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The Bureau of Land Management is responsible for the stewardship of our public lands. It is 
committed to manage, protect, and improve these lands in a manner to serve the needs of the 
American people for all times. 

Management is based upon the principles of multiple use and sustained yield of our nation's 
resources within a framework of environmental responsibility and scientific technology. These 
resources include recreation, rangelands, timber, minerals, watershed, fish and wildlife, wilderness, 
air and scenic, scientific, and cultural values. 

BLM/BM/ES·07/007 +1793 

Cover: Photo of historic Cortez townsite looking northeast toward the site of the proposed Cortez Hills Expansion Project. 

Printed with permission of Eureka Sentinel Museum, Eureka, Nevada. 



United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Battle Mountain District Office 

In Reply Refer To: 
DOI-BLM -NV -2010-0 132-SEIS 
1790/3809 (NVBOlOOO) 
NVN-067575 

Dear Reader: 

50 Bastian Road 
Battle Mountain, NV 89820 

http://www.hlm.gov 

MAR t f) lbf1 

TAKE PRIDr 
INAMERICA 

Enclosed is a copy ofthe Record of Decision (ROD) and Plan of Operations Approval for the Cortez Hills 
Expansion Project Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (Final SEIS), prepared by the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Battle Mountain District Office. 

The BLM Battle Mountain District Manager, who has the decision-making authority for the SEIS, has 
reviewed the supplemental environmental analyses of water resources mitigation effectiveness and 
specific air quality impacts that update the 2008 Final EIS for the Cortez Hills Expansion Proj ect 
(Project). The BLM Battle Mountain District Manager has determined that the preferred alternative for 
the Project continues to be the approved Plan of Operations (Plan), which comprises the original 
Proposed Action with the Revised Cortez Hills Pit Design Alternative for the Cortez Hills Complex 
facilities, with the mitigation measures specified in Chapter 3.0 of the Final EIS (BLM 2008a) and the 
additional site-specific contingent mitigation measures specified in Chapter 3.0 of the Final SEIS (BLM 
2011). The BLM's selection is based on the refmed analyses of water resources mitigation effectiveness 
and air quality impacts in the Final SEIS (BLM 2011) in addition to the fmal Plan (NVN-067575, dated 
July 2008), submitted to the BLM pursuant to 43 CFR 3809 and 3715 (CGM and SRK 2008), and the 
impact analyses in the Final EIS (BLM 2008a). The BLM has considered the analysis of the effectiveness 
of the contingent mitigation measures for potential impacts on surface water resources from groundwater 
pumping and the potential air quality impacts of the off-site transportation and processing of refractory 
ore from the Project. The BLM also has considered the results of air quality modeling of PM2.5 emissions 
from the Cortez Hills Expansion Project. 

Full development of the PoO is authorized by this Decision. The BLM has determined that 
implementation of this Decision, with the identified monitoring and mitigation measures, will not cause 
unnecessary or undue degradation of the public lands and is consistent with other applicable legal 
requirements. 

If you would like any additional information, please contact Christopher Worthington at (775) 635-4000. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

The Battle Mountain District, Mount Lewis Field Office, of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has 
prepared a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for the Cortez Hills Expansion Project 
to refine the analysis of specific air quality effects and dewatering mitigation effectiveness in the Cortez 
Hills Expansion Project Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The BLM prepared a Draft EIS for 
Cortez Gold Mines’ (CGM’s) proposed Cortez Hills Expansion Project in 2007 (BLM 2007) and a Final 
EIS in 2008 (BLM 2008a). The BLM issued a Record of Decision (ROD) and Plan of Operations 
Amendment Approval on November 12, 2008 (BLM 2008b). Following issuance of the BLM’s ROD, CGM 
proceeded with development of the approved Project.  
 
The South Fork Band Council of Western Shoshone of Nevada, Timbisha Shoshone Tribe, Great Basin 
Resource Watch, and Western Shoshone Defense Project challenged the BLM’s decision to approve the 
Cortez Hills Expansion Project in federal court and sought to enjoin mining operations during litigation. On 
December 3, 2009, on appeal from denial of the preliminary injunction motion, the United States (U.S.) 
Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit (Ninth Circuit) found that the plaintiffs were likely to succeed on the 
merits of their challenge with respect to two specific areas of environmental analysis in the EIS. The BLM 
subsequently elected to prepare an SEIS to refine these specific analyses. 
 
On remand from the Ninth Circuit, on April 13, 2010, the U.S. District Court, District of Nevada (District 
Court), entered a limited injunction prohibiting the shipping of refractory ore from Cortez Hills and 
pumping of groundwater in excess of previously approved rates pending the completion of the SEIS and 
associated ROD. On August 25, 2010, the District Court entered an order granting and denying in part 
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motions for summary judgment. The District Court granted BLM’s motion for summary judgment on issues 
related to the adequacy of the Cortez Hills Expansion Project Final EIS except for those issues that are 
within the scope of the SEIS. Specifically, the SEIS analyzed the air quality impacts of the off-site 
transportation and processing of a total of 5 million tons of Cortez Hills refractory ore at the existing 
Goldstrike Mine, located approximately 70 miles north of the Cortez Hills Expansion Project. The SEIS 
also refined the analysis of the effectiveness of measures adopted to mitigate potential impacts to surface 
water resources (e.g., seeps, springs, and streams) from mine-related groundwater pumping. An air 
quality analysis of particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 microns or less (PM2.5

 

) also is 
included in the SEIS. 

