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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The following information is provided as a summary of the analyses that have been conducted
for the Blackfoot Bridge Project. However, this summary is not a substitute for review of the
complete Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).

ES.1 PROPOSED ACTION

This DEIS was prepared by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Pocatello Field Office, in
cooperation with the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ), Idaho Department of
Lands (IDL) and the Walla Walla District of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in
response to the proposed Mine and Reclamation Plan submitted by P4 Production, LLC (P4) (a
wholly owned subsidiary of Monsanto Company, Inc.). P4 submitted an initial Mine and
Reclamation Plan to the BLM in November 2005. In October 2008, the BLM received the
Revised Blackfoot Bridge Mine and Reclamation Plan (2008 Revised Plan) from P4. The 2008
Revised Plan (and subsequent modifications) includes details of operational and reclamation
activities proposed for the Blackfoot Bridge property. The 2008 Revised Plan proposes a new
open pit phosphate mining operation on federal mineral leases that would include external
overburden piles, a haul road, and a water management plan. Processing would be conducted off
site. Mining would also employ best management practices (BMPs) for control and prevention
of releases of sediment, dissolved constituents, and trace elements, such as selenium, to nearby
surface water and groundwater. P4 has also applied for lease modifications to include portions of
the phosphate deposit that lie outside the current 1-05613 and 1-013709 lease boundaries, and
requested that additional acreage be added to the application for lease modification in May 2008.
The proposed lease modification is addressed in the 2008 Revised Plan, and P4 requested that the
BLM include it in this environmental analysis.

The project area is located in Caribou County, approximately 10 miles northeast of Soda Springs,
Idaho. The Proposed Action would occur on land with surface rights administered by the BLM
and three private landowners. All phosphate mineral rights in the project area are administered
by the BLM. The leases convey to P4 the exclusive right and privilege, subject to the terms and
conditions of the lease, to explore and develop the federally owned mineral estate and to use the
surface of federal lands for related mine activities.

Under the Proposed Action, phosphate ore would be mined and hauled approximately 8 miles to
P4’s Soda Springs elemental phosphorus plant for processing. No processing facilities other than
typical crushing and screening operations would occur on the mine site. All chemical processing
activities would occur at the Soda Springs plant. The ore to be mined under the Proposed Action
is expected to be similar to that produced at other P4 mine properties in the area.

The Blackfoot Bridge Mine ore reserve would be developed using an open pit mining method on
a series of bench cuts, using a combination of in-pit retreating ramps and backfill ramps. The
primary equipment for ore and overburden mining would be a combination of trucks, track-
mounted excavators, bulldozers, and front-end loaders. A track-hoe excavator would also be
used to maximize recovery of ore in the bottom of the pit (pit crotch).
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The Blackfoot Bridge project would be mined in a phased approach with mining and reclamation
activities continuing for 17 years. Ore would be recovered from three separate mine pits: North,
Mid, and South Pits. Mining would begin in the Mid Pit, followed by the North Pit and South
Pit. All overburden would either be backfilled into mined-out portions of the mine pits or placed
in the external East Overburden Pile (EOP) or Northwest Overburden Pile (NWOP). Other
mine-related facilities would include: (a) ore stockpile and tipple (truck loading area); (b) ore
truck turnaround loop and equipment yard; (c) two water management ponds and other water
control structures; (d) topsoil stockpiles; (e) sediment control dams; (f) roads; and (g) sediment
control structures. A water diversion ditch would be constructed from the unnamed tributary to
Fish Pond at sediment control pond EP1 to the water management ponds; the water collected in
this system would be surface water runoff (Figure 2.3-1).

Surface disturbance resulting from the Proposed Action would total 739 acres, including 361.4
acres from pits, 185.8 acres from overburden piles, 86.8 acres from roads and related facilities,
66.9 acres from sediment control structures, and 38 acres from topsoil stockpiles. Reclamation
would take place over the life of the mine, with approximately 640 total acres eventually being
reclaimed. The remaining 99 acres would be reclaimed as highwalls and similar areas with steep
slopes that would be impractical to place soil and revegetate.

Detailed discussions of mine design, sequencing, and development and ancillary facilities
development are discussed in detail in Section 2.3 of this DEIS, as well as in P4’s 2008 Revised
Plan. Cross-sections of the mine pits are also presented in the 2008 Revised Plan.

Measures that would be employed to reduce environmental effects are described in detail in
Chapter 2 of this DEIS and would generally include: topsoil salvage and conservation;
implementation of BMPs for control of releases of selenium and other constitutes of potential
concern (COPCs); implementation of a project-specific water management plan and stormwater
pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) measures for runoff and sedimentation control; use of oil
spill prevention control and countermeasures (SPCC); mitigation of wetland impacts; a bald
eagle management plan; and covering segregated Meade Peak overburden in the EOP with a
low-permeability cover system.

The Proposed Action would involve installation of the Simple 1 cover design to be used as a
cover for the segregated Meade Peak overburden placed in the EOP (approximately 21 acres).
The Simple 1 cover design consists of 18 inches of topsoil overlying 1 foot of weathered
alluvium and 2 feet of run-of-mine (ROM) chert. The remaining disturbance areas would be
covered using a base cover design consisting of at least 4 feet of chert or limestone, overlain by
18 inches of topsoil.

ES.2 ALTERNATIVES

Along with the Proposed Action, three alternatives were evaluated in the DEIS and are described
in Sections 2.3, 2.4, and 2.5. They include:

e Alternative 1A — geosynthetic clay laminate liner (GCLL) cover system over core
materials in EOP and overburden in pits
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e Alternative 1B - GCLL over entire EOP and overburden in pits
e No Action Alternative

Nine other alternatives were also considered and eliminated from further evaluation in this DEIS
(Section 2.7).

ES.2.1 Alternatives 1A and 1B — Capping of Overburden and Backfilled Areas

Alternatives 1A and 1B were developed to address the issue of the potential for selenium to leach
into the groundwater. These alternatives are essentially the same as the Proposed Action, except
that P4 would construct a layer of impermeable material between the segregated Meade Peak
overburden and the applied growth medium to eliminate potential effects of water infiltrating
into the backfilled pits and external overburden piles.

The GCLL cover system design consists of (from surface to depth):

e 18 inches of topsoil;

e 1 foot of weathered alluvium cover material;

e 0to 6+ inches of drainage layer (actual thickness dependent on slope and aspect);

e A GCLL layer (sodium bentonite encased between two geotextiles and a laminate layer);

e 6 inches of a protective subgrade layer (weathered alluvium or other earthen material);
and

o ROM overburden.

Environmental mitigation measures and the Environmental Monitoring Plan (Appendix A)
included for the Proposed Action would also apply to these alternatives.

ES.2.2 Alternative 1A — GCLL Cover System Over Core Materials in EOP and
Overburden in Pits

Alternative 1A involves placing a combination of the GCLL cover system over 317 acres and the
Simple 1 cover system over the remaining 167 overburden pile acres. The 317 acres covered
with the GCLL cover system design would include:

e 21 acres of segregated Meade Peak overburden associated with the EOP

e 63 acres of overburden associated with South Pit

e 110 acres of overburden associated with Mid Pit

e 123 acres of overburden associated with North Pit
The 167 acres covered with the Simple 1 cover system design consists of:

e 47 acres of external overburden associated with the NWOP
e 120 acres of external overburden associated with the EOP
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ES.2.3 Alternative 1B — GCLL over Entire EOP and Overburden in Pits

Alternative 1B involves placing the GCLL cover system over the entire 141 acres of the EOP, in
addition to 296 acres of backfilled pits for a total of 437 acres. The GCLL cover system design
would include:

e 141 acres external overburden associated with the EOP
e 63 acres external overburden associated with the South Pit

e 110 acres external overburden associated with the Mid Pit
e 123 acres external overburden associated with the North Pit

The Simple 1 cover system design occupies 45 acres covered only within the NWOP.
ES.2.4 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Blackfoot Bridge Mine would not be approved for mining
or any associated development on the existing leases. Similarly, the lease modification request
would not be approved. As a result, the No Action Alternative would not provide ore for P4’s
processing plant and would leave the mineral resource unmined. However, the No Action
Alternative does not imply that the leases would never be developed, only that they would not be
developed under this 2008 Revised Plan. Another Mine and Reclamation Plan for these two
leases could be submitted in the future.

ES.3 AGENCY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

At this time, the BLM, IDL, and the IDEQ prefer Alternative 1A as the Agency-Preferred
Alternative because it employs measures to satisfy regulatory requirements and reduce potential
environmental impacts on regional water quality. The USACE is neither an opponent nor a
proponent of the applicant's Proposed Action or alternatives.

ES.4 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

ES.4.1 Proposed Action and Alternatives

The environmental effects of the Proposed Action were evaluated and compared to the
alternatives described in Chapter 4. A summary of the primary environmental effects of the
Proposed Action and Alternatives 1A and 1B is shown in Table 2.8-1. The environmental
effects of the Proposed Action and alternatives are summarized in the following narrative.

ES.4.1.1 Geology, Minerals, and Paleontology

Removal of 91 million bank cubic yards (bcy) of overburden would be a long-term, major, local
effect on these resources. All phosphate ore recovered from the project area would be
transported to the tipple facility for shipment to P4’s processing facilities at Soda Springs.

Under the Proposed Action, geologic and mineral resources in the North, Mid, and South Pit
areas would be directly affected by the removal of phosphate ore and overburden. Mining would
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result in a long-term local effect on resources that could be affected by release of selenium and
trace metals associated with mining and exposure of these materials to oxygen and precipitation.
Construction of mining facilities, such as roads, topsoil stockpiles, and sediment retention ponds,
would have effects on the topography and stability of the landscape. The mining of ore and
overburden under the Proposed Action would expose currently undisturbed and buried rock to
weathering processes.

Existing topography would be affected under the Proposed Action by the removal of ore,
relocation of overburden, and construction of ore staging areas. A total of 739 acres of existing
topography would be modified under the Proposed Action including haul roads and topsoil
stockpiles. Effects on topography would have major short-term effects and the 99 acres not
reclaimed would represent long-term modification. A potential for minor instability of slopes due
to the reclaimed landscape for roads, overburden piles, and mine pits may exist.

Removal of overburden and ore could affect paleontologic resources. Damage to or destruction
of paleontologic resources would not be likely; however, appropriate requirements would be
implemented as directed by agencies. The greatest potential for impact to surface and subsurface
fossils would come from excavations of surface deposits or bedrock. Both surface and
subsurface invertebrate fossils could be damaged or destroyed during ground-disturbing
activities.

Expanded use of the GCLL and Simple 1 cover systems under Alternative 1A would require an
increase of about 1 million bcy of cover material for construction compared to the Proposed
Action. The source of this additional material would be within the disturbance footprint of the
proposed pits and overburden piles. Replacing the Simple 1 cover system with the GCLL cover
system across the entire EOP under Alternative 1B would require the same volume of
“weathered alluvium” for construction as under Alternative 1A. Effects to other geologic,
mineral, topographic, and paleontologic resources would be similar in scale and extent as under
the Proposed Action.

Under the No Action Alternative, mining phosphate ore would not be approved under the 2008
Revised Plan currently submitted by P4.

ES.4.1.2 Air Resources

The Proposed Action would result in effects to air quality during drilling, blasting, excavation,
materials handling, ore crushing and screening, and vehicle operations. Design elements have
been devised that would reduce impacts to air quality. Construction activities would result in
short-term, minor effects to air quality. Minor annual fugitive dust emissions from mining
operations are estimated at 138 tons/year, and minor gaseous emissions from fuel combustion
and explosives are expected due to vehicle traffic and material handling activities; however,
these emissions would not be expected to increase over current emission levels associated with
operations at the South Rasmussen Mine. As mining operations begin at the proposed Blackfoot
Bridge Project, mining would cease at the South Rasmussen Mine.

Effects to air quality under Alternative 1A would be the same as Alternative 1B. Construction of
cover materials would result in an increase in effects to air quality for all criteria pollutants due
to increased vehicle traffic on unpaved roads and materials handling activities. Overall, effects
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to air quality under Alternatives 1A and 1B would be expected to have a minor increase
compared to air quality under the Proposed Action.

Under the No Action Alternative, air emissions from the Proposed Action or alternatives would
not occur. Additionally, the No Action Alternative would result in declining effects to regional
air quality over time, as the South Rasmussen Mine would also be depleted and closed.

ES.4.1.3 Noise

Sensitive noise receptors include residential areas, schools, and hospitals. The nearest residences
are located at a distance of approximately 1.5 miles from the project boundary. Other residences
are located several miles south of the project area toward Soda Springs.

Minor noise levels would be below the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guideline of 55
dBA for each source (except blasting) at nearest sensitive noise receptors. Noise from open pit
mining is estimated to be below 55 dBA at a distance between 1,920 and 3,840 feet, and noise
from haul traffic and a conveyor is estimated to be below 55 dBA at a distance between 480 and
960 feet.

Short-term blasting noise would exceed 55 dBA at nearest sensitive noise receptors. This does
not account for natural attenuation of noise when blasting is occurring below grade in the pit and
additional attenuation of noise due to natural topography and vegetation. Blasting is estimated to
occur 120 times per year and only during daylight hours. Noise effects from blasting would be
moderate.

Construction of cover materials under Alternatives 1A and 1B would result in a temporary
increase in noise effects due to increased vehicle and materials handling activity. Overall, effects
of noise under Alternatives 1A and 1B would have a minor increase compared to noise levels
under the Proposed Action.

Under the No Action Alternative, noise in the project area would remain at background levels.

ES.4.1.4 Climate

The Proposed Action and alternatives related to mining activities would result in greenhouse gas
emissions but would have a negligible contribution to climate change.

Under the No Action Alternative, generation of greenhouse gases associated with the Proposed
Action would not occur.

ES.4.1.5 Water Resources

The Proposed Action would result in adverse impacts to surface water and groundwater during
mining and after reclamation. The proposed mine pits, diversion ditches, and ponds would
capture surface water runoff during mining. Backfilling of the pits would be concurrent with
mining, and the area of the open pits that would capture runoff during any given year would be
limited. Runoff from the disturbed areas, including the backfilled pits and external overburden
piles, would be greater than for natural areas and result in a net increase in runoff reporting to the
sediment control structures and water management ponds.
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The South Pit would be partially backfilled and would continue to capture runoff from an area of
approximately 42 acres in the State Land Creek drainage after reclamation. The runoff area that
would be removed from the drainage by the partially backfilled South Pit would represent about
1.5 percent of the total drainage area. The Mid Pit and the EOP would also affect the runoff
characteristics of the unnamed tributary above Fish Pond during mining and after reclamation.
Water from an area of about 153 acres above the EOP would be diverted north along the western
edge of the overburden pile toward Fish Pond. Runoff from this area currently flows through
Wetlands F, G, and H. The diversion would result in a 38 percent reduction in runoff flowing
through the wetlands. The final reclaimed surface of the backfilled North Pit would alter the
location of the drainage divide for the Beaver Pond drainage and would permanently add
approximately 13 acres to the runoff area for the drainage.

Runoff from temporary and permanent overburden storage areas, pit backfills, haul roads,
growth medium storage areas, and other disturbed areas would increase the potential for water
erosion and subsequent sediment loading to State Land Creek, unnamed tributary to Fish Pond,
unnamed tributary to Beaver Pond, and the Blackfoot River. In addition to naturally occurring
soil and geologic materials, magnesium chloride used for dust suppression could be entrained,
including eroded sediment from roads. However, disturbance areas would not cause increased
sediment load in drainages of the Blackfoot River because of the application of water
management structures and BMPs.

Excavation of the South Pit across the drainage above Wetland A could interrupt the shallow
alluvial groundwater source for the wetland spring. Assuming that the flow from the spring is
directly proportional to the source area of the water supply, the Proposed Action would result in
a 94 percent decrease in alluvial groundwater to the wetland spring. Partial backfilling in the
South Pit would restore surface water runoff in the drainage but would not restore shallow
alluvial groundwater flow. The average flow in State Land Creek below the tributary containing
Wetland A would be reduced by about 0.14 cubic foot per second (cfs). Mining operations could
cause Wetland A to partially or completely dry up. Upon completion of mining and backfilling
using appropriate practices and materials, some or all flow to Wetland A may be restored.

The Proposed Action would affect springs and intermittent flows in the unnamed tributary to the
Blackfoot River above Fish Pond during mining and after reclamation. Sediment control ponds
EP1, EP2, EP3 and EP4; the diversion ditch; and rock fill would alter the natural surface water
flow and wetland systems. Approximately 27,600 cubic feet of rock fill may be placed in the
channel of the drainage to establish a drainage layer that would transmit water in the drainage
and eliminate direct exposure of wildlife to the water source. The water in the drainage layer
would report to either Fish Pond or CP1 during mining and to Fish Pond after reclamation.
Accumulation of fine-grained sediment in the pore spaces of the fill is expected to decrease the
permeability of the drainage layer over time, and springs and wetlands may re-establish in the
drainage at some point after reclamation.

The Proposed Action would result in reduced flow reporting to Fish Pond during mining and
after reclamation. Excavation of the pit would capture a portion of the recharge that normally
infiltrates to the shallow groundwater system. The captured recharge would infiltrate into the
regional groundwater system in the Wells Formation and would not be available for groundwater
or spring flow in the drainage. After reclamation, recharge to the shallow groundwater system in
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the drainage would be less than during the pre-mining condition because infiltrating precipitation
from the backfilled Mid Pit would continue to report to the Wells Formation, and the cover
system on the EOP would reduce infiltration over the footprint of the facility. Results from the
groundwater model indicate that post-reclamation flow in the unnamed tributary would be about
23 percent lower than the baseline condition. A portion of the runoff from the area above the
EOP could infiltrate along the western edge of the EOP where the surface flow is diverted to the
north. Infiltrating water could discharge from seeps at the toe of the EOP.

Dewatering of the North Pit and Mid Pit to facilitate mining below the water table would
temporarily reduce groundwater and spring flow to the Blackfoot River north of the project area.
Pumping from the pits would occur for 0 to 96 days during any given year between years 5 and
13. The dewatering pumping rates would range from about 0.04 cfs to 3.49 cfs. At the cessation
of pumping, groundwater discharge to the Blackfoot River would return to the pre-mining level.
Groundwater entering the pits would originate from the Wells Formation, and the reductions in
groundwater discharge and spring flow would be primarily limited to the section of the river that
crosses the Wells Formation outcrop directly north of the North Pit. The maximum reduction in
groundwater to the Blackfoot River would be about 1.12 cfs. Spring flows from Woodall Spring
and North Woodall Spring would be decreased by a maximum of 0.3 cfs by mine dewatering.

Precipitation that infiltrates into the backfilled Mid Pit and EOP would move downward through
the material and potentially leach COPCs. The groundwater model indicates that seepage from
the backfilled Mid Pit would report to the regional groundwater system in the Wells Formation
and be transported north, parallel to the strike of bedding. Seepage from the EOP would report
to the shallow groundwater system in the Dinwoody Formation, and alluvium and would move
into the alluvial aquifer in the channel above Fish Pond. If water meets water quality standards,
water in the channel would ultimately report to CP-1 where it would be discharged. If water does
not meet standards, it would be pumped to the Water Management Ponds for evaporation.

Predicted selenium concentrations in groundwater discharging to the Blackfoot River under the
Proposed Action would likely exceed the coldwater aquatic life criteria continuous concentration
(CCC) standard of 0.005 mg/L, starting in year 9. Peak selenium concentrations and loading to
the river are projected to occur approximately 100 years after the start of mining. Selenium
concentrations in groundwater discharging to the river are projected to decrease rapidly after the
peak but remain elevated above 0.005 mg/L at Reach 2 for the modeled period of 350 years.
Selenium concentrations in groundwater discharge to Reach 2 would be higher than in
groundwater discharge to Reach 1. Chemical loading to Reach 2 would originate mostly from
the backfilled pits. Chemical loading to Reach 1 would be dominated by seepage from the
NWOP. Modeling results indicate that concentrations for other COPCs in groundwater
discharge to the river are likely to meet applicable surface water quality standards during mining
and after reclamation.

