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Abstract

This Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) documents the analysis of potential environmental
impacts of the Secretary of the Interior’s proposed withdrawal of approximately 10 million acres of
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and U.S. Forest Service-administered federal lands within
Sagebrush Focal Areas (SFASs) in Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming from location
and entry under the Mining Law of 1872 (30 USC 22-54) for 20 years, subject to valid existing rights.
The Notice of Intent to prepare this EIS was published in the Federal Register on September 24, 2015.
This Draft EIS describes the geological, biological, and socioeconomic resources in and around the
proposed withdrawal area. The Draft EIS considers the impacts of five alternatives, including changing
the configuration and acreage of the withdrawal or not implementing the withdrawal (the “No Action”
Alternative). The focus for the impact analysis was based on resource issues and concerns identified
during public scoping conducted for the proposed withdrawal by BLM and other agency land managers
and resource specialists. Public scoping identified concerns related to impacts on geology and mineral
resources, vegetation, wildlife, and social and economic conditions.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
INTRODUCTION

On September 24, 2015, the Department of the Interior (DOI) published notice of the Assistant Secretary
of the Interior for Land and Minerals Management’s proposal to withdraw approximately 10 million acres
of federal lands within Sagebrush Focal Areas (SFAS) in Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and
Wyoming from location and entry under the Mining Law of 1872 (30 USC 22-54) (Mining Law), subject
to valid existing rights. The Notice of Proposed Withdrawal; Sagebrush Focal Areas; ldaho, Montana,
Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming and Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact
Statement (Notice of Proposed Withdrawal), published in the Federal Register (FR) on September 24,
2015 (80 FR 57635), informed the public of the Proposed Action, and included legal descriptions for the
public lands proposed for withdrawal. Publication of this Notice of Proposed Withdrawal also segregated
the land from location and entry under the Mining Law, subject to valid existing rights, for a 20-year
period.

The purpose of the proposed withdrawal of these approximately 10 million acres of land identified as
SFAs in Priority Habitat Management Areas (PHMAS), is to protect the greater sage-grouse and its
habitat from adverse effects of the reasonably foreseeable mineral development projects, subject to valid
existing rights. SFAs were designated in the September 16, 2015 Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
and United States Forest Service (Forest Service) Records of Decision (ROD) for the land use plan (LUP)
amendments and revisions (includes both Forest Service Land Management Plans and BLM Resource
Management Plans) addressing conservation measures for the greater sage-grouse and its habitat. SFAs
are landscape blocks of high quality sagebrush habitat with high breeding potential densities of greater
sage-grouse.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has identified habitat disturbance and fragmentation caused
by certain hardrock mining operations as a threat to greater sage-grouse habitat. As a result, the 2015
BLM Resource Management Plans and Forest Service Land Management Plans (collectively referred to
as Land Use Plans (LUP)) amendments recommend that the Secretary of the Interior (Secretary) exercise
her authority under section 204 of FLPMA to safeguard these SFAs, the most important landscapes for
greater sage-grouse conservation identified by the USFWS, by withdrawing them from location and entry
under the Mining Law, subject to valid existing rights.

Publication of the Notice of Proposed Withdrawal segregated the identified lands from location and entry
under the Mining Law, subject to valid existing rights, until the Secretary makes a decision on the
withdrawal proposal or for up to two years, whichever comes first (80 FR 57635). During the segregation,
studies and environmental analyses are being conducted to determine if the lands should be withdrawn to
protect greater sage-grouse habitat from location and entry of new mining claims. These efforts are being
undertaken under the leadership of the BLM in cooperation with the Forest Service and in compliance
with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended (42 USC 4321-4347). This
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) analyzes impacts of the Proposed Action (i.e., the withdrawal of
lands within the SFAs from location and entry under the Mining Law, subject to valid existing rights) and
alternatives to that action. This process provides the opportunity for the public, tribes, environmental
groups, industry, state and local government, as well as other stakeholders to comment on and participate
in the evaluation of the environmental consequences of the proposed withdrawal. These studies and
reviews would provide the basis for a final decision by the Secretary regarding whether to proceed with
the proposed withdrawal or to select an alternative action, including some combination of alternatives
considered.
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The BLM engaged the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) to prepare a Mineral Potential Report (Day et al.
2016) for the proposed withdrawal, to describe the locatable minerals that have potential to occur within
the analysis area. The Mineral Potential Report informs the decisions to be made by the Secretary
regarding the proposed withdrawal and satisfies the requirements of the withdrawal regulations at 43 CFR
2310. In accordance with 43 CFR 2310.3-2 (b)(3)(iii), the Mineral Potential Report was prepared by a
qualified mining engineer, engineering geologist, or geologist and includes information on general
geology, known mineral deposits, past and present mineral production, mining claims, mineral leases,
evaluation of future mineral potential, and present and potential market demands.