Overview of Cortez Hills Expansion Project Draft EIS, Final EIS, and ROD 
 

Barrick Cortez Inc. (formerly known as Cortez Joint Venture or CGM), as manager of the Cortez Joint 
Venture, proposed to construct and operate the Cortez Hills Expansion Project, which included the 
development of new facilities and expansion of its existing open-pit gold mining and processing 
operations at the Cortez Gold Mines Operations Area. The Project is located approximately 24 miles 
south of Beowawe in Lander and Eureka counties, Nevada. In response to CGM’s submittal in 
August 2005 of an Amendment to the Pipeline/South Pipeline Plan of Operations for the Cortez Hills 
Expansion Project and associated Modification to Reclamation Plan Permit Application to the BLM, the 
BLM prepared the Draft EIS (BLM 2007), Final EIS (BLM 2008a), and ROD (BLM 2008b) for the Cortez 
Hills Expansion Project. 
 
Public Involvement 
 
The BLM initiated the scoping process for the EIS by publishing a Notice of Intent (NOI) to Prepare an 
EIS in the Federal Register on December 2, 2005. Public scoping meetings for the EIS were held in 
Crescent Valley and Battle Mountain, Nevada, in December 2005. The comments received during the 
scoping process were considered in developing the EIS. In addition, as identified in Section 4.2 of the 
Final EIS (BLM 2008a), the BLM communicated with and received input from various federal, state, and 
local agencies and private organizations during the preparation of the Draft and Final EIS. A 60-day 
comment period for the Draft EIS commenced on October 5, 2007, with the publication of the Draft EIS 
Notice of Availability (NOA) in the Federal Register. Public meetings were held for the Draft EIS in 
Crescent Valley and Battle Mountain, Nevada, in November 2007. The comments received during the 
Draft EIS public comment period were considered in preparing the Final EIS, which, in response to public 
comments and geotechnical concerns identified in the Draft EIS analysis, included a new alternative 
(Revised Cortez Hills Pit Design Alternative). A 30-day review period for the Final EIS commenced on 
October 3, 2008, with the publication of the Final EIS NOA in the Federal Register. The BLM signed the 
ROD for the Cortez Hills Expansion Project on November 12, 2008 (BLM 2008b). In the ROD, the BLM 
selected the Proposed Action (inclusive of the committed environmental protection measures) with the 
Revised Cortez Hills Pit Design Alternative for the Cortez Hills Complex facilities, and the mitigation 
measures specified in Chapter 3.0 of the Final EIS as the BLM’s Preferred Alternative. 

 
 
 
An NOI to Prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement was published in the Federal Register 
on July 16, 2010 (FR Volume 75, Number 136, pages 41516-41517).  
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The Draft SEIS NOA was published in the Federal Register on August 20, 2010 (FR Volume 75, 
Number 191, pages 51478-51479), initiating a 45-day public comment period for the Draft SEIS. Two public 
meetings were held during this period; a meeting was held in Crescent Valley on September 14, 2010, and 
a meeting was held in Battle Mountain on September 15, 2010. The BLM received a total of approximately 
2,000 comment letters. The public comments were addressed in the Final SEIS.  
 
The Final SEIS NOA was published in the Federal Register on January 14, 2011 (FR Volume 76, Number 10, 
pages 2705 and 2680), initiating a 30-day review period for the Final SEIS. The BLM received approximately 
5 letters and emails during the Final SEIS review period. The BLM considered and addressed these 
comments, and the BLM determined that they did not identify or present any significant new information or 
changed circumstances that would warrant additional National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis.  
 
During the preparation of the initial Draft EIS, Final EIS, and ROD as well as the Draft SEIS, Final SEIS, and 
ROD, the BLM reviewed and considered all of the agency and public input and comments received relative 
to these documents.  
 
Native American Consultation and Coordination 
 
Native American consultation for the original Cortez Hills Expansion Project EIS has been ongoing. The 
BLM sent a letter to Native American groups on August 4, 2010, advising them of the preparation of the 
SEIS. Table 4-1 in the Final SEIS lists Native American groups contacted throughout the consultation 
process and the dates on which the BLM has exchanged dialogue from February 2009 through early 
July 2010. Additional details of ongoing consultation with area tribes, tribal groups, and their 
representatives are maintained in the BLM consultation records for this project; this information is 
considered confidential. 
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The BLM Battle Mountain District Manager, who has the decision-making authority for the SEIS, has 
reviewed the supplemental environmental analysis of mitigation effectiveness and air quality that updates 
the 2008 Final EIS for the Cortez Hills Expansion Project, and determined that the preferred alternative 
for the Cortez Hills Expansion Project continues to be the approved Project, which comprises the original 
Proposed Action with the Revised Cortez Hills Pit Design Alternative for the Cortez Hills Complex 
facilities, with the mitigation measures specified in Chapter 3.0 of the Final EIS (BLM 2008a) and the 
additional site-specific contingent mitigation measures specified in Chapter 3.0 of the Final SEIS 
(BLM 2011). The BLM’s selection is based on the refined analyses of water resources mitigation 
effectiveness and air quality impacts in the Final SEIS (BLM 2011) in addition to the final Plan of 
Operations Amendment (Plan) (NVN-067575, dated July 2008), submitted to the BLM pursuant to 43 Code 
of Federal Regulations (CFR) 3809 and 3715 (CGM and SRK 2008), and the impact analyses in the Final 
EIS (BLM 2008a). The BLM has considered the analysis of the effectiveness of the mitigation measures 
for potential impacts on surface water resources from groundwater pumping and the potential air quality 
impacts of the off-site transportation and processing of refractory ore from the Cortez Hills Expansion 
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Project. The BLM also has considered the results of air quality modeling of PM2.5

 

 emissions from the 
Cortez Hills Expansion Project. 

Full development of the Project is authorized by this Decision. As outlined in Appendix F of the Final EIS 
(2008a), the BLM requires that at closure CGM file the proper application with the Nevada Division of Water 
Resources to change a water right for evaporation from the pit lake. The BLM has determined that 
implementation of this Decision, with the identified monitoring and mitigation measures, will not cause 
unnecessary or undue degradation of the public lands and is consistent with other applicable legal 
requirements.  
 
All mitigation that has been developed and adopted, as discussed in the Final EIS (BLM 2008a) and Final 
SEIS (BLM 2011), is consistent with regulations and policies in order to avoid or minimize environmental 
harm resulting from the selection of the BLM’s Preferred Alternative. Site-specific mitigation measures and 
triggers discussed in the Final SEIS are incorporated into mitigation measures WR1a and WR1b. The 
mitigation measures were determined to be effective in preventing unnecessary or undue degradation if the 
BLM determines there is a need to implement those measures, and no new mitigation measures are 
required. All mitigation will be implemented and enforced. This Record of Decision for the SEIS has 
determined that the preferred alternative for the Cortez Hills Expansion Project continues to be the Project 
as approved under the November 12, 2008 ROD, along with the site-specific mitigation measures specified 
in Chapter 3.0 of the Final SEIS. The SEIS decision supplements the Final EIS analysis of environmental 
impacts of off-site refractory ore transportation and processing and dewatering mitigation efficacy. As such, 
the ROD for the SEIS authorizes the activities previously enjoined by the Court's Order. 
 
Management Considerations 
 
The rationale for the above decision is supported by the Surface Management Regulations (43 CFR 
Part 3809) and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA). The Plan has been 
analyzed under the Council on Environmental Quality implementing regulations for NEPA. Selection of the 
BLM’s Preferred Alternative authorizes CGM to carry out a legitimate use of the public lands in an 
environmentally sound manner without causing unnecessary or undue degradation. 
 
The Preferred Alternative is in conformance with the Shoshone-Eureka Resource Management Plan Record 
of Decision (RMP ROD) that states: “Make available and encourage development of mineral resources to 
meet national, regional, and local needs consistent with national objectives for an adequate supply of 
minerals.” The RMP ROD also states: “All public lands in the planning area will be open for mining and 
prospecting unless withdrawn from mineral entry.”  
 
The Preferred Alternative is in conformance with the President’s National Energy Policy as put forth in 
Executive Order 13212 and will not have an adverse impact on energy development, production, supply, 
and/or distribution.  
 
 

 
Water Resources Mitigation Effectiveness 

Analysis of the effectiveness of Mitigation Measures WR1a and WR1b presented in Section 3.2.4 
(Monitoring and Mitigation Measures) of the Cortez Hills Expansion Project Final EIS (BLM 2008a) was 
based on the following site-specific information: 
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• Summary of the available monitoring data for springs, seeps, and perennial streams located 

within the predicted mine-related groundwater drawdown area defined in the Final EIS; 
 

• Identification of the current conditions and surface water characteristics of each water source; 
 

• Identification of the monitoring thresholds to be used to trigger the implementation of site-specific 
mitigation; 

 
• Identification and evaluation of site-specific contingent mitigation for each water source; and 
 
• Evaluation of the effectiveness of the measures to mitigate potential impacts from groundwater 

pumping and the impacts of their implementation. 
 
The proposed site-specific contingent mitigation measures for the identified surface water resources 
within the mine-related groundwater drawdown area are summarized in Table 3.2-1 of the Final SEIS. 
The site-specific mitigation plans would implement one or more of the six mitigation methods identified in 
Mitigation Measure WR1b, as appropriate. Details regarding the proposed measures for specific sites are 
provided in the Technical Memorandum – Contingency Mitigation Plans for Surface Waters, Cortez Hills 
Expansion Project, Lander and Eureka counties, Nevada (CGM and JBR 2010). Final locations of specific 
facilities, including wells, pipelines, or guzzlers, would be determined prior to construction in compliance 
with appropriate NEPA and other environmental and cultural resources requirements, to be determined 
by the BLM. 
 
Contingent Mitigation Measures. This following discussion from the Final SEIS (BLM 2011) 
supplements the information regarding the six methods that was provided in Mitigation Measure WR1b in 
the Final EIS (BLM 2008a). 
 
1) Installation of a Water Supply Pump in an Existing Well. This mitigation measure consists of supplying 
water to the original surface water source area by pumping and piping water from an existing well. The 
amount of water conveyed to the affected spring would be based on the quantity of water required to 
sustain the identified use(s). As no new wells would need to be constructed, new surface impacts would 
be minimized. In addition, use of an existing well would minimize the timeframe required to implement the 
mitigation measure. 
 
2) Installation of a New Production Well. This mitigation measure consists of constructing a new water 
well to restore water flow from one or more springs or seeps. Installing a new well would include drilling to 
obtain sufficient water, installing appropriate casing, installing a pump with a power supply (windmill or 
electric), installing a tank to supply consistent flow, and installing piping to the affected spring or seep 
area. 
 
3) Piping Water from a New or Existing Source. This mitigation measure consists of piping water from a 
new or existing water source to a spring or seep that has experienced a reduction in flow. This mitigation 
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would include identifying a nearby, upgradient source that discharges sufficient water, or creating a new 
source such as a small reservoir, and installing a piping system to convey water to the affected surface 
water source to maintain flow and sustain the identified use(s). This measure was not included in any of 
the site-specific contingent mitigation plans. 
 
4) Installation of a Guzzler. This mitigation measure consists of installing a guzzler. Guzzlers are systems 
used to collect precipitation and runoff and store the water in a surface or buried container. The container 
then feeds an open trough for use by livestock and/or wildlife. Installation of a guzzler would be 
completed at seeps and springs where the primary use of the water is for wildlife consumption. Guzzlers 
are used throughout Nevada, Utah, and other arid areas of the west to supply water for wildlife, especially 
during the dry summer months. The size of the system can vary depending on the species targeted for 
the system. Larger guzzlers are needed for big game, while smaller systems can be used for small game 
and birds. 
 
5) Enhanced Development of an Existing Seep to Promote Additional Flow. This mitigation measure 
consists of enhancing flow by developing the existing seep or spring. The development typically would 
include the installation of a spring box and piping to direct water to a specific discharge point. This 
mitigation likely would be used in circumstances where there has been a decrease in flow but not a 
complete loss of flow at the source. These types of spring and seep enhancements (or improvements) 
are not expected to be effective at mitigating seeps or springs that have experienced a complete loss of 
flow due to mine-induced groundwater drawdown. 
 
6) Fencing or Other Protection Measures for an Existing Seep to Maintain Flow. This mitigation measure 
consists of fencing or other protection measures for existing seeps. Many seeps and springs are 
substantially impacted by livestock and wild horses. These effects can result in reduced flow as a result of 
overgrazing of vegetation, thus increasing surface evaporation and damage to the seep or spring source. 
 
Site-specific contingent mitigation triggers for each of the surface water features identified in the area of 
concern are listed in Table 3.2-1 of the Final SEIS (BLM 2011). The mitigation triggers include reductions 
in baseflow or reductions in hydrophilic vegetation below an established threshold coincident with a 
reduction in groundwater levels in the area as determined by monitoring. 
 
Mitigation Effectiveness. The following supplemental information from the Final SEIS (BLM 2011) 
describes the anticipated effectiveness of the methods identified in Mitigation Measure WR1b in the Final 
EIS (BLM 2008a), should BLM determine that such mitigation measures are required to prevent 
unnecessary or undue degradation under 43 CFR Part 3809. Site-specific evaluation of the effectiveness 
of the contingency mitigation plan for each of the identified surface water resources within the 
mine-related groundwater drawdown area is presented in Table 3.2-1 of the Final SEIS (BLM 2011). The 
site-specific measures include one or more methods described under the Contingent Mitigation Measures 
section above. Quarterly monitoring of the surface water resources required under Mitigation Measure 
WR1a (Section 3.2.4 of the Final EIS [BLM 2008a]) would be used to document the effectiveness of the 
implemented measures. In addition, as stated in Mitigation Measure WR1b (Section 3.2.4 of the Final EIS 
[BLM 2008a]), the BLM has the authority to require the implementation of additional mitigation measures 
if the initial implementation is unsuccessful. 
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Use of an existing well (method #1 above) or construction of a new well (method #2 above) to supplement 
or replace baseflow, if BLM determines that baseflow has been affected by mine-induced groundwater 
drawdown, are anticipated to be highly effective methods to maintain the identified use(s) over the period 
of impact that may occur, including providing a water supply for livestock and/or wildlife and maintaining 
hydrophilic vegetation for habitat diversity. Well pumping is expected to provide a long-term sustainable 
source of water to supplement or replace the loss of baseflow. There is some potential for the flow to be 
disrupted at times due to mechanical problems (including freezing pipes) or maintenance of the system. 
However, with appropriate maintenance and system monitoring, potential disruptions in flow likely would 
be of short duration (i.e., several days to several weeks).  
 
Piping water from a new or existing source (method #3 above) also is anticipated to be an effective 
method to provide flow to supplement or replace baseflow, if BLM determines that baseflow to springs or 
seeps has been affected by mine dewatering. A sufficient upgradient source could provide a long-term 
sustainable water supply to provide water for livestock and/or wildlife and maintain hydrophilic vegetation 
for habitat diversity. This measure is considered to be moderately effective since the upgradient water 
source created by collecting water in a surface reservoir or pond could be depleted during drought 
conditions. If the water resource and site conditions are favorable, this type of flow augmentation could be 
installed within a short timeframe after mitigation is triggered. This type of system would require long-term 
maintenance, and flow disruptions could occur due to freezing pipes.  
 
Installation of a guzzler (method #4 above) would be an effective method to replace a source of water for 
livestock and/or wildlife. If the original spring or seep only provided a seasonal or intermittent source of 
water, the guzzler would provide an improved sustainable perennial source of water for livestock and/or 
wildlife use. However, installation of a guzzler without other spring enhancements would not be effective 
at providing water to sustain a diversity of habitat (such as hydrophilic vegetation) that a spring or seep 
may have originally supported. Guzzlers would require periodic maintenance for the life of the system. 
 
Enhanced development of an existing spring or seep to promote additional flow (method #5 above) may 
or may not be effective at increasing the flow available at the surface. This mitigation likely would be used 
in circumstances where there has been a decrease in the flow but not a complete loss of flow at the 
source. For this situation, the spring enhancement measures likely would be moderately effective at 
increasing flow and partially or completely effective at mitigating reductions in flow associated with 
mine-induced drawdown.  
 
Eliminating grazing through installation of exclusionary fencing (method #6 above) to keep livestock and 
wild horses out but allow access for wildlife is an effective method of enhancing seep and spring flow 
along with hydrophilic vegetation if there has not been a complete loss of flow. However, if the flow of the 
spring or seep is completely lost due to a reduction in groundwater levels, then fencing alone is not 
expected to be an effective measure to mitigate impacts associated with mine-induced groundwater 
drawdown. If flow from a seep or spring is reduced but not completely lost, enhancement of the area 
through eliminating grazing likely would increase output of the spring. 
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Effects of Mitigation Implementation. The estimated acreage of new disturbance associated with the 
implementation of the site-specific contingent mitigation plans is identified in Table 3.2-1 of the Final SEIS 
(BLM 2011). Any ground disturbance would be managed and reclaimed in accordance with BLM and State 
of Nevada requirements. Also, wetland/riparian vegetation loss would be mitigation in accordance with 
Mitigation Measure V-1 as identified in the Final EIS (BLM 2008a). Therefore, surface disturbance impacts 
associated with implementation of site-specific mitigation are expected to be reclaimed within 2 to 3 years 
after disturbance.  
 
The estimated pumping rates that could be required to augment flows to sustain the conditions and surface 
water characteristics are identified in Table 3.2-1 of the Final SEIS (BLM 2011). The maximum mitigation 
pumping rate of 50.5 gallons per minute would represent an increase of 0.1 to 0.6 percent in the annual 
groundwater withdrawal rate required for mine dewatering at the Cortez Gold Mines Operations Area. These 
low pumping rates would represent a negligible increase in the total amount of groundwater withdrawal 
required for the Cortez Gold Mines Operations Area.  
 
The calibrated numerical groundwater flow model developed for the Cortez Hills Expansion Project EIS was 
used to evaluate the cumulative drawdown effects that would occur assuming that all of the mitigation wells 
described in the Contingency Mitigation Plans for Surface Water (CGM and JBR 2010) were installed and 
pumped at the maximum pumping rate (Geomega 2010). Based on the model results, additional pumping 
that could be required to supplement baseflow reductions is not expected to substantially increase 
cumulative drawdown (or impact additional surface water resources) over the cumulative groundwater 
drawdown previously evaluated as part of the impact analysis provided in the Final EIS (BLM 2008a). 
 
New wells used to supplement or replace baseflow impacted by mine-induced drawdown would be located 
in close proximity to the original water source (i.e., no more than 200 feet from the water source). Therefore, 
the well would be expected to intercept the same geologic formation that controlled discharge to the original 
spring. As a result, the water quality would be expected to have the same or similar geochemical 
characteristics as the original spring discharge. 
 
Per the site-specific contingent mitigation plan for the Cortez Spring as identified in Table 3.2-1 of the Final 
SEIS (BLM 2011), existing monitoring well PD-07 would be used to supplement or replace flow if the need 
for mitigation is triggered. Both the currently piped water source for the Cortez Spring and existing 
monitoring well PD-07 are completed in the same geologic unit. Therefore, the water quality of the 
supplement water is expected to be geochemically similar to the existing spring source. 
 
 
 

 
Air Quality 

An air quality modeling analysis was conducted for PM2.5 using the USEPA-approved American 
Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model (AERMOD). The SEIS also 
included a refined analysis of air quality impacts, including mercury emissions from off-site transportation 
and processing of refractory ore at the existing facility. The mercury emissions analysis included findings 
from research performed by scientists from the University of Nevada Reno (Eckley et al. 2010), and was 
used to characterize the fugitive mercury emissions at the Cortez Hills, Cortez Pipeline, and Goldstrike 
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operations. The detailed methodologies and results and methodologies of these analyses can be found in 
Section 3.10 of the Final SEIS (BLM 2011).  
 