Pumping for pit dewatering under the Proposed Action would temporarily lower groundwater
levels in the rocks adjacent to the pits. At the cessation of pumping, groundwater levels in the
aquifer would quickly rebound to near their pre-pumping elevation. With the exception of the
South Pit, construction and capping of the overburden piles and backfills would reduce the
amount of recharge reporting to groundwater. Runoff from the exposed walls of the South Pit
after reclamation would report to the bottom of the pit, where it would infiltrate and result in a
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net increase in recharge to the Wells Formation. Decreased recharge from the other facilities
would have the largest affect on groundwater levels in the Dinwoody Formation near the EOP.
The maximum long-term groundwater drawdown in the Dinwoody Formation below the EOP is
projected to be about 25 feet. Long-term groundwater drawdown in areas outside of the footprint
of the EOP are projected to be less than 5 feet. Increased recharge to the Wells Formation in the
South Pit would result in locally increased groundwater levels in the regional aquifer. The
potential rise in groundwater levels near the South Pit is projected to be less than 5 feet.

Under the Proposed Action, groundwater quality in the project area would be potentially
impacted by seepage from the proposed overburden piles and backfilled pits. Seepage from the
mine facilities would potentially result in increased loading of selenium, manganese, and other
COPCs to groundwater. These constituents would be transported north, forming plumes with
higher concentrations of COPCs than in unaffected groundwater. Increased loading of COPCs to
groundwater is predicted to begin shortly after mining commences originating from disturbed
areas and partially constructed overburden piles and backfills. Overburden and backfill would be
capped and reclaimed concurrent to mining progress to limit exposure of reactive material to
infiltrating precipitation.

Modeling results indicate that, with the exception of selenium and manganese, groundwater
plumes with COPC concentrations exceeding applicable standards would not be transported
outside of the footprints of mine facilities. Limited areas of groundwater below the proposed pits
and overburden piles would, however, have concentrations of cadmium, manganese, iron,
sulfate, and zinc that are near or above their respective standards. Selenium and manganese
concentrations in groundwater are projected to exceed applicable groundwater standards in areas
outside of the mine facilities and project area.

Potential impacts to water quality under Alternative 1A would be similar to those under the
Proposed Action, except that the potential for release of selenium and other COPCs would be
lower due to the use of a different cover system. Installation of a GCLL cover system under
Alternative 1A would reduce infiltration of precipitation into the backfilled overburden and EOP.
This reduction in infiltration would reduce the load and subsequently the concentration of
selenium and COPCs in groundwater that discharges to the Blackfoot River to levels that meet
State of ldaho water quality standards. Effects to water resources under Alternative 1B would be
similar to those under Alternative 1A, except that use of the GCLL cover over a larger area on
the EOP would further decrease potential for selenium and other COPCs to enter surface and
groundwater.

Potential reduction in groundwater levels would be greater than that predicted under the
Proposed Action due to implementation of Alternatives 1A and 1B. GCLL cover systems
associated with these alternatives would further reduce the volume of precipitation that would
infiltrate and recharge groundwater.

Implementation of the No Action Alternative would avoid water resource impacts described for
the Proposed Action. Specifically, predicted impacts to runoff areas, groundwater discharge to
streams and springs, groundwater recharge, and surface and groundwater quality would not
occur.
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ES.4.1.6 Soils

Direct disturbance of soils through mining operations and haul road construction would increase
erosion and sediment transport rates. Straw wattles, dozer track planting, hydro-seeding, and
other erosion control BMPs would be implemented under the Proposed Action. All reclaimed
slopes would be dragged, fertilized, and seeded on the contour as much as practical. Reclaimed
areas would be expected to achieve cover densities that would meet both federal and state
vegetation and cover requirements. Excess sediment transport by runoff would be contained by
sediment retention and water management ponds until the establishment of vegetative controls is
achieved.

The Proposed Action would include 739 acres of surface disturbance, of which 640 acres would
be reclaimed. The additional 99 acres would consist of pit highwalls with steep slopes, where it
would be impractical to reclaim. Approximately 1.6 million bcy of primary plant growth medium
(PPGM) would be used to cover the proposed reclamation area of 640 acres with 18 inches of
PPGM.

Three locations in the project area have been identified for storage of up to 2.1 million bcy of
salvaged soil. PPGM/topsoil would be stored separately from marginal soils because mixing
could greatly diminish soil productivity. In addition, surface soils in the project area represent a
source of seed and plant propagules and microorganism inoculums. Seeds and microbial
inoculums are typically contained in the upper 8 inches of growth medium. Root propagules are
typically found within the top 2 feet of the soil profile. Stockpiling of these materials
significantly reduces their viability over time. Therefore, direct placement (live-handling) of
these soil components onto regraded surfaces would be the most efficient post-disturbance use of
this resource.

Expanded use of the GCLL and Simple 1 cover systems under Alternative 1A would require an
increase of about 1 million bcy of cover material for construction compared to the Proposed
Action. The source of this additional material would be within the disturbance footprint of the
proposed pits and overburden piles. Replacing the Simple 1 cover system with the GCLL cover
system across the entire EOP under Alternative 1B would require the same volume of
“weathered alluvium” for construction as under Alternative 1A. The source of this additional
material would be the disturbance footprint of the proposed pits and overburden piles.

Under the No Action Alternative, soil resources would remain in their natural condition.

ES.4.1.7 Vegetation, Riparian Areas, and Wetlands

Over the life of the mine, the Proposed Action would remove 725 acres of upland vegetation.
There are about 5 acres of disturbed (i.e., barren) areas and about 9 acres of wetlands and waters
that account for the remainder of the 739 total disturbed acreage. During the reclamation period,
640 acres would be re-seeded, but the resulting species composition and community structure
would be different than prior to disturbance. The remaining 99 acres would be reclaimed as pit
highwall, which would not receive PPGM or seeding. These acres would represent a long-term
loss until slope conditions of the highwall erode to a configuration that supports vegetation.
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Under the Proposed Action, non-seleniferous chert would be placed at a depth of 1.5 feet
throughout the reclaimed pits and overburden piles, with the exception of the segregated Meade
Peak overburden in the EOP. The segregated Meade Peak overburden has the potential to
contribute selenium for plant roots reaching this material. Therefore, the vegetation on this 21-
acre area could exhibit elevated selenium concentrations, especially for deep-rooted selenium-
accumulating plants included in the seed mix such as alfalfa. The resulting effects to vegetation
would be local and long-term, and could include the proliferation of selenium-tolerant plant
species.

The Proposed Action would result in the direct loss of 9.43 acres of wetlands and non-wetland
waters of the U.S. in the project area (6.11 acres of wetlands and 3.32 acres of non-wetland
waters of the U.S.). The level at which affected wetlands provide ecological functions was
estimated by deriving a functional index that reflects wetland functional parameters compared to
an ideal condition. The Proposed Action would result in the loss of 3.21 functional wetland units.
Restoration of wetland and riparian areas adjacent to the Blackfoot River would provide
approximately one half of the compensatory mitigation required (1.6 functional units) to offset
effects to wetlands from the Proposed Action. The remainder of required mitigation would be
provided by construction of new wetlands adjacent to State Land Creek or adjacent to the
Blackfoot River in shallow alluvium.

In addition to the wetlands that would be directly affected under the Proposed Action, Wetland A
may be indirectly affected by mining operations, resulting in a functional unit loss of 0.50.
Wetland A is not included in P4’s Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit Application because it
would not be dredged or filled as a consequence of the Proposed Action and therefore, is not
subject to Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit requirements. Excavation of the South Pit across
the drainage above Wetland A could interrupt approximately 94 percent of the shallow alluvial
groundwater source for the wetland spring. Mining operations could cause Wetland A to partially
or completely dry up; however, upon completion of mining and backfilling using appropriate
practices and materials, some or all flow to Wetland A may be restored.

Selenium could accumulate in wetlands near the project area. Isolating and controlling the
movement of water with culverts and retention ponds would reduce possible selenium uptake in
vegetation and accumulation in wetland habitat. During construction, potential direct effects to
water quality would not likely occur from sediment yield of the overburden piles and water
management structures in the tributary drainage to State Land Creek because of the
implementation of sediment control dams that would be used to control sediment on site and
seepage from the EOP area.

The removal of native vegetation would increase the potential for expansion of non-native plants,
including noxious weeds. Incorporation of BMPs into the project design and P4’s commitment
to control noxious weeds would minimize the potential for the establishment of noxious weeds
and effects from noxious weeds would be short-term and minor.

Effects to vegetation under Alternative 1A would be similar to those under the Proposed Action,
except that the potential for selenium accumulation by plants growing on the reclaimed areas
would be lower due to use of a cover system. The types of plant species that would be selected
for use in reclamation of backfilled pits and external overburden piles would include shallow-
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rooting species. Use of shallow-rooting species would reduce the potential for selenium uptake
and root penetration of the GCLL cover system. The GCLL cover system includes an additional
synthetic layer which strengthens the cover against penetration. The installation of a drain layer
associated with Alternative 1A is specifically designed to transport water during high runoff
periods. Animals are unlikely to burrow into seasonal water transport zones, which could affect
the integrity of the burrow.

Effects to vegetation under Alternative 1B would be similar to those under Alternative 1A,
except that the use of the GCLL liner over the entire EOP would decrease the potential for
selenium to enter wetlands. As discussed under Alternative 1A, use of shallow-rooting plant
species, placement of a drainage layer, and use of the GCLL cover with the additional synthetic
layer are expected to result in limiting the penetration of plant roots and burrowing animals.

Under the No Action Alternative, the 725 acres of direct disturbance to existing upland
vegetation would not occur, and the area would not be more susceptible to an increase of noxious
weeds. Additionally, the potential for increased selenium accumulation in vegetation and
wetlands would remain at existing levels. Direct disturbance to 9.43 acres of wetlands and non-
wetland waters of the U.S. would not occur.

ES.4.1.8 Terrestrial Wildlife

The Proposed Action would result in the long-term loss of 99 acres of existing wildlife habitat
associated with pit highwalls. Some species of animals would find habitat in the highwall (bats
and crevice nesting bird species). Over time, erosion of the highwall would reduce the
configuration to conditions that would support vegetative growth and thereby create additional
habitat. Approximately 640 acres of wildlife habitat would be resoiled and vegetated.
Reclamation would result in a shift to communities dominated by perennial grasses. Indirect
effects to wildlife from habitat alteration would be localized, long-term, and minor due to the
small size of the disturbed area relative to the availability of the surrounding habitat.

Impacts to terrestrial wildlife may occur via selenium uptake in plant forage or water sources.
Big game species are known to forage on vegetation in the project area. Other species, including
upland game birds, songbirds, small mammals, reptiles, and amphibians, could also be affected.
These species might be susceptible to selenium bioaccumulation if local populations spend a
significant amount of time in the project area. However, big game and intermediate-sized species
tend to range over large areas, and their behavior would tend to reduce risk of exposure. Overall
effects to wildlife from selenium exposure would be localized, long-term, and negligible to
major, depending on the mobility and susceptibility of the affected species.

Habitats adjacent to the project area could be used less by big game during mine operations.
However, some individuals may become accustomed to mine activities and continue to use these
areas. Construction and use of haul roads would result in increased traffic. Traffic would not
likely result in any increase in wildlife mortalities and injuries, as wildlife usage of this area
could already be reduced due to current mining activities. Although reclaimed areas would have
a higher initial productivity, their long-term suitability for elk and mule deer forage would likely
be reduced as forbs, shrubs, and trees became established.
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The Proposed Action would directly disturb approximately 155 acres of elk and mule deer
critical winter range. While the Proposed Action would result in direct and indirect long-term
effects to the critical winter range of mule deer and elk, these effects are not expected to be
significant when analyzed in the context of the entire critical winter range available in the area.

The Proposed Action would result in minimal effects to other local wildlife species. Effects on
bats would be minimal due to the marginal bat habitat in the project area. Effects on species
with large ranges, such as mountain lions, would likely be negligible because local prey
populations are not expected to decrease in size or density. Local red fox populations could be
directly affected because of their smaller ranges and burrowing behavior. The Proposed Action
may result in some mortalities or displacement of local badger populations. Habitats affected by
increased activity associated with construction and mining would also be used less by predators
over the short-term.

Raptors could be directly disturbed by noise and activity from construction or mining operations.
Indirect disturbances to raptors would include loss of foraging or nesting habitat and reduction in
prey base. The Proposed Action would reduce habitat for a number of prey species. However,
abundant foraging habitat exists adjacent to the project area, which would limit the effects of the
Proposed Action.

The Proposed Action would leave a 375-foot buffer of forest between project activities and the
closest bald eagle nesting tree. This buffer would minimize visual and auditory impacts to the
bald eagles. An Eagle Management Plan would also be implemented that would minimize these
effects. The bald eagles are, to a certain degree, accustomed to human activity in the area from
the mine haul road and past exploration activities. Furthermore, the Blackfoot River provides
essential habitat to the eagles that would likely keep them in the area. Impacts to bald eagles as a
result of the Proposed Action would be local, short-term, and minor.

The Proposed Action would result in the long-term loss of 99 acres of migratory bird habitat
associated with pit highwalls. Bird species associated with xeric big sagebrush habitat would be
most affected. Potential direct effects would include direct mortality, forced movement, and
stress related to increased noise and human activity. Loss of habitat could indirectly result in
changes in species composition and increased competition between displaced individuals and
resident birds. Habitat availability may increase for species that prefer early successional
habitats. Avian species that avoid edge habitat would lose more habitat than the project
footprint. However, significant losses of avian habitat are not anticipated as a result of the
Proposed Action due to the abundance of similar undisturbed habitat in the vicinity.

Habitat for the blue grouse and ruffed grouse would be disturbed under the Proposed Action.
Indirect effects from loss of habitat for the blue and ruffed grouse would be long-term because
final reclamation would establish perennial grasses. Baseline studies indicated that sage grouse
could occur in the project area. Approximately 458 acres of mountain big sagebrush habitat
would be lost under the Proposed Action. However, because the quality of this habitat was
deemed marginal for sage grouse, the effects of habitat loss are not expected to be major.