Based on the information provided in the Mineral Potential Report, the BLM prepared a Reasonably
Foreseeable Development (RFD). The purpose of the RFD is to provide an estimate of the amount and type
of future mineral development projects that could occur in the proposed withdrawal area over the 20-year
duration of the withdrawal. The RFD provides a consistent set of assumptions regarding the anticipated
future mineral development projects that could occur in the absence of the withdrawal, and is being used by
the BLM and cooperators to inform the evaluation of environmental consequences in the EIS.

The proposed withdrawal, if approved, would be in effect for 20 years, as allowed under Section 204 of
FLPMA, and may be extended for additional periods of up to 20 years at a time, after another public
review process. The Proposed Action would withdraw the lands from location and entry under the Mining
Law (30 USC 22-54), subject to valid existing rights, regardless of surface ownership. The proposed
withdrawal would only affect the disposition of minerals in federal ownership which are subject to
appropriation under the Mining Law. It would not affect leasable or salable minerals (e.g., oil and gas
leasing, sand and gravel permits), which are not subject to appropriation under the Mining Law. The
proposed withdrawal would not prohibit continuation of existing authorized mineral exploration and
development activity. The proposed withdrawal would not prohibit future mineral development projects
on existing mining claims, provided those mining claims were valid as of the date of the withdrawal

(or the date of segregation, if the withdrawal decision is made before the segregation expires) and have
remained valid.

Purpose and Need

The purpose of the proposed withdrawal of approximately 10 million acres of land identified as SFAS in
PHMASs is to protect the greater sage-grouse and its habitat from adverse effects of the reasonably
foreseeable locatable mineral exploration and mining, subject to valid existing rights.

Action is needed to address the protection of greater sage-grouse habitat, as identified in several USFWS
findings and determinations, including the March 2010 listing decision, the Conservation Objectives Team
Report (USFWS 2013a), the October 2014 USFWS memorandum titled, “Greater Sage-Grouse:
Additional Recommendations to Refine Land Use Allocations in Highly Important Landscapes,” and the
October 2015 listing decision. Inadequacy of regulatory mechanisms was identified as a significant threat
in the USFWS finding on the petition to list the greater sage-grouse. Specifically, the USFWS found that
current application of BLM and Forest Service regulatory authorities falls short of meeting the
conservation needs of the species.

The BLM and the Forest Service may not, through their surface management regulations at 43 CFR part
3715, 43 CFR part 3809, or 36 CFR part 228, prohibit use under the mining laws that is otherwise
compliant with the regulations, which could result in loss of greater sage-grouse habitat important for the
persistence of the species. Consequently, even though legislation enacted since the Mining Law has placed
significant controls on how claimants operate and reclaim mines, only a withdrawal from location and
entry under the Mining Law can prevent the establishment of new mining claims and provide certainty that
lands not encumbered by mining claims will not be developed.
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Therefore, because certain mining operations are viewed by USFWS as a threat to the persistence of
greater sage-grouse and the agencies have less discretion with respect to when and where mineral
exploration and mining under the Mining Law is conducted, as compared to other agency authorizations
(e.g., oil and gas leasing), the collective LUP amendments and associated RODs from 2015 recommended
that the agency seek to have the Secretary withdraw the SFAs from location and entry under the Mining
Law under section 204 of FLPMA.