All criteria pollutant levels are expected to meet National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), 
resulting in very low cumulative impacts as a result of the approved Project. Criteria pollutant and 
hazardous air pollutant (HAP) emissions other than fugitive mercury emissions were discussed in the 
Cortez Hill Expansion Project Final EIS (BLM 2008a).  
 
Off-site transport of refractory ore would increase PM2.5 levels along the transport route; however, the 
level of emissions over these distances likely would not cause or contribute to a violation of NAAQS. 
Off-site transport of refractory ore also would cause a slight increase in PM2.5

 

 impacts in the vicinity of the 
Goldstrike ore processing facility but would not cause a violation of NAAQS. 
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PLAN OF OPERATIONS AMENDMENT APPROVAL 
 
CGM’s Amendment to the Plan of Operations, filed pursuant to 43 CFR § 3809, for the Cortez Hills 
Expansion Project initially was filed with the BLM in August 2005; the final revision was filed in July 2008. 
The Plan was assigned BLM case file number NVN-067575. 
 
Approval of the Plan is granted based on the adoption of CGM-committed environmental protection 
measures and compliance with mitigation and monitoring detailed in the Final EIS (NV063-EIS06-011) 
(BLM 2008a) and ROD (BLM 2008b). The ROD for the SEIS determined that the preferred alternative for 
the Cortez Hills Expansion Project continues to be the Project as approved under the November 12, 2008 
ROD, along with the site-specific mitigation measures specified in Chapter 3.0 of the Final SEIS. The SEIS 
decision supplements the Final EIS analysis of environmental impacts from off-site refractory ore 
transportation and processing and dewatering mitigation efficacy. As such, the ROD for the SEIS authorizes 
the activities previously enjoined by the Court's Order. 
 
CGM only may perform those actions that have been described in the Plan. CGM also must comply with all 
federal, state, and local regulations including obtaining all necessary permits from the Nevada Department 
of Environmental Protection (NDEP) and other federal, state, and local agencies, and fulfilling any other 
applicable FLPMA requirements before proceeding with this Project.  
 
The surface occupancy proposed in association with this Project meets the conditions specified in the 
applicable regulations (43 CFR § 3715). BLM is in concurrence with the occupancy of the subject lands. 
CGM must continue to comply with sections 3715.2, 3715.2-1, and 3715.5 of the regulations. 
 
At a minimum of 2 years prior to commencing final closure and reclamation, the operator of the Project will 
submit to the BLM and NDEP a final permanent closure plan for the heap leach facility and associated 
ponds with a detailed environmental impact analysis.  
 
All operators must comply with applicable federal and state laws dealing with the storage and disposal of 
chemicals, petroleum, petroleum products, Resource Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA) Subtitle C 
hazardous wastes, and RCRA Subtitle D solid wastes. Under no circumstances can chemicals, petroleum, 
petroleum products, or RCRA Subtitle C hazardous wastes be disposed in solid waste disposal areas on the 
mine or mill site without the written approval of the NDEP.  
 
The operator must identify what waste products will be produced, whether the waste streams are hazardous 
or solid, and the disposal method and location. If hazardous wastes are generated, the operator must obtain 
an U.S. Environmental Protection Agency generator identification number from NDEP and must manifest all 
shipments off-site. Copies of the manifests must be available for the Authorized Officer’s inspection.  
  
Approval of the Plan will not now nor in the future serve as a determination of the ownership or the validity of 
any mining claim in which it may relate. Approval of the Plan in no way implies the economic viability of the 
operation. Any modification to the Plan must be coordinated with and approved by the Authorized Officer. 
Surface occupancy related to the Plan is reasonably incidental to the mining operation. 
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43 CFR 3809 Appeal Statement 
 
If you do not agree and are adversely affected by this decision, in accordance with 43 CFR § 3809.804, you 
may have the BLM State Director in Nevada review this decision. If you request a State Director review, the 
request must be received in the BLM Nevada State Office, 1340 Financial Blvd. 89502, P.O. Box 12000, 
Reno, Nevada 89520-0006, no later than 30 calendar days after you receive this decision. A copy of the 
request also must be sent to this office. The request must be in accordance with the provisions provided in 
43 CFR § 3809.805. If a State Director review is requested, this decision will remain in effect while the State 
Director review is pending, unless a stay is granted by the State Director.  
 
If the Nevada State Director does not make a decision on whether to accept your request for review of this 
decision within 21 days of receipt of the request, you should consider the request declined, and you may 
appeal this decision to the Interior Board of Land Appeals (IBLA). You then have 30 days in which to file 
your notice of appeal with the IBLA (see procedures below).  
 
If you wish to bypass the State Director review, this decision may be appealed directly to the IBLA, Office of 
the Secretary, in accordance with the regulations contained in 43 CFR § Part 4 and the enclosed 
Form 1842-1. If an appeal is taken, your notice of appeal must be filed in this office (Battle Mountain District, 
50 Bastian Road, Battle Mountain, Nevada 89820) within 30 days from receipt of this decision. The 
appellant has the burden of showing that the decision appealed from is in error. 
 
If you wish to file a petition pursuant to regulations 43 CFR § 4.21 for a stay of the effectiveness of this 
decision during the time that your appeal is being reviewed by the IBLA, the petition for a stay must 
accompany your notice of appeal. A petition for a stay is required to show sufficient justification based on 
the standards listed below. Copies of this notice of appeal and petition for a stay also must be submitted to 
each party named in the decision and to the IBLA and to the appropriate Office of the Solicitor (see 43 CFR 
§ 4.413) at the same time the original documents are filed with this office. If you request a stay, you have the 
burden of proof to demonstrate that a stay should be granted. 
 
Standards for Obtaining a Stay 
 
Except as otherwise provided by law or by other pertinent regulation, a petition for a stay of a decision 
pending appeal shall show sufficient justification based on the following standards: 
 
1. The relative harm to the parties if the stay is granted or denied, 
2. The likelihood of the appellant’s success on the merits, 
3. The likelihood of immediate and irreparable harm if the stay is not granted, and 
4. Whether the public interest favors granting the stay. 
 
 
 



Fonn 1842·1 
(September 2(05) 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
INFORMATION ON TAKING APPEALS TO THE INTERIOR BOARD OF LAND APPEALS 

DO NOT APPEAL UNLESS 
1. Tbis decision is adverse to you. 

AND 
2. You believe it is incorrect 

IF YOU APPEAL THE FOlLOWING PROCEDURES MUST BE FOlLOWED 

1. NOTICE OF APPEAL .............. . 

3. WHERE TO FILl 
NOTICE OF APPEAL ............. . 

WrrHCOPY'TO 

SOLlCfI'OR. .•.••.........•.....••...•.••.• 

1 STATEMENT 01' RIWlONS 

WITH COPY' TO 

SOUCrIUR .....•.....•............ 

... ADVEBSE PAKI'IES ............ _ .. . 

A perIOD served willi tbe decisiaD beiDa appeaJed IDIIIl b'IIIWIIit die IIOIice of appeal ill lime for ilro be filed ill die 
office wIleR it is nlquired 10 be filed wicbiD 30 days after tile date of service. If 1 dccisicD is pubIisbed in die FEDERAL 
REGISTER, a perlQlllIOl served with the decisioD IIIIISt IrIIIAIIit a IIOIic:e of appeal in lime for illO be filed widllD 30 
days after tile dale of publicltioa (43 CPR 40411 aad 4.413). 

Bureau of LaIId MIJlllemeal, Bittle MOUIltain f'aeJd Office, ~ BIItian ROId. Bittle MOUIlWn, Nevada 89820 

ReJicml Solicitor, U.S. Depa1man 01 the 1nIerior, 6201 Fedcral BuiJdiDa, l~ S. SIBle Snct, Sab Ub City, trr 
84138-1180 

WIthiD 30 days after fiIia& Ihe Nocice of Appeal. Pile a c:ompIde smtaDcat of Ihe reasoDI why yoo ani appoIliIIs. 'Ibis 
JD1IIt be filed willi Ihe UDIted S1aIeI Deputment of 1110 Iaterior, Office of HeariDp IIId Appeala, Int.eriar BoIId of Laud 
Appeals. 801 N. QuiI1cy SIIeet, MS 3OO-QC, ArfinaUJa, Virgiuia 22203. If you fiIlJy .1IfaI your I'eIIOCII for appeaIIq 
wbCIl fiIlDs .. Nodce of Appea1, 110 addiIioaalllllaDeDl is oec:aaary (43 CFR 40412 mil 4.413). 

RqioDal Solicitor. U.S. Dq!utmaat of the 1nJaiar, 6201 FederII BulIdIq, 125 S. SIBle Stzat, Salt Late City, trr 
84138-1180 

WidIlD 15 daylifter ach documaIt is ftIed, eICb advase pIIty JWDed ill 1110 decisioa _die ReaioaaI SoIictIOr or Field 
Solicitor baviDa jurisdicdoa over die SIIlID ill whic:b die IlJPCllII'OICI mus& be served wilb 1 copy of: (I) die NOIica of 
Appeal, (b) 1110 SIaIiIImad ofReuaal, ad (c) Illy odJ« dOCII"'''''' filed (43 CPR 4.413). If die clcdsioD CODCenIIIbe use 
IIDII disposidoa of pubUc IIDds, IacludlDa IIIId scJec:ticm UDder tile Alaska Nilive Claims Scalrmrat AI:l, a IIIIIIIdod, 
service will be made upoa the As&ociakd Solicitor, Division of Laad IDd Wit« Raoan:es. Office of die SoUcitor. U.s. 
DepIItmaIt of die 1aIaiGr, Wasbfnaton. D.C. 20240. If Ibc decisilll CXD:aIIS Iba usc _ dispositiOll of mIacn1 
ft!SOUI'CeI, scmce will made UflCII1 die Auoc:iaIed Solicit«, Divis10a at MiDcnI Resources, OffICe of Ibe SoIiciIDr. U.S. 
DepIrlmeat of .. lulerior', WuJUDatoa, D.c. 20240. 