If selenium were released into the environment as a result of the Proposed Action, water birds
observed on the Blackfoot River in the project area would potentially be vulnerable to indirect
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mortality and reproductive effects associated with selenium toxicity. Because BMPs would
minimize release of selenium into the environment and given the availability of alternate suitable
habitat in the vicinity, effects to water birds as a result of the Proposed Action are expected to be
minimal.

The Proposed Action would impact 3.27 acres of Wetland K, which is adjacent to Fish Pond.
Direct mortalities to amphibians and reptiles may occur during reconstruction of the pond in this
area. Increased sediment loads that could affect amphibians and reptiles are expected to be
minimal due to the use of BMPs. Indirect effects on amphibians could include increased
concentrations of selenium in surface water, sediment ponds, seeps, and springs. BMPs to be
implemented at the proposed mine site would minimize these potential effects.

Impacts to wildlife under Alternative 1A would be similar to those under the Proposed Action,
except that the chance for selenium accumulation in the food chain would be lower due to the
cover system design. Plants could still potentially accumulate selenium if their roots grow
through the GCLL liner; however, use of a modified seed mix that would emphasize shallow-
rooting species would reduce the potential for root penetration. Shallow-rooting plant species
would reduce the potential selenium uptake by plants and thereby reduce the amount available
for consumption by animals.

The GCLL cover system includes an additional synthetic layer which strengthens the cover
against both root and animal penetration. The installation of a drain layer associated with the
Alternative 1A GCLL cover is specifically designed to transport water during high runoff
periods. Animals are unlikely to burrow into seasonal water transport zones which could affect
the integrity of the burrow.

Impacts to wildlife under Alternative 1B would be similar to those under Alternative 1A, except
that the use of the GCLL liner over the entire EOP would decrease the potential for selenium to
enter streams and wetlands. As described under Alternative 1A, the GCLL cover system,
drainage system, and modified seed mix are designed to reduce the potential for plant root and
burrowing animal penetration of the cover system.

The No Action Alternative would result in no effects in the project area and would maintain the
current status of wildlife and wildlife populations in and around the project area. There would be
no new impacts to terrestrial wildlife from selenium and assumed bioaccumulation of selenium
in aquatic life and to terrestrial food chains would continue at the present rate for the foreseeable
future.

ES.4.1.9 Fisheries and Aquatic Resources

The Proposed Action would result in the direct loss of 9.43 acres of wetlands and waters in the
project area (6.11 acres of wetlands and 3.32 acres of non-wetland waters). Implementation of
BMPs to control and capture sediment resulting from clearing of vegetation during construction
would keep sediment from affecting local drainages thereby protecting fish and aquatic
invertebrates. Due to the incorporation of BMPs into the design of the Proposed Action, indirect
effects to water bodies and aquatic life from sedimentation are expected to be minimal and short-
term in duration.
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A potential adverse ecological effect could result if selenium bioaccumulated in the food chain of
local aquatic communities. Yellowstone cutthroat trout, rainbow trout, and cutbow trout (hybrid
of cutthroat and rainbow trout) inhabit the Blackfoot River. The baseline water quality data
indicate that selenium concentrations in the Blackfoot River are cyclic and generally exceed the
CCC aquatic life standard for a few days each spring before decreasing to below the standard
during the remainder of the year. The small potential increases in selenium concentration that
would result from the Proposed Action are not expected to alter this pattern. The negligible
amount of selenium that would be released under the Proposed Action would not be expected to
cause or accelerate a decline in aquatic populations.

Potential adverse effects to the fisheries and aquatic resources of the Blackfoot River and
tributaries in the project area, as well as their related downstream waterbodies, could occur via
indirect exposure to COPCs. Implementation of BMPs to control sediment associated with
surface water runoff would limit transport of selenium-bearing sediment to streams. Selenium
can reside in sediment and dissolve in the water column to be taken up by aquatic plants,
plankton, aquatic insects, and fish. Bioaccumulation of these COPCs could result in minimal,
long-term, indirect effects on aquatic populations.

Under Alternative 1A, the potential for selenium and other COPC accumulation in the food chain
would be lower due to the use of the GCLL cover system. Installation of the GCLL cover would
reduce the potential for selenium to enter streams and wetlands compared to the Proposed Action
by reducing the volume of precipitation that infiltrates through overburden piles and backfilled
pits and by incorporating features, such as an additional synthetic layer, a drainage layer, and a
modified seed mix, to minimize the potential for both root and animal burrowing penetration.
Effects to fisheries and aquatic resources under Alternative 1B would be similar to those under
Alternative 1A, except that use of the GCLL on a larger area would decrease the potential for
selenium and other COPCs to enter streams and wetlands.

There would be no potential for impacts to fisheries and aquatic resources from selenium or
other COPCs if the No Action Alternative were selected. Existing concentrations of selenium in
surface water seasonally exceed the state water quality standard for the protection of aquatic life.
Bioaccumulation of selenium from aquatic life through the food chains would continue at the
present rate for the foreseeable future.

ES.4.1.10 Threatened, Endangered, and Special Status Species

There are no proposed or listed threatened or endangered species or any designated or proposed
critical habitat within the project area and, therefore, the Proposed Action would not result in any
effects to threatened and endangered species or critical habitat. Twenty-three BLM Special
Status Species were either observed in the project vicinity during baseline studies or an
occurrence of the species has been documented by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game
(IDFG).

Reclaimed areas would represent a long-term change in habitat from forest and sagebrush
communities to habitat dominated by perennial grasses. Habitat conversion would represent a
long-term loss of foraging habitat for forest-dependent wildlife, such as flammulated owl, olive-
sided flycatcher, and red-naped sapsucker, and sagebrush-dependent wildlife, such as greater
sage-grouse and Brewer’s sparrow.
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The Proposed Action complies with the Management Plan for Conservation of Yellowstone
Cutthroat Trout in Idaho. The proposed compensatory wetland mitigation, including improving
riparian habitat along the Blackfoot River, would conform to the management priorities and
actions for the Blackfoot River geographic management unit.

Northern leopard frogs inhabiting Fish Pond may receive direct impacts, including mortality,
from disturbance of the Pond. Fish Pond is a component of the Water Management Plan and
would collect runoff from the EOP. This water has the potential to have elevated selenium
concentrations and, therefore, individual northern leopard frogs may be subject to the indirect
effects of selenium.

While the Proposed Action may result in direct and indirect effects to individual BLM Special
Status Species, these effects are not expected to lead to population-level reductions due to the
small area of proposed disturbance compared with the regional availability of suitable habitat.
The Proposed Action is not expected to elevate the status of these species to a federal listing.

Effects to BLM Special Status Species under Alternative 1A would be similar to those under the
Proposed Action, except that the potential for selenium accumulation in the food chain would be
lower due to the use of a different cover system. Also, the potential for selenium to enter streams
and wetlands and to affect aquatic species and their predators would be reduced. Use of a
modified seed mix that would emphasize shallow-rooting species would reduce the potential for
root penetration of the GCLL cover. The reduced root penetration would result in less potential
for selenium uptake by plants and therefore reduce uptake by animals consuming those plants.
The GCLL cover design includes an additional synthetic layer that resists penetration by roots
and burrowing animals. The drain layer associated with the GCLL cover is specifically designed
to transport water during high runoff periods. Animals are unlikely to burrow into seasonal
water transport zones which could affect the integrity of the burrow.

Effects to BLM Special Status Species under Alternative 1B would be similar to those under
Alternative 1A, except that the use of the GCLL would further decrease the potential for
selenium to enter streams and wetlands.

The No Action Alternative would result in no additional effects in the project area and would
maintain the status of threatened, endangered, and sensitive plant and wildlife populations in and
around the study area. EXxisting concentrations of selenium in surface water seasonally exceed
state chronic water quality standards and water consumption toxicity thresholds for aquatic life
and terrestrial wildlife. Bioaccumulation of selenium from aquatic life through terrestrial food
chains would continue at the present rate.

ES.4.1.11 Visual Resources

Short-term, localized effects to the visual character of the landscape would result from removal
of vegetation and exposure of soils of contrasting color and texture during construction and
mining associated with the Proposed Action. The effects to visual resources would occur at
different locations within the mine site over the different ore recovery phases for each of the
three mine pits. The effects would occur over a 3- to 5-year period for each phase of mining in
the portion of the mine site that would be visible to the public.
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Most of the mine site under the Proposed Action would be hidden by the surrounding landforms
from any potential viewpoint, and would generally be unseen by public viewers. However, there
IS no intervening terrain between some proposed mine facilities and viewing areas to the west,
northwest, and north of the mine site. Activities associated with the North Pit, located northwest
of the haul road, and the north portion of the Mid Pit would be visible to the viewing public in
the foreground-middleground (less than 3 miles away) to background (more than 3 miles from
viewing area). The distance zone from key viewing areas includes a limited portion of State
Highway 34, Blackfoot River Road, Kermit Park, and the China Hat geologic area. The
potential viewers of the study area would be local ranchers, mine personnel, motorists on State
Highway 34, and recreation users.

The project area contains public lands managed with the Visual Resource Management (VRM)
Class IV objectives. The existing characteristic landscape would not be retained; however, Class
IV provides for management activities that require major modification of the existing character
of the landscape. The reclaimed landscape would mimic surrounding topography and vegetative
cover; therefore, over the long-term, the existing character would be retained to the extent
possible. Under the VRM Class 1V objective, the level of change to the characteristic landscape
can be high. The proposed project would meet Class IV objectives.

The effects to the scenic quality and characteristics of the existing landscape from
implementation of Alternatives 1A and 1B would be essentially the same as the Proposed
Action. There would be no discernible effect to visual resources from the use of either cover
type relative to effects described for the Proposed Action. Any contrasts of color and texture
associated with these cover types would be temporary and would endure only until alluvial
material and topsoil had been placed on the liner materials. The alternatives would meet VRM
Class IV objectives.

Under implementation of the No Action Alternative, there would be no mining or associated
disturbance at Blackfoot Bridge on the existing leases. However, this does not preclude future
development of the leases under a different mine plan.

ES.4.1.12 Land Use and Access

Effects to land use in the Blackfoot Bridge Mine area would occur from displacement of the
existing land uses by mining-related facilities and activities over the 17-year life of the project.
Most of these effects would be short-term. Reclamation of mined land would restore previous
land uses.

Short-term effects to grazing management under the Proposed Action would include disturbance
of 390 acres of land that is currently used for grazing, consisting of 76 acres of the BLM surface
and 314 acres of private surface. All disturbed areas that are amenable to reclamation would be
reclaimed and revegetated. Disturbed areas would be reclaimed using non-seleniferous
overburden material and a seed mixture primarily of grasses and forbs. In the early stages of
succession after reclamation, grasses would be dominant, and more forage may be available for
livestock grazing than before mining.

Hunting is a major recreation use in the study area. Mining would disturb 76 acres of public land
and would result in disruption of the presence and movement of game animals in these areas
during mining and reclamation. In the early stages of reclamation, a predominance of grasses
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would provide good forage but little cover for large game animals. In the long-term, reclaimed
areas would restore habitat for hunting.

Under the Proposed Action, public access and the volume of traffic on existing transportation
facilities would increase on the haul road during mining. Traffic levels on the local
transportation network would remain similar to the current conditions. Traffic would not
increase on the gated private road that enters the project area from Blackfoot River Road.
Additional opportunities for public access to the study area are unlikely to result from the
Proposed Action.

The total surface disturbance and effects to grazing allotments, recreation, and land use, or to
access and transportation associated with Alternatives 1A and 1B would be the same as the
Proposed Action.

Under the No Action Alternative, the Blackfoot Bridge leases would not be mined and there
would be no adverse effects to grazing allotments, recreation, and land use, or to access and
transportation.

ES.4.1.13 Cultural Resources

The entire area of potential effects of the Proposed Action has been inventoried for the presence
of cultural resources. Three cultural resource sites (historic properties) have been identified as
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Direct effects would occur to one
NRHP eligible site (10CU259) and one potentially eligible site (10CU263). Indirect effects may
result from disturbance associated with project activities, such as runoff or erosion from roads,
overburden piles, topsoil piles, vehicular traffic, or vandalism in the site area.

The extent, location of disturbance, and impacts under Alternatives 1A and 1B would be the
same as the Proposed Action.

Under the No Action Alternative, the Blackfoot Bridge leases would not be mined, and there
would be no adverse effects to known eligible cultural resources.

ES.4.1.14 Tribal Treaty Rights and Concerns

There would be no changes in land status associated with the Proposed Action, and those
portions of the project area that are currently unoccupied federal lands would retain that status.
However, there would be substantial areas of disturbance on those federal lands. Although there
would be a short-term loss of access during mining for the Shoshone and Bannock Tribes’ access
to the lands to exercise treaty rights and traditional uses, that access would be restored at the
completion of mining. Other short-term effects would be associated with the disturbance or
displacement of plant and wildlife species that are used for traditional purposes and subsistence.

Under Alternatives 1A and 1B, the nature and locations of disturbance would be the same under
either alternative. The nature of the short-term and long-term impacts under Alternatives 1A and
1B would be the same as under the Proposed Action.

Under the No Action Alternative, the Blackfoot Bridge leases would not be mined, and there
would be no adverse effects to known Tribal treaty rights and interests.
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ES.4.1.15 Social and Economic Conditions

Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in beneficial long-term effects to the social
and economic structure and community resources of Caribou County over the proposed project
life of 17 years. The Caribou County economy depends on phosphate mining. Implementation of
the Proposed Action would maintain mining employment opportunities in the analysis area,
which consists of Caribou County and the surrounding counties that provide a portion of the
labor force, including Bear Lake and Bannock Counties in Idaho, and Lincoln County in
Wyoming. The Proposed Action would also enhance community stability and provide for
continued payment of local, state, and federal taxes by P4 and its employees. Local government
fiscal conditions depend on sustained economic activity and continued revenues from sales and
use taxes and property taxes. It is anticipated that the transition from operations at the South
Rasmussen Mine to the proposed Blackfoot Bridge Mine operations would allow uninterrupted
continuation of these effects.

The Proposed Action would not cause adverse effects to the socioeconomic resources of the
analysis area. The Proposed Action would not require an in-migrating workforce from outside
the analysis area, and would generate only moderate tax revenues. Consequently, no increases in
housing or community service demands would occur, and existing and planned facilities would
not be adversely affected. Similarly, construction, operation, and maintenance of the project
would not increase or decrease the need for police, fire, medical or other community services in
the analysis area. Community effects on law enforcement, fire protection, medical facilities,
schools, parks and recreation, or public libraries are not anticipated with implementation of the
Proposed Action. The operation of the project would add revenue to the Caribou County tax
base. Economic benefits to the other counties of the analysis area would be limited to the
circulation and recirculation of personal income earned as wages paid to employees.

Increases in existing levels of domestic water usage in analysis area counties are not expected,
and no effects on existing domestic water facilities would occur. In addition, existing organized
public water systems would not be used for any portion of mining operations. Therefore, no
effect on domestic water systems would occur from mining operations. Wastewater disposal
requirements in Caribou County or other analysis area counties are not anticipated to increase
with implementation of other action alternatives. Similarly, no county-wide effects on solid
waste collection or disposal are anticipated.

Short-term effects from construction activities would benefit the local economy. The initial
development phases of the proposed project would require purchases of equipment and supplies;
however, the economic benefits to the affected counties would be limited to the construction
period of the project.

Royalties are paid on any production from a lease in accordance with the terms specified by the
BLM, as included in the leases. Minimum royalty rates are not less than 5 percent of the gross
value of production from leased deposits at the mine, or not less than 25 cents per ton, whichever
is greater, for the right "to mine and dispose of all the phosphate rock and associated and related
minerals hereafter referred to as leased deposits.” Federal law requires royalties and other
revenues collected from federal phosphate leases be split equally between the state where the
activity occurs and the federal treasury. The state receives 50 percent of royalty revenues,
placing the revenues in a general fund, and a special revenue fund for mineral impacts.
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Typically, Caribou County receives about 10 percent of the general fund revenues received by
the state. The estimated total federal royalties could be $39 million over the 17-year life of the
Blackfoot Bridge Mine. The state would receive an estimated average annual payment of $1.0
million, of which an average annual amount of $100,000 would be received by Caribou County.

Under Alternatives 1A and 1B, effects to the socioeconomic structure of Caribou County, as well
as other analysis area counties, are same as evaluated for the Proposed Action. The different
cover systems proposed under Alternatives 1A and 1B would require additional expenditures for
supplies and equipment, but any additional revenues realized from these purchases by vendors
within the counties or the state would not differ greatly from purchases made for the Proposed
Action.

Selection of the No Action Alternative would result in a decline in mining employment
opportunities unless another reserve is permitted to take the place of Blackfoot Bridge. The
required ore for P4’s processing plant would not be produced at Blackfoot Bridge, which could
reduce current employment levels at the plant or shorten the operating life of the plant, thereby
eliminating jobs, tax revenues paid to the county, and revenues paid into the local economy
through operating expenditures and payroll. The projected loss of employment could lead to
negative effects on overall stability of the community. A substantial number of current P4 and
contractor employees would become unemployed and might leave the area, resulting in a slight
reduction in the overall county population.

The No Action Alternative would generally have no effect on existing public utilities and
services. However, tax-based revenues and other sources of municipal funding related to mining
operations would be negatively affected if the Blackfoot Bridge Mine was not producing once
current mining activities, such as South Rasmussen Mine ended and no other reserves were
permitted. Subsequently, Caribou County’s ability to fund certain utilities and services could be
jeopardized.

Selection of the No Action Alternative would result in a reduction in sales, use, and property tax
revenues generated by phosphate mining operations once existing operations at South
Rasmussen Mine cease. There would be losses in revenues from taxes paid by P4 and its
employees and by secondary businesses and their employees, resulting in a decrease in Caribou
County’s overall revenues, as well as revenues in other analysis area counties from the
circulation of payroll dollars.

ES.4.1.16 Environmental Justice

The Proposed Action and alternatives include BLM lands and minerals, and would not affect any
area of low-income housing or affect low-income populations.

The U.S. Census identified 714 residents, or 9.6 percent of the total population, who live below
the poverty level in the urban areas of Caribou County. Residents who live below poverty level
were not identified for rural areas between Soda Springs and the Blackfoot Bridge Mine. The
project is on federal leases and is not located within the corporate limits of any urban community
or in any populated rural area. The Proposed Action and alternative would not affect any area
that contains populations living under the poverty level.
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Selection of the No Action Alternative would result in a decline in mining and production plant
employment opportunities. The socioeconomic effects of the No Action Alternative would be
spread across all races, ages, and income levels, and would not result in any disproportionately
high or adverse impacts to minority or low-income populations.

ES.4.1.17 Hazardous and Solid Wastes

An accidental spill of hazardous materials or wastes associated with the Proposed Action is
unlikely to pose environmental or public health and safety risks. Most of the hazardous materials
to be used for the Proposed Action would be stored in existing facilities at the Ballard and Enoch
Valley Mine sites. The capacity of the existing secondary containment facilities is adequate to
hold more than the entire contents of the largest tank within the storage areas including freeboard
for precipitation. Fuel leaks from the truck filling area would be contained within the bermed
areas. Less than 100 kilograms of hazardous waste (waste oils, solvents, and antifreeze) would
be generated per month. Compliance with the procedures and training defined in the existing
approved SWPPP would minimize the potential for spills or leaks of hazardous materials or
wastes.

The Proposed Action is unlikely to pose safety hazards to the public related to the proposed route
for transporting hazardous materials and wastes. Blackfoot Bridge Mine and the haul route for
hazardous materials and wastes would be the same route that is currently used at the South
Rasmussen Mine. The primary transportation route from Soda Springs to the existing mine area
would be via State Highway 34, Blackfoot River Road, and the existing haul road to the mine
site.

Potential risks associated the hazardous materials or wastes for Alternatives 1A and 1B would be
the same as were analyzed for the Proposed Action. Under Alternatives 1A and 1B, the
hazardous materials and wastes, quantities used and stored on site, and storage locations would
be the same as were analyzed for the Proposed Action. Under Alternatives 1A and 1B, hazardous
materials and wastes would continue to be transported along the same route that is currently used
for the South Rasmussen Mine.

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no mining or associated disturbance at the
Blackfoot Bridge Mine. This alternative would involve continued mining at the South
Rasmussen Mine until all ore was recovered. For the No Action Alternative, the hazardous
materials and wastes, quantities used and stored on site, and storage locations would continue to
be the same as are currently used at the South Rasmussen Mine.
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