Decision to be Made

The BLM follows the procedures in section 204 of FLPMA and the regulations at 43 CFR 2300 to
process withdrawals of federal lands from operation of the public land laws, including the Mining Law.
As announced in the Notice of Proposed Withdrawal, the Secretary has elected to prepare an EIS for
NEPA evaluation of the proposed action. The EIS is being prepared to provide the decision-maker with a
range of reasonable alternatives, each analyzed to a comparable level of detail. The EIS addresses the
potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on the human environment of the proposed withdrawal
and alternatives to the proposed withdrawal. The BLM will identify the preferred alternative in the Final
EIS, which could include any one of the alternatives presented in the Draft EIS, or some combination or
minor variation of the alternatives presented. In accordance with NEPA, a preferred alternative within the
spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS could be identified within the Final EIS or ROD

(CEQ 1981: Question 29b). Following the analysis and public commenting process conducted through the
NEPA process, the Secretary will issue a ROD detailing the decision concerning the withdrawal,
including the rationale for the decision. Should the Secretary decide to withdraw some or all of the lands
proposed for withdrawal, the Secretary will publish a Public Land Order implementing this decision.

PUBLIC ISSUES AND MANAGEMENT CONCERNS IDENTIFIED
DURING SCOPING

The scoping process is described at 40 CFR 1501.7 as “an early and open process for determining the
scope of issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action.” The
formal public scoping process began on September 24, 2015, with the Federal Register publication of the
Notice of Proposed Withdrawal. A total of 5,078 letters were received during the scoping period. All
comments received for this scoping effort were assigned, based on content, to issues and concerns
categories. Issue statements were then developed to describe the relevant issues identified during internal
and external scoping to be analyzed in the EIS. Brief descriptions of the key issues that have been
identified for this proposal are described below. The official Scoping Report, detailing the scoping
process, comment analysis, and issue development, was produced in April 2016 and made publicly
available on the BLM’s project website.

Geology and Mineral Resources

Development of federal mineral resources is authorized by law on BLM and National Forest System
lands, unless lands are closed to mineral entry. Restrictions or closures individually and cumulatively may
decrease development of mineral resources, and substantial mineral resources may be unavailable to the
public if the proposed withdrawal is approved. There are areas of high, moderate, and low mineral
resource potential in the proposed withdrawal area that the public, industries, and communities depend on
and that may be unavailable if these areas are withdrawn from location and entry under the Mining Law.
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Economic Conditions

A withdrawal could result in fewer future mines being developed in SFAs with corresponding effects on
mining-related mineral output, employment, earnings, government tax and fee revenues, and costs of
public service provisions. The manner and degree of the proposed withdrawal could directly affect the
economic activity in the area, particularly in smaller communities. Withdrawal may also, however,
increase non-market economic values and potentially increase activity in other economic sectors tied to
recreation or amenity-based migration.

Social Conditions

Related to the change in economic conditions that may result from establishment of a withdrawal, social
conditions may change as well, in relation to a possible reduction in the number of future mines being
developed in SFAs, as well as a possible increase in non-market economic values and potential increase
in activity in other economic sectors tied to recreation or amenity-based migration. While a withdrawal
such as this, by its very nature, does not have adverse effects on natural and cultural resources themselves,
as its only effect is to limit surface disturbance, the social and economic implications of such a
withdrawal that do occur, may occur with disproportionally high and adverse effects among minority
populations, low income populations, or Indian tribes. If such implications do occur in this way among
these populations, they may need to be addressed as an environmental justice issue.

Vegetation, Including Special Status Plant Species

The proposed withdrawal could have beneficial impacts to vegetative communities by potentially
reducing mining activities that may cause adverse impacts to structure, productivity, vigor, abundance,
and diversity, as well as a movement away from current or natural vegetation conditions. