backfilled pit. Thallium 
concentrations in Haile Gold Mine Creek under the median, 
low flow, and 7Q10 flow regimes are expected to increase 
modestly and exceed human health criteria for the 
consumption of water and organisms (0.00024 mg/L) and 
organisms only (0.00047 mg/L). For the mixed lake 
condition under the 7Q10 flow regime, antimony, cadmium 
and thallium are predicted to be present in Haile Gold Mine 
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Creek at concentrations that exceed aquatic life or human 
health standards in Table 3.2-1.” 

 

S-008, C-106 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-59 

SECTION: 4.2.2.4 

COMMENT: Table 4.2-20 (as well as the narrative that 
follows in the 1st paragraph on page 4-61) should be 
updated with the values in red below (per ERC 2018): [See 
table provided in original comment submission]. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise Table and narrative 
accordingly. 

Revised SEIS Table 4.2-20 and associated narrative to 
reflect the values in ERC 2018. 

S-008, C-108 Water 
resources 

PAGE: 4-72 

SECTION: 4.2.5 

COMMENT: The Bill Schafer Technical Memo referenced in 
our comments above should be included in the list of 
References. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: After the last Schafer and Limnos 
entry, insert the following citation: “Schafer, Technical 
Memo on Clarification of Surface Water Quality Impact 
Model Chemistry (January 13, 2014). Prepared for Haile 
Gold Mine.” 

Added suggested reference to SEIS Section 4.2.5. 

S-011, C-008 Water 
resources 

COMMENT: Stormwater - Haile Gold Mine currently 
operates under National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) Permit SC0040479 for discharge of treated 
water from previous mine operations, Potential Acid 
Generating storage facilities, pit sumps, the low-grade ore 
stockpile reclamation areas, and passive treatment cells. In 
September, November and December 2019, Haile reported 
exceedances of NPDES discharge limits for thallium to South 
Carolina Department of Health and Environmental 
Commission (SCDHEC) and were issued a Notice of Alleged 
Violation by SCDHEC. Haile responded stating the need to 
incorporate a microfiltration step to its treatment system to 
reduce thallium levels. In February 2020, it was reported to 
SCDHEC that Haile analytical results for mercury were 
produced from a laboratory that was not South Carolina 

The analytical water sampling program and associated 
reports referred to in the comment are a condition of 
Haile's NPDES, which would continue in accordance with 
the permit terms. SCDHEC conducts split sampling of 
NPDES discharge data as part of random compliance 
inspections but cannot commit to routine split sampling, 
which would be cost-prohibitive. 
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certified, and SCDHEC issued a Notice of Alleged Violation 
for this issue. In March 2020, SCDHEC and Haile met to 
resolve the thallium exceedances by incorporating the 
microfiltration process and ensuring mercury testing was 
conducted by a licensed South Carolina laboratory. As of 
July 2020, the thallium violations were appropriately 
resolved, and the certified mercury testing was resolved by 
July 16, 2020. 

RECOMMENDATION: The EPA recommends that Haile Gold 
Mine continue water discharge sampling with split 
sampling by SCDHEC to ensure quality control of the 
analytical results. The EPA supports the continuation of 
analytical water sample reporting to both the EPA and 
SCDHEC quarterly as prescribed in the 2014 FEIS. 

S-015, C-006 Water 
resources 

I am considering hiring an independent water testing 
agency to test the water in the river along our tracts on a 
periodic basis to protect our interest. Hiring an 
environmental law firm to enforce any violations of water 
quality violations is also a potential option if we feel that is 
a necessary step to protect our private landowner rights of 
being able to own land without a neighbor affecting the 
quality of our holdings. Just because we are downstream of 
the mine, we should not be forgotten about, and not become 
a dumping ground for the mine. 

Surface water quality is currently monitored in project-
area streams and in the Little Lynches River below the 
mine on a quarterly basis. Review of the monitoring 
program by USACE's third-party environmental consultant 
indicates that the data are collected and analyzed using 
industry standard methods with documented chain of 
custody and quality control. Existing water quality 
monitoring data from Haile Gold Mine can be obtained 
from SCDHEC upon request. See also Consolidated 
Response 2. 

S-018, C-004 Water 
resources 

Groundwater is predicted to drawdown more than one foot; 
however, the SEIS should include a drawdown range of 
minimum-to-maximum levels. 

The maximum groundwater drawdown in the area of the 
Ledbetter Pit at the end of mining in 2031 is predicted to 
be about 1,000 feet and is shown in SEIS Figures 4.2-15 
and 4.2-16. Residual drawdown at 70 years after the end of 
mining is shown in SEIS Figure 4.2-8. The referenced 
figures show both the magnitude and spatial extent of 
drawdown impacts that are anticipated from the Proposed 
Project. 

S-023, C-007 Water 
resources 

The SCDNR finds the proposal to reclaim these lakes as 
meromictic (permanently stratified) lakes concerning. 
Given the two possible scenarios, contaminants are either 
mixed throughout the water column (mixed scenario), in 
which case the surface waters discharged are likely to 

This SEIS evaluates both mixed and stratified pit lake 
scenarios for the water quality impact analysis and 
indicates that although factors associated with the 
Ledbetter Pit favor stratification during most years, 
periodic turnover is expected. Predictions of stratification 
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exceed minimum thresholds, or the lakes stay stratified 
(stratified scenario), in which case the contaminants are 
concentrated in proximity to the lake bottom and may be at 
risk of contaminating groundwater. These scenarios are 
described in greater detail below. The SCDNR finds that the 
mixed scenario is likely to occasionally occur in the 
Ledbetter Pit Lake given the flow inputs/outputs from Haile 
Gold Mine Creek and the absence of a saline gradient 
(chemocline) present in the majority of naturally occurring 
meromictic lakes. Even the model example for this 
reclaimed lake, the pit lake located at the former Ridgeway 
Mine, experienced mixing during the referenced study (Flite 
2006). In addition, the author of this study found that “few 
lakes achieve and maintain meromixis so it is not clear 
whether this should be the sustainable goal for pit 
lakes”(Flite 2006). In a more recent paper, Schultze et al. 
(2016) describe how a number of pit lakes have failed to 
establish and maintain meromixis, and the authors provide 
several adaptive management solutions aimed at 
addressing these failures. Schultze et al. also found that 
“meromixis is not the common mixing regime in pit lakes” 
(2016). The SCDNR recommends that the “mixed” regime be 
evaluated as the likely outcome of reclamation of these 
lakes, and that the water quality evaluation of these lakes be 
based on the “mixed” outcome of these lakes. In the event 
the permitted reclamation plan assumes meromixis, the 
SCDNR requests that an adaptive management plan be 
developed and provided that addresses the potential for 
these lakes to periodically undergo holomixis (mixing). 

for the Champion and Champion Southwest Pit Lakes are 
less well supported than for the Ledbetter Reservoir, and 
the lakes are believed to have a higher probability of 
mixing more frequently. It is, therefore, appropriate to 
consider the mixed scenarios for the lakes as a potential 
outcome. 

The pit lake chemistry and stratification would be 
monitored during filling, and if appropriate, contingency 
measures would be implemented to mitigate potential 
adverse impacts on surface water and groundwater 
quality. At the request of USACE and SCDHEC, Haile 
developed a memorandum describing potential 
contingency measures for the pit lakes. Potential 
contingency measures for surface water described in the 
memorandum include the following: 

⚫ Development of flow-based variable discharge rates 
from the lake by constructing and operating an 
engineered control device (e.g., weir) to alter flow rates 
depending on instream flows. 

⚫ Batch treatment of one or more lake levels to improve 
water quality. 

⚫ Full or partial diversion of Haile Gold Mine Creek around 
Ledbetter Reservoir. 

Potential groundwater contingency measures include the 
following:  

⚫ Batch treatment of subsurface layers to improve water 
quality including the addition of organic amendments to 
reduce sulfate, precipitate metals, and increase pH and 
alkalinity. 

⚫ Stimulation of a mixing event to encourage deep mixing 
of oxygen into the subsurface layer. 

⚫ Aeration of the deep layer. 

⚫ Installation of a groundwater pumpback system. 

⚫ Additional contingency measures may be developed in 
response to observed conditions to mitigate pit lake 
water as appropriate. 
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S-023, C-008 Water 
resources 

Appendix H, Page 19 – “Pit lake water quality studies have 
been performed based on pre-mining information (Schafer, 
2018). They indicate that water quality in the three pit lakes 
will meet water quality standards. With lime addition, all pit 
lakes can be maintained consistent with background pH 
levels.” This claim appears to be inconsistent with the 
findings in Chapter 4, section 4.2.2.2, which states that in 
the lower strata of Ledbetter Pit Lake “antimony, arsenic, 
cadmium, copper, lead, nickel, selenium, thallium, and zinc 
concentrations are predicted to exceed numeric water 
quality criteria in Table 3.2-1.”(P. 4-40), and under the 
mixed lake scenario, that “antimony, arsenic, cadmium, lead, 
mercury, thallium, and zinc concentrations are predicted to 
exceed water quality standards 100 years after the end of 
mining.” (P. 4-40). Please clarify if water quality standards 
are predicted to be met. 

Water Quality Numeric Criteria for the Protection of 
Aquatic Life and Human Health of S.C. Regulation 61‐68 
Water Classification and Standards may not be directly 
applicable to the predictive modeling of future pit lake 
water quality. Water quality criteria are applicable to 
waters of the State, and at this time, it is not known when 
or whether the pit lakes will become waters of the State, 
but they do not meet the definition during mining. 
However, the analysis in SEIS Section 4.2.2.2 compares 
modeled concentrations to water quality standards 
because the pit lakes will discharge to waters of the State. 
Points of compliance would be located downstream from 
the pit lake on Hail Gold Mine Creek and the Little Lynches 
River.  

The analysis provided by Haile and its consultants in SEIS 
Appendix F evaluates potential water quality impacts on 
the receiving waters of the State. The referenced analysis 
is a document entitled, “Revised Post‐Closure Surface 
Water Quality Evaluation for Haile 2018 Mine Expansion 
Plan” (Schafer Limited and ERC 2019), and has been 
included as Appendix Q to this SEIS. 

S-023, C-009 Water 
resources 

Under a mixed lake scenario, “water in a fully mixed pit lake 
during the first year of outflow is modeled to have a total 
dissolved solids concentration of 1,049 mg/L that decreases 
to 739 mg/L at 100 years after the end of mining. Cadmium, 
mercury, and thallium concentrations in the mixed lake are 
predicted to exceed numeric water quality criteria in Table 
3.2.1 at the onset of outflow, and arsenic, cadmium, copper, 
lead, mercury, nickel, thallium, and zinc concentrations are 
predicted to exceed water quality standards 100 years after 
the end of mining.” (P. 4-40). What steps will be taken to 
mitigate the risk of contaminated surface waters from 
discharging into other surface waters? Also, please provide 
a contingency plan should the levels of contaminants 
flowing from the reclaimed pit lakes exceed acceptable 
minimum water quality standards. 

See response to Comment S-023, C-007. 
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S-023, C-010 Water 
resources 

Under a stratified lake scenario, the lower stratum 
(monimolimnion) would contain “arsenic, cadmium, copper, 
lead, mercury, nickel, thallium, and zinc concentrations 
[that] are predicted to exceed numeric water quality criteria 
in Table 3.2-1” (P. 4-40). As the monimolimnion would be in 
contact with the lake bottom, these concentrated solutes 
may infiltrate the ground surface below the lake and would 
then be expected to follow the simulated flow paths shown 
in Figure 4.2-8 (see Schultze et al. 2016). According to the 
description on Page 4-33, “Transport of solutes in 
groundwater from Ledbetter Reservoir is simulated to 
occur along the drainage for Haile Gold Mine Creek where 
the seepage would ultimately discharge as baseflow about 
3,000 to 4,000 feet south of the pit lake.” What steps will be 
taken to mitigate the risk of contaminated lake water from 
infiltrating the lake bottom and contaminating 
groundwater? Please provide a contingency plan should the 
levels of contaminants resulting from groundwater 
discharge from the reclaimed pit lakes exceed acceptable 
minimum water quality standards. 

See response to Comment S-023, C-007. 

S-023, C-012 Water 
resources 

As described in several places throughout the SEIS, 
Champion Southwest Pit Lake is not expected to reach the 
spill point and discharge to adjacent surface waters (See 
Appendix H, Page 19). Is all the receiving water expected to 
be lost through evaporation? In endorheic/cryptorheic 
lakes, dissolved salts tend to concentrate over time. How 
will this be accounted for in the Champion Southwest Pit 
Lake? Please provide a more detailed description of the 
expected ecology of this lake. 

A water balance analysis for the long-term equilibrium 
condition of the Champion Southwest Pit Lake was 
prepared by Schafer (2021) to evaluate the potential for 
evaporative concentration of solutes in the lake water. The 
water balance is based on the results of the Haile Gold 
Mine Numerical Groundwater Model (NewFields 2018) 
and is summarized in the following table. 

Inflow Source Amount 
Estimated 
TDS 

Direct Precipitation on Lake 
Surface 

9.63 gpm 3.9 mg/L 

Runoff from Pit Walls 0.72 gpm 40 mg/L 

Groundwater 0.04 gpm 1,938 mg/L 

Total Inflow 10.38 gpm - 

   

Outflow Source   



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

  
Responses to Comments Received on the Draft SEIS 

 

Haile Gold Mine Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement 

10-184 
August 2022 

 

 

Comment ID Category Comment Response 

Evaporation 9.06 gpm - 

Groundwater 1.32 gpm - 

Total Outflow 10.38 gpm - 

gpm = gallons per minute; mg/L = milligrams per liter 

 

Inflows and outflows to the pit lake are expected to reach 
equilibrium about 60 years after the end of mining. At that 
time, the lake will have a volume of about 58,457,286 
gallons and the residence time of the lake water will be 
about 84 years. 

Based on the assumed TDS of the sources of inflow, a box 
model formula was used to calculate a concentration factor 
for water in the lake. The weighted average TDS of the 
sources of inflow is calculated to 13.6 mg/L using the 
values provided in the preceding table. The long-term 
equilibrium TDS of the pit lake is calculated to be 106.9 
mg/L using a box model formula. Division of the 
equilibrium TDS by the weighted average TDS of the 
inflow results in a concentration factor of 7.9. 

If it is assumed that reactions with wall rocks during filling 
would cause the initial TDS concentration of lake water to 
be higher than the long-term equilibrium concentration, 
concentration trends over time can be calculated for the 
pit lake. A graph showing time-concentration trends for 
assumed starting TDS values of 500, 1,000, and 2,000 
mg/L is presented below. The calculated TDS 
concentrations decrease over time until they approach the 
steady-state value of 106.9 mg/L. Based on this analysis, 
the potential for evaporative concentration of water in the 
Champion Southwest Pit Lake is not considered to be 
significant. 
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S-023, C-023 Water 
resources 

4.2 Water Resources (P. 4-8) – Please include and 
enumerate permanent and temporary stream and wetland 
fill impacts to the list in this section. 

Impacts on wetlands and other waters of the United States 
are addressed in SEIS Section 4.5 of the SEIS. 

S-023, C-025 Water 
resources 

Page 4-33. “With the exception of the southwest part of 
Ledbetter Reservoir near the spill point into Haile Gold 
Mine Creek, the results of the particle tracking analysis 
indicate that solutes within the pit lake and Horseshoe 
Underground Mine would stay within the lake and would 
not be transported in groundwater. Transport of solutes in 
groundwater from Ledbetter Reservoir is simulated to 
occur along the drainage for Haile Gold Mine Creek where 
the seepage would ultimately discharge as baseflow about 
3,000 to 4,000 feet south of the pit lake.” Comment: Because 
the solutes predicted to be present in Ledbetter Reservoir 
are predicted to “exceed numeric water quality criteria in 
Table 3.2-1” (P. 4-40), the SCDNR is concerned for the 
potential of solutes from the southwest part of Ledbetter 
Reservoir to be discharged as baseflow into Haile Gold Mine 
Creek. Therefore, the SCDNR would like to explore options 
for mitigation measures and adaptive management should 

See response to Comment S-023, C-007. 
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these discharging waters contain contaminants that exceed 
water quality criteria. (See Items 7-10 (above) for 
additional comments on Ledbetter Pit Reclamation). 

S-023, C-027 Water 
resources 

According to page 4-48, “Changes to streamflow would be 
major for Haile Gold Mine Creek and all of the unnamed 
tributaries to the Little Lynches River with the exceptions of 
unnamed tributaries 6 and 7, and the lower segment of 
unnamed tributary 8.” This includes an estimated 144.4% 
increase in the flow in Haile Gold Mine Creek. An increase of 
flow of this magnitude may lead to flooding and erosion 
issues. The potential for these impacts seems to be 
underplayed later in the chapter (see P. 4-100). The SCDNR 
requests that a more comprehensive analysis be provided 
that estimates the impacts of a 1.5X increase in discharge 
for Haile Gold Mine Creek, including shear stress and 
sediment transport analysis. 

Page 4‐48 states: “Average flows in [Haile Gold Mine] 
creek… would increase to 144.4 percent of the average 
pre‐mining flow once the pit lake reaches its overflow level 
about 57 years after the end of mining.” It is important to 
note that the projected post‐mining flow is 144 percent of 
pre‐mining flow. This is an increase of 44 percent above 
pre‐mining. The columns in Tables 4.2‐14 through 4.2-16 
have been relabeled from “Percent Change” to “Percent of 
Pre‐Mining Runoff.”  

In absolute terms, the predicted change in average annual 
total flows is 1.24 cfs at Assessment Point M (from 2.79 cfs 
pre‐mining to 4.03 cfs in closure year 70) and 1.17 cfs at 
Assessment Point N (from 3.53 cfs pre‐mining to 4.70 cfs 
in closure year 70). These are relatively small volumetric 
changes in flow. Furthermore, the changes in total flow are 
caused by an increase in runoff from pit releases in Closure 
Year 70. Pit releases would occur naturally as groundwater 
fills the pits then eventually spills into the natural channel. 
Since the spillway would be at riverbed level, the pit lakes 
would serve as flow‐through dams. When large volumes of 
runoff from upstream enter the lake, the spillway would 
restrict the volume that can flow downstream through the 
lake. Therefore, the presence of these pit lakes would 
attenuate peak flow rates from the basin and likely reduce, 
or at least not increase, the peak runoff rates in channels 
downstream of pit lakes. 

Haile's existing Groundwater and Surface Water 
Monitoring Plan (NewFields 2015) includes monitoring 
channel morphology. Potential erosion and sediment 
transport in project area drainages would be monitored 
during mine operation and reclamation and would be 
mitigated as appropriate if adverse impacts are observed. 

S-023, C-028 Water 
resources 

Table 4.2-24. Estimated Changes to Average Annual 
Streamflow in Three Reaches of the Little Lynches River at 

SEIS Section 4.2.2.3 discusses predicted impacts on 
baseflow. SEIS Table 4.2-15 summarizes percent changes 
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70 Years after Mine Closure (P. 4-68) – This table illustrates 
how the hydrologic alterations will have downstream 
consequences; the disturbance in the watersheds is 
predicted to reduce baseflows and increase peak flows, 
resulting in flashier systems. The “total flow” value is 
misleading, as it fails to capture the true nature of the 
downstream impacts. The SCDNR submits that the project 
be evaluated on the reduction in baseflows (which 
negatively impact water quality and quantity) and the 
increase in peak plows (which may cause increased flooding 
and erosion of downstream areas). Erosion and scour 
caused by flashier flow regimes may require 
stabilization/alteration to prevent systemwide 
incision/downcutting. If hydrologic alteration occurs 
downstream, the SCDNR requests that these areas be 
monitored for signs of destabilization of the stream such as 
aggradation, incision, nickpoints/headcuts and bank 
erosion and that a plan be developed to address 
stabilization/alteration of the streams to prevent 
systemwide instability. 

in baseflow. SEIS Figure 4.2-11 shows percent changes in 
baseflow for stream segments. Predicted impacts on peak 
flows have not been quantitatively evaluated. Haile's 
existing Groundwater and Surface Water Monitoring Plan 
(NewFields 2015) includes monitoring channel 
morphology. Potential erosion and sediment transport in 
project area drainages would be monitored during mine 
operation and reclamation and would be mitigated as 
appropriate if adverse impacts were observed. 

S-023, C-029 Water 
resources 

Page 4-63. Figure 4.2-15. The cone of depression depicted in 
this figure appears to extend to the Little Lynches River. The 
SCDNR has concerns that additional flow in the Little 
Lynches River may be lost as groundwater recharge if the 
cone of depression reaches the river. Was this possibility 
accounted for in section 4.2.2.4 Water Supply? 

The area of drawdown and the predicted stream 
depletions are both from the same numerical groundwater 
model, so potential impacts on water supplies consider the 
cone of depression as shown in SEIS Figure 4.2-15. 

S-024, C-004 Water 
resources 

In addition to destroying streams and wetlands, excavating 
rock and extracting mineral ores at Haile Gold Mine creates 
the risk of acid mine drainage, which contains low pH, toxic 
metals, and other harmful pollutants. Because of the threat 
of acid mine drainage, leftover rock, tailings, overburden, 
and mine pits will have to be carefully managed on the 
project site in perpetuity. Haile has proposed measures to 
control these hazards, but as we explain, they are not up to 
the task or consistent with best management practices or 
technology. Moreover, it can be expected that liners and 
other management practices intended to control toxic 

Haile Gold Mine's existing and proposed operations are 
regulated by SCDHEC and are subject to permitting, 
monitoring, and inspection. The TSF and PAG seepage 
collection systems are double-lined with HDPE lining 
sitting atop a 2-foot layer of low-permeability soil beneath 
an underdrain system to capture any seepage from those 
closed cells. The TSF and pit lakes are designed for full 
containment of seepage. Water draining from the PAG 
facilities is routed to a contact water treatment plant 
where it is treated to remove both acidity and metals prior 
to discharge through an approved outfall. 
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materials will leak and ultimately fail at some point––a 
heightened risk given Haile’s history of violating the law 
and mismanaging waste. The DSEIS, like the 2014 FEIS, fails 
to adequately address this reality. 

S-024, C-005 Water 
resources 

Even so, the DSEIS projects that Haile’s proposed expansion 
would cause exceedances of numeric water quality 
standards for a plethora of toxic chemicals in surface waters 
in, around, and downstream of the project area for at least a 
century after the completion of active mining. The DSEIS 
confirms that the expansion may contribute to a further 
degradation of aquatic habitat and water quality in the 
Little Lynches River watershed. Although the expansion 
may bring some short term economic benefits to Kershaw 
and the surrounding area, these gains will be temporary, 
while the extensive negative ecological threats will remain 
for generations. 

Water Quality Standards applicable in South Carolina are 
shown in Table 3.2-1. Table 4.2-19 shows the background 
surface water quality concentrations of metals and results 
of surface water quality modeling conducted for operation 
of the Haile Gold Mine. Modeling results indicate that 
cadmium, mercury, and thallium are calculated to exceed 
water quality standards in Table 3.2-1. However, the 
calculated values of cadmium and mercury are 
approximately equal to the method detection limit of the 
input values for the analysis and should be interpreted as 
being at or below the detection limit used for the modeled 
input values, rather than as potential exceedances. 

S-024, C-022 Water 
resources 

[Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.]On the 
merits of the request for certification, we urge DHEC to 
closely scrutinize the groundwater impacts of Haile’s 
proposed expansion to protect the drinking water wells of 
surrounding residents and the stream flows and water 
quality of groundwater-fed creeks and rivers 
nearby[...]Wetlands perform a myriad of functions integral 
to downstream water quality, but the DSEIS does not assess 
the impacts of wetland losses due to groundwater 
drawdown on downstream water quality. The Corps must 
provide a full accounting of these impacts, which are almost 
certainly inconsistent with the State’s antidegradation 
policy, see, e.g., S.C. Code Ann. Regs. § 61-101(F)(3) 
(requiring DHEC to address “all potential water quality 
impacts of the project, both direct and indirect, over the life 
of the project”). 

SEIS Section 4.2.2.1 analyzes potential impacts on 
groundwater from the Proposed Project, while SEIS 
Section 4.5 analyzes potential impacts on wetlands. A part 
of the CWA Section 401 certification process, SCDHEC 
reviews the direct and indirect impacts of the Proposed 
Project to verify consistency with the state's 
antidegradation policy. 

S-024, C-024 Water 
resources 

[Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.]Direct 
surface water pollution from Haile’s proposed expansion 
would also violate state water quality standards. The DSEIS 

Water quality standards applicable in South Carolina are 
shown in SEIS Table 3.2-1. Table 4.2-19 shows the 
background surface water quality concentrations of metals 
and results of surface water quality modeling conducted 
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projects exceedances of numeric water quality criteria for 
10 toxic pollutants––antimony, arsenic, cadmium, copper, 
lead, nickel, selenium, thallium, mercury, and zinc––in 
surface waters in, around, and downstream of the proposed 
expansion area for at least the first 100 years after the end 
of mining[...]The DSEIS does not address projected 
compliance with water quality standards beyond 100 years 
after mining, but from the information provided it would 
appear that water quality standards would be exceeded for 
an indeterminate amount of time beyond 100 years after 
mining. 

for operation of the Haile Gold Mine. Modeling results 
indicate that cadmium, mercury, and thallium are 
calculated to exceed water quality standards in SEIS Table 
3.2-1. However, the calculated values of cadmium and 
mercury are approximately equal to the method detection 
limit of the input values for the analysis and should be 
interpreted as being at or below the detection limit used 
for the modeled input values, rather than as potential 
exceedances. The pit lake chemistry and water quality in 
project area drainages would be monitored during mining 
and after reclamation, and if appropriate, contingency 
measure would be implemented to mitigate potential 
adverse impacts on surface water and groundwater 
quality. At the request of USACE and SCDHEC, Haile 
prepared a memorandum describing potential contingency 
measures for the pit lakes. 

S-024, C-026 Water 
resources 

Haile recycles various avoidance and minimization 
measures from the 2014 FEIS, but has already violated 
many such measures and cannot be trusted to faithfully 
comply going forward. Regardless, the proposed measures 
are inadequate on their own terms. For example, according 
to Appendix H, Section 2.4, “[l]ime will be added, as 
necessary, to maintain both pit lakes consistent with 
background pH levels,” and based on that, studies “indicate 
that waterquality in the three pit lakes will meet water 
quality standards.” DSEIS, Appx. H at 19 (citing “Schafer, 
2018”). Not only have the applicant and the Corps not 
furnished the public a copy of the Schafer 2018 study, its 
results are flatly contradicted by the predictions in the 
DSEIS that pit lake water quality will violate numeric water 
quality criteria for a plethora of toxic chemicals for at least a 
century if not longer after the end of mining, see id. at 4-39–
42, 4-55–58. Indeed, the predicted water quality violations 
in the DSEIS are expressly predicated on the assumption 
that the applicant will add lime to the pit lakes. E.g., id. at 4-
38 (“Predictive modeling of Ledbetter Reservoir,” which 
predicted exceedances of numeric water quality criteria for 
antimony, arsenic, cadmium, copper, lead, mercury, nickel, 

Water quality criteria are applicable to waters of the State, 
and at this time, it is not known when or whether the pit 
lakes will become waters of the State, but they do not meet 
the definition during mining. The 2019 report by Schafer 
and ERC titled, Revised Post‐Closure Surface Water Quality 
Evaluation for Haile 2018 Mine Expansion Plan has been 
added as Appendix Q to this SEIS to provide additional 
documentation of the predicted pit lake water quality. 
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selenium, thallium, and zinc, “evaluated a number of 
different scenarios that included . . . the addition of lime to 
regulate pH during filling”). What’s more, the applicant has 
furnished no information establishing the efficacy of lime in 
neutralizing the cocktail of toxic pollutants predicted to 
violate state water quality standards in the pit lakes. It’s 
proposal to “[e]liminate toxicity” in the pit lakes, 2014 FEIS 
at 4.4-25, lacks record support or explanation. It is unclear 
how these gross predicted violations are not dispositive of 
the certification and permitting inquiry before the agencies. 

S-024, C-027 Water 
resources 

Haile further claims that it will “delay” discharges from 
Ledbetter Pit Lake to Haile Gold Mine Creek if water in the 
Lake proves too toxic. 2014 FEIS at 4.4-25. That, of course, 
does not solve the problem of water quality violations in the 
pit lake, and South Carolina’s standards apply to “all waters 
of the State,” S.C. Code. Ann. Regs. § 61-68(A)(1), not just 
creeks and rivers. Neither does it protect water quality in 
the surrounding creeks, which are connected to and fed by 
groundwater that the pit lakes are sure to contaminate with 
toxic pollution. This is a common occurrence in mining pit 
lakes. See, e.g., Anita Punia et al., Impact of mine pit lake on 
metal mobility in groundwater, 80 Env’tl Earth Sci 245, 245 
(2021) (“Acid mine drainage . . . results in dissolution of 
metals and contaminates groundwater in the downstream 
direction”). Indeed, the DSEIS projects that the highest 
levels of toxicity in the pit lakes will be found at the greatest 
depths, e.g., DSEIS at 4-39, i.e., those most likely to 
contaminate groundwater. The measures needed to ensure 
that the pit lakes do not violate water quality standards in 
and around the lakes and downstream of the mine are, 
conspicuously, absent from Haile’s proposed surface water 
control measures: namely, the DSEIS should have 
considered pumping the pit lakes and maintaining them as 
hydraulic sinks, to prevent the pit lakes from discharging 
not only to surface water but also groundwater, and 
treating any captured water from the pit lakes to meet the 
required discharge standards in perpetuity. Without that, 
the agencies should reject Haile’s proposal out of hand. 

The pit lake chemistry and stratification would be 
monitored during filling, and if appropriate, contingency 
measures would be implemented to mitigate potential 
adverse impacts on surface water and groundwater 
quality. At the request of USACE and SCDHEC, Haile 
prepared a memorandum describing potential contingency 
measures for the pit lakes. Potential contingency measures 
for surface waters include the following: 

⚫ Development of flow-based variable discharge rates 
from the lake by constructing and operating an 
engineered control device (e.g., weir) to alter flow rates 
depending on instream flows. 

⚫ Batch treatment of one or more lake levels to improve 
water quality. 

⚫ Full or partial diversion of Haile Gold Mine Creek around 
Ledbetter Reservoir. 

Potential groundwater contingency measures include the 
following:  

⚫ Batch treatment of subsurface layers to improve water 
quality including the addition of organic amendments to 
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reduce sulfate, precipitate metals, and increase pH and 
alkalinity. 

⚫ Stimulation of a mixing event to encourage deep mixing 
of oxygen into the subsurface layer. 

⚫ Aeration of the deep layer. 

⚫ Installation of a groundwater pumpback system. 

Additional contingency measures may be developed in 
response to observed conditions to mitigate pit lake water 
as appropriate. 

S-024, C-028 Water 
resources 

Lastly, it must be underscored that DHEC does not examine 
the impacts of the proposed expansion in isolation, but “will 
address and consider . . . the cumulative impacts of the 
proposed activity and reasonably foreseeable similar 
activities of the applicant and others.” S.C. Code Ann. Regs. § 
61-101(F)(3)(c)(4). In assessing whether Haile’s expansion 
would violate State water quality standards and 
antidegradation policy, DHEC must also consider the 
impacts of Haile’s reopening, which destroyed 120.46 acres 
of wetlands and open waters and 26,460.54 feet of streams, 
2014 FEIS at 4.6-11, with so-called indirect impacts to 
982.58 acres of wetlands and 108,288.19 feet of streams 
from groundwater drawdown and stream diversions, id. at 
4.6-15, 4.6- 22. The question is whether these impacts, 
collectively, violate state water quality standards, and the 
answer, quite clearly, is yes. 

The SEIS discloses potential impacts on water quality 
relative to water quality criteria and indicates the 
uncertainty associated with modeled predictions. The 
analysis presented in the SEIS and the NPDES permit 
application provides the basis for SCDHEC to determine if 
the Proposed Project would comply with state water 
quality criteria. 

S-024, C-029 Water 
resources 

In sum, DHEC should deny certification because Haile’s 
proposed expansion would violate numeric water quality 
standards for surface water and the State’s antidegradation 
policy for surface water and groundwater, S.C. Code Ann. 
Regs. § 61-68(D)(1) (“Existing water uses and the level of 
water quality necessary to protect these existing uses shall 
be maintained and protected”). We do not believe there are 
any conditions that could “assure,” as DHEC must, that 
Haile’s proposed expansion will comply with State water 
quality protections. See 33 U.S.C. § 1341(d). 

See Consolidated Response 2. 

S-024, C-066 Water 
resources 

Due to the potential for contaminant spread and the Haile 
operation’s reliance on hydraulic storage methods such as 

The Applicant has included design features for the TSF to 
limit potential impacts from extreme precipitation events. 
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tailing ponds, we are particularly concerned about the risks 
of increased extreme precipitation. The DSEIS models such 
as the “life-of-mine runs” used to study site runoff and pit 
lake hydrology do not account for future increases in 
rainfall volume or extreme precipitation events. Haile 
proposes potential measures to control excessive 
precipitation, which are described in the DSEIS at 4-158; 
however, the brief description of flooding risk on the site 
only considers past conditions and therefore the proposed 
practices do not consider significant increases in 
precipitation.Given the hazardous materials involved in 
metal mining and the permanence of the mine operation 
within the Lancaster landscape, it is crucial to consider 
trends in future hydrology in order to prevent contaminant 
releases such as the disastrous tailings dam collapses that 
mines in other areas of the world have experienced. 
Increased precipitation in areas with historic metal mining 
is causing increased mobility of legacy contaminants, such 
as lead, as floodwaters takeup and transport toxins. 
Preliminary research shows a connection between the 
extreme storms brought by climate change and pulses of 
concentrated acid mine drainage releases. In order to 
prevent the spread of toxins, it is necessary to plan for 
extreme events driven by climate change[...]Due to the 
significant damage a release at the Haile site would cause to 
the community and the environment, it is crucial that Haile 
account for the risk of increased extreme precipitation and 
other climate change impacts on the site. These 
vulnerabilities and mitigation measures must be accounted 
for in the DSEIS. 