5. PROOF 01' SERVICE............... WilhiD 15 days after lilY docuDICIIl is served OIl III advcne party, file proof atlbat service with Ibe United SlIfes 
Depu1maIt at !be Inlerior, 0f6ce at Hariap _ Appeals, Intaior Board of LaIId Appeals, 801 N. QuIncy Sired, MS 
JOO.QC. ArIiDIlDIl. Vqiaia 22203. 'lbilmay coaaia& of 1 certified or rqistaeclmail "Recma Receipt Carel" siped by 
tile adwnc party (43 CfR 4.40I(c». 

6. REQUEST l'Oa STAy............. Except wbae proaram-speci.fic reauJaDoas place this dec:WOIl ill lull force UId effect or provide for au IIIIOIIIIIlic stay. the 
decislCID bocomes effective UflCII1 !be expintioD of Ibe lime aI10wed for filing au I(lIIeI1 uaJeas a peciIioD for a Itay it-­
timely filed IOgdber wilb • NoUce of ApfwJI (43 CfR 4.21). If you wish to file a petitioD for 1 stay of die effectivenas of 
this decisioD during the lime dill your appeal is beia& reviewed by Ihe lDtcrior Board of LaIId Appeals, cbe petitioa for a 
seay mus& &XXIIII(IID)' your notice of appeal (43 CFR 4.21 or 43 CFR 2801.10). A pcUriClIl for a seay is requiml to sbow 
sufficicllt jUSlificalioo baed OIl Ihe SIIDdards 1islal below. Copies of die Notice of Appeal mil PedtiOll for a Stay JIIIISt 
also be submitted to e.cb party named in this decisiOll and to the luterior Board of Land Appeals and to the approprillC 
()ffia aldie Solicit« (43 CPR 4.413) aldie same lime die uigiDa) documents 1m filed with Ibis office. 11)'011 request 1 

Slay, you have the bunIaa at proof to dcmooslrale IhIt • stay shooId be puIaI. 

Stllldards for Obtaining 1 SlJy. Except a ocber provided by law or other peztinau regulaliona. 1 petilioa for a Slay of a 
decisiOll peodiq appeal shall show sutrlCieal juslifaciul based OIl the followiq SIaDdardI: (I) Ibe relatiYC harm 110 die 
panica if Ihe Ill)' is gaared or denied, (2) Ihe likelihood of the appeIlml's succeu OIl the mailS, (3) tbe likelihood of 
immediare and imparable bann if .. stay is nol granred, and (4) whedtcr IIIc public inla'cSt favors grantinldle stay. 

UDIess Ihae procedures are followed your appeal wiD be subject to dismissal (43 CPR 4.4(2). Be certain dill aD COIIIIIIIIDiaIions are idcotificd by 
serial Dumber of Ibc cue beiDg appealed. 

NOTE: A documeal is not filed until it is actually rcccived in the proper office (43 CPR 4.401(1». See 43 CFR Put 4, subpart b for generalru/es 
relaling to procedures and practice invoIvinJ appeal&. 

(Continued CID page 2) 



43 CFll SUBPART 1811-GENERAL INFORMATION 
Sec. 1821.10 WbeIe m B~ offices loc:atcd'! <a) In addilioo 10 die HeadquarU:n Office in Wuhin&tOll. D.C. IIIIl seven natioaalleYel suppocl aDd lCI\'icc CClltas, 
B~ opcratc:s 12 State 0fIica eacb haviDa several subsidiary office& ca1Ied Field Offices. The Iddrasa of die State Offices CIIl be round in die most rec:cm edition of 
43 CfR 1821.10. The Stale Office popapbkll araa of jurisdictiOllIR IS follows: 
STATE OFFICES AND AREAS OF JURISDICTION: 
Alaska Swc Ofticc --- Alaska 
Arizoaa S'* Office -- Arizooa 
CaJifonlia Stile Office - CaliComia 
CoJondo Slate Office --Colorado 
Easlenl Stares Office -- AIbDsas. Iowa. Louisilll&, MiDDesotI, Missouri 
and, all States east of !be M"auWippi River 
IdIbo SIIIC Office . Idaho 
Montana Stal£ Office --Monlalll, North Dakota IIIId Soulh Dakoca 
Ne¥Ida State Office ---- Nevlda 
New Mexico StIle Office - New Mexico. Kaasu, 0kIab0ma IIId Twa 
0rea0l1 Stare Office ----Orep ItId Washinstoa 
Utah Stale Office ---- Utah 
Wyomiq Stare Office --- WyomiDa 8IId Nebraska 
(b) A list of die DalIla, addresses, IIIIl popapIIicaIan:u or jurisdicdoll 0( all Field 0f6ca of tbc Bureau of I..IIld Mwpmml CD be obcaiIIed IS die above adcbcsaca 
or Illy oftke of !be BureIIl of LInd M.n ...... !, iDc1ud1na the Washinstm Office, Bureau of I..IIld MlNpmen!, 1849 C Street, NW, WIIShinJIaa. DC 20240. 

(Form 1842·1, SepIembrr 2(05) 