For example, the TSF is designed to contain the PMP event 
with an additional 4 feet of freeboard under the maximum 
planned storage condition. In the event that an extreme 
precipitation event causes the TSF water level to exceed 
the design level, the additional 4 feet of freeboard would 
act as a buffer to allow the mine time to processes the 
excess solution and lower the TSF water level. It is noted 
that although climate change could result in increased 
frequency and magnitude of extreme precipitation events, 
facilities such as the TSF and fresh water storage reservoir 
are designed with adequate factors of safety to contain 
potential increases in the PMP and retain hydraulic 
integrity. 

S-035, C-001 Water 
resources 

What is the ground water level for the expansion and 
subsequent proposed Mine Shaft. Does the Mine sit on or 
near an Aquifer? 

Groundwater elevations and depth to water vary across 
the Proposed Project study area. A map of the water table 
at the site during the 4th quarter of 2017 is shown in SEIS 
Figure 3.2-3. An extensive discussion of the hydrologic 
setting for the study area, including identification of 
groundwater-bearing units, patterns of recharge, flow, and 
discharge, and aquifer properties is presented in SEIS 
Section 3.2.2.2. 
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S-036, C-002 Water 
resources 

Also concerned about the storage facility is that how are we 
to trust that it will not seep into the ground and affect our 
well water? The creek water since we're right in front of 
Buffalo Creek. 

The TSF is a double-lined facility with leak detection and 
under drain collection system. It is designed to be a zero-
discharge tailings facility with numerous safety features to 
prevent the release of contaminants into surface water or 
groundwater. The TSF is located in the Camp Branch Creek 
Drainage, which is tributary to the Little Lynches River. 
There is not a direct surface water flow path from the TSF 
to Buffalo Creek. Groundwater below the TSF flows 
southwest toward the Little Lynches River, and similar to 
surface water, it does not have a flow path toward Buffalo 
Creek. Based on the design features of the TSF and 
evaluation of the patterns of surface water and 
groundwater flow, the planned expansion of the facility 
does not have the potential to affect surface water or 
ground water quality in the Buffalo Creek Drainage. 

S-043, C-001 Water 
resources 

First, Haile significantly underestimates the scope of waters 
on, under, and around its property to which water quality 
standards (“WQS”) apply. As explained in the attached legal 
memorandum (Attachment A) [Note: Attachment A is 
included in original comment submission], WQS apply to 
Haile’s mining pit lakes and to groundwater connected to 
the pit lakes––not only to discharges from the pit lakes into 
federally-jurisdictional surface waters, as Haile assumes. 
Because WQS apply to the pit lakes and groundwater 
themselves, Section 401 of the Clean Water Act requires 
Haile to demonstrate that pit lakes and groundwater will 
meet applicable WQS. The DSEIS shows that Haile has not 
met its burden, as pit lakes and groundwater will remain 
toxic for at least 100 years after mining completes. 

These pits are considered to be treatment units. At the 
time of closure, if treatment units cannot meet water 
quality criteria and other applicable criteria for sediments, 
then deed restrictions and any necessary physical controls 
that limit access must be placed on the units. Deed 
restrictions can have language that allows them to be 
reevalulated (if agreed upon by SCDHEC) if conditions 
change such that applicable criteria are met. SEIS Section 
4.2.2.2 compares predicted water quality in the the 
Ledbetter and Champion Pits to surface water quality 
criteria. 

S-003, C-007 Wetlands 
and other 
waters of the 
United States 

[Note: Hyperlinks included in original comment 
subsmission are omitted here for brevity.]The impact of 
polluted water in a stream has cumulative effects 
throughout the area. Streams flow into wetlands, bringing 
pollutants with them. Wetlands are carbon sinks that are 
twice as effective as tropical forests. By polluting and 
dredging them to make room for expansion, the company 
will be releasing large amounts of carbon that has been 

SEIS Section 4.2.2.3 describes potential effects on surface 
water quality from the Proposed Project. Added 
statements to SEIS Section 4.5 and Section 5.6.13 to 
acknowledge the carbon storage capacity of wetland soils 
and potential effects from the Proposed Project and other 
actions. See SEIS Section 4.5 for a discussion of indirect 
effects on streamflow and Section 4.6 for a discussion of 
indirect effects on aquatic resources. 



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

  
Responses to Comments Received on the Draft SEIS 

 

Haile Gold Mine Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement 

10-194 
August 2022 

 

 

Comment ID Category Comment Response 

sequestered belowground for ages, while also destroying a 
large aquatic environment. This is important because 
“undisturbed wetlands store nearly twice as much carbon 
as wetlands disturbed by human activities”. In order for 
wetlands to be effective as carbon sinks, they cannot be 
disturbed or destroyed by humans. The cumulative impact 
of dredging and pollution is larger than just the minor local 
impact because it harms the larger watershed and the 
species that depend on that water. It also decreases the 
region’s ability to sequester carbon and therefore fight 
climate change. As such, more consideration should be 
given to the indirect effects to streamflow and aquatic 
ecosystems. 

S-008, C-048 Wetlands 
and other 
waters of the 
United States 

PAGE: 3-47 

SECTION: 3.5.1 

COMMENT: Near the end of the 3rd paragraph, this section 
states: “A Department of the Army permit cannot be issued 
until a NPDES permit is granted.” This is not correct. The 
Department of Army Permit is normally issued before 
NPDES is issued. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Remove the cited sentence. 

Deleted sentence cited in comment from SEIS Section 3.5.1. 

S-008, C-049 Wetlands 
and other 
waters of the 
United States 

PAGE: 3-51 
SECTION: 3.5.2.2 
COMMENT: In the 2nd paragraph it states: “Four streams in 
the expansion area are identified as seasonal, two as 
perennial and one as a non-relatively permanent Water.” 
However, per AJD 12-18-2020 2018 Aquatic Resource 
Summary Table Sheet 1 of 7, there are THREE streams (C-
18s, D-18s, X-18a) identified as seasonal and ZERO non-
relatively permanent waters. (In fact, Table 3.5-2 does not 
identify any Non-RPW streams in the Expansion Area.) 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text as follows: “Four Three 
streams in the expansion area are identified as seasonal, 
two as perennial, and one none as a non- relatively 
permanent water.” 

 

Revised SEIS Section 3.5.2.2 to indicate three seasonal 
streams and no non-relatively permanent waters. 
Comment noted on Figure 3.5.3. 
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S-008, C-050 Wetlands 
and other 
waters of the 
United States 

PAGE: 3-51 to 3-52 

SECTION: 3.5.2.2 

COMMENT: In Table 3.5-2, the footnote for the “Total Non-
Jurisdictional Waters in the Expansion Area” row should be 
“d” and not “c.”Also, Figure 3.5.3 shows a wetland at the 
northeast corner (partially within and partially outside of 
TSF) of the project as being jurisdictional. Just to clarify, this 
1.51-acre wetland was determined to be non-jurisdictional, 
but Haile agreed to treat it as jurisdictional. That said, no 
need to change the Figure to capture this nuance. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Change the footnote in Table 3.5-2 
accordingly. 

Corrected error in SEIS Table 3.5-2 for notes "c" and "d". 
Revised corrected footnote "d" to state. "This 1.51 acres is 
a non-jurisdictional forested wetland." 

S-008, C-051 Wetlands 
and other 
waters of the 
United States 

PAGE: 3-55 

SECTION: 3.6.2 

COMMENT: Footnote 2 refers to 120.5 acres of wetland 
impact within the Project Boundary having been completed 
since the original permitting. While this is accurate, the SEIS 
refers elsewhere to 125.16 acres of wetland impacts having 
occurred because the East PAG (4.66 acres of wetland 
impact) has since been permitted and constructed under 
the 2020 Minor Modification. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: In Footnote 2, change “120.5” acres 
of wetland impact to “125.16” acres. 

Revised footnote 2 in SEIS Section 3.6.2 to report the 
correct acreage of wetland impact. 

S-008, C-117 Wetlands 
and other 
waters of the 
United States 

PAGE: 4-79 

SECTION: 4.5.2.1 

COMMENT: In the “No Action Alternative” Section, the 
acreage of land owned by Haile within the Project Boundary 
should be 4,552 acres, not 4,540 acres. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace 4,540 acres with 4,552 acres. 

Revised acreage of No Action Alternative project boundary 
to 4,522 acres in SEIS Section 4.5.2.1. See Consolidated 
Response 1, which explains revisions to the project 
boundary and layout acreages since the Draft SEIS. 

S-008, C-118 Wetlands 
and other 
waters of the 
United States 

PAGE: 4-82 
SECTION: 4.5.2.1 
COMMENT: Ledbetter Pit is one of the last mined, along 
with Champion Pits 1 and 2; therefore, none of them are 
backfilled. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE: In the 2nd Paragraph of the “Post-
Mining Period” section, the following language should be 

Revised the second paragraph under Post-Mining Period in 
SEIS Section 4.5.2.1 to include Ledbetter Reservoir as a pit 
that would not be backfilled. 
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added: “Ledbetter Pit and Champion Pits 1 and 2 would not 
be backfilled because they are the last pits mined.” 

 

S-008, C-119 Wetlands 
and other 
waters of the 
United States 

PAGE: 4-83 

SECTION: 4.5.2.2 

COMMENT: In the “No Action Alternative” section, the 
acreage owned by Haile within its current Project Boundary 
is 4,552 acres, not 4,540 acres. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace 4,540 acres with 4,552 acres. 

Revised acreage of No Action Alternative project boundary 
to 4,522 acres in SEIS Section 4.5.2.2. See Consolidated 
Response 1, which explains revisions to the project 
boundary and layout acreages since the Draft SEIS. 

S-008, C-120 Wetlands 
and other 
waters of the 
United States 

PAGE: 4-85 to 4-89 

SECTION: 4.5.2.2 

COMMENT: Just to clarify, a 1.51-acre wetland at the 
northeast corner (outside of TSF) of the Proposed Project is 
shown as jurisdictional in Figures 4.5-2 to 4.5-7 even 
though it was determined to be non-jurisdictional. No need 
to modify the map or text because Haile decided to include 
in in its total direct impacts to wetlands. Just clarifying this 
important nuance. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: N/A 

Comment noted. 

S-008, C-122 Wetlands 
and other 
waters of the 
United States 

PAGE: 4-90 

SECTION: 4.5.2.2 

COMMENT: 1st Paragraph. “The Proposed Project would 
indirectly affect 108,288.19 linear feet of streams due to 
hydrologic alternations.” Haile cannot confirm the source of 
this information. It is our understanding that the total 
indirect impact to streams (as shown in Table 4.5-3) is 
75,644,44 linear feet. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Please advise on the source of this 
information and revise as needed. 

Revised the paragraph preceding SEIS Table 4.5-3 to 
report the total linear distance of indirect impact on 
streams as shown in Table 4.5-3. 

S-008, C-123 Wetlands 
and other 
waters of the 
United States 

PAGE: 4-95 

SECTION: 4.5.3.1 

COMMENT: In the “No Action Alternative” section, the 
acreage owned by Haile within its current Project Boundary 
is 4,552 acres, not 4,540 acres. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Replace 4,540 acres with 4,552 acres. 

Revised acreage of No Action Alternative project boundary 
to 4,522 acres in SEIS Section 4.5.3.1. See Consolidated 
Response 1, which explains revisions to the project 
boundary and layout acreages since the Draft SEIS. 
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S-008, C-124 Wetlands 
and other 
waters of the 
United States 

PAGE: 4-95 

SECTION: 4.5.3.2 

COMMENT: In the “Proposed Project” section, the linear feet 
of stream indirectly affected should be 75,646.44 LF 
(56,271.06 LF inside the PB and 18,900.45 LF outside the 
PB). 

SUGGESTED CHANGE: Revise text accordingly. 

Revised SEIS Section 4.5.3.2 to correct the stream indirect 
impact distances. 

S-023, C-001 Wetlands 
and other 
waters of the 
United States 

Many of the proposed changes appear to abut the property 
boundaries, which would eliminate the establishment of 
vegetated buffer areas intended to protect off-site aquatic 
resources. Discussions regarding changes in vegetative 
buffers appear to be lacking in the materials provided. 
Readily available scientific literature indicates that the 
ability of vegetated buffers to trap suspended sediments are 
positively correlated with width and negatively correlated 
with slope (Wenger 1999). A literature review performed 
by Castelle et al (1994), found that buffers must be 30 
meters (100 ft) wide to maintain the health of the biota in 
nearby streams, but that this width would need to be 
increased for steeper slopes. Peterjohn and Correll (1984) 
found that for a 5% slope, only ninety percent of the 
suspended sediment was trapped in the first 19 meters (62 
ft), and that the entire 60-meter (164 ft) buffer trapped only 
94% of the sediment. Therefore, the SCDNR requests that 
both on-site and off-site streams and wetlands be protected 
by vegetated riparian buffers at least 100-feet wide, 
including but not limited to the TSF, South OSA, and East 
and West PAG areas. Please include descriptions of existing 
buffer areas that will be modified. Please include a 
map/figure of the proposed changes, including new buffer 
areas. 

Haile has commitment to maintain a minimum 50‐foot 
buffer around all non‐impacted wetlands and streams, 
regardless of whether they are located on or off site (SEIS 
Table 6-2). In many areas, existing buffers around non‐
impacted waters of the United States exceed 50 feet. 
Where the Proposed Project would directly affect waters 
of the United States, the full vegetative buffer cannot be 
maintained. However, Haile has incorporated a 50‐foot 
“additional disturbance area” around each major mine 
facility that, while considered part of the company’s 
permitted activities within waters of the United States, 
may only be used occasionally for placement of 
infrastructure related to sediment controls. Thus, full or 
partial buffers may be maintained between waters of the 
United States and facilities such as the TSF, PAG facilities, 
and Green OSAs despite the conservative assumption that 
these areas would be affected through direct disturbance 
made for purposes of Section 404 permitting and analysis 
in the SEIS. 

S-023, C-015 Wetlands 
and other 
waters of the 
United States 

Page A-20 mentions that Highway 601 will be realigned. 
Will there be any stream or wetland impacts associated 
with this activity? 

There would be no stream or wetland impacts associated 
with realigning US 601. 

S-023, C-031 Wetlands 
and other 

Table 4.5-5 shows 69,395.14 linear feet (lf) of indirect 
stream impacts and 354.46 acres of indirect wetland 

The table numbers cited in the comment are all correct, 
and it is a matter of understanding the details in the 
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waters of the 
United States 

impacts, but Table 4.5-3 lists 75,646.44 lf as the length of 
indirect stream impacts and Table 4.5-2 lists 155.43 as the 
amount of indirect wetland impacts. Please clarify and/or 
revise. 

numbers. Table 4.5-2 lists 155.43 acres of indirect wetland 
impact (inside and outside of the project boundary) from 
groundwater drawdown but does not include 113.21 acres 
of indirect impact on base flow (which together, total 
268.64 acres of indirect impact). The 354.46 acres in Table 
4.5-5 is for total wetland impact (including 268.64 acres of 
indirect impact plus 85.82 acres of direct and secondary 
impacts. Table 4.5-3 provides an accurate total of indirect 
stream impacts (75,646.44 linear feet) based on 56,271.06 
linear feet of baseflow reductions (12,310.67 linear feet + 
43,960.39 linear feet) from groundwater drawdown and 
an additional 19,375.38 linear feet of total flow reductions 
due only to surface disturbance that reduces runoff. Note 
table note "c" indicates that moderate and major total flow 
impact of more than 67,000 linear feet combined are 
largely redundant with baseflow reduction impacts, except 
for 19,375.38 linear feet of total flow only impacts (which 
is not specifically called out in the table). Because Table 
4.5-5 summarizes only indirect impacts on base flow 
(56,539 linear feet) and direct impacts (12,856.14 linear 
feet) combined, the total stream impacts reflected in the 
table are 69,395.14 linear feet. 

S-024, C-030 Wetlands 
and other 
waters of the 
United States 

The Corps improperly relies on Approved Jurisdictional 
Determination SAC-1992-24122 (Dec. 18, 2020) (“AJD”), 
which was made using the Navigable Waters Protection 
Rule, 85 Fed. Reg. 22,250 (Apr. 21, 2020) (“NWPR”). The 
NWPR––which redefines which “waters of the United 
States” are protected under the Clean Water Act––is an 
unlawful restriction of Corps’ jurisdiction that is 
inconsistent with the Clean Water Act, the Administrative 
Procedure Act, and decades of agency practice. The NWPR is 
currently subject to litigation in courts across the country. 
Two of those cases are, or will be, fully briefed by late 
spring. At the same time, the Biden administration has 
rescinded the executive order that the NWPR was based on. 
The Rule’s future is, at best, uncertain. The exclusion of 
previously jurisdictional wetlands from coverage under the 
Clean Water Act based on the NWPR is illegal. The AJD form 

In light of the U.S. District Court for the District of 
Arizona’s August 30, 2021 order vacating and remanding 
the Navigable Waters Protection Rule in the case of Pascua 
Yaqui Tribe v. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, USACE 
has halted implementation of the Navigable Waters 
Protection Rule nationwide and is interpreting “waters of 
the United States” consistent with the pre-2015 regulatory 
regime, as informed by applicable agency guidance 
documents and consistent with Supreme Court decisions 
and longstanding agency practice. Therefore, USACE is 
finalizing an AJD under the pre-2015 regulatory regime, as 
informed by applicable agency guidance documents and 
consistent with U.S. Supreme Court decisions and 
longstanding agency practice.The AJD for the new 842 
acres added to the Proposed Project boundary identified 
1.5 acres of non-jurisdictional wetlands, of which 0.64 acre 
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indicates that 1.5 acres of wetlands were excluded from 
coverage based on the NWPR’s “adjacent wetlands” 
definition because they were “not contiguous or directly 
abutting” another jurisdictional feature, AJD at 3, though the 
form notes that “[s]ome excluded waters . . . may not be 
specifically identified on the AJD form,” id. n.4.13 As 
explained below, the NWPR’s adjacent wetlands definition, 
and the corresponding exclusion of wetlands here, are 
unlawful. 

is to be directly affected. The affected 0.64 acre is included 
in the total 85.82 acres of direct wetland impacts (even 
though they are non-jurisdictional). The new AJD did not 
identify any other non-jurisdictional wetlands, despite 
relying on the “adjacency” rule for determining 
jurisdiction. 

S-024, C-031 Wetlands 
and other 
waters of the 
United States 

[Note: Some supporting text was omitted here for brevity. 
See original comment submission for full context.][E]ven if 
the NWPR were legal, the Corps has applied it too narrowly 
here, failing to require mitigation for over 155 acres of 
wetlands that may be rendered non-jurisdictional as a 
result of Haile’s proposed expansion activities, DSEIS at 4-
43. 85 Fed. Reg. at 22,213 (“a CWA section 404 permit may 
be issued with applicable mitigation requirements for a 
structure that does not allow for a direct hydrologic surface 
connection in a typical year and therefore severs 
jurisdiction of the wetland.”). That failure is further 
explained in the section on Haile’s proposed mitigation 
plan, infra at 22. 

For NEPA purposes, USACE has disclosed in this SEIS the 
wetland areas and stream distances that were delineated 
in the study area, and indicates which are jurisdictional 
and non-jurisdictional under the CWA. The NEPA process 
for the SEIS will be used to inform USACE’s permit decision 
for the Proposed Project pursuant to Section 404 of the 
CWA, which will be documented in the Record of Decision. 
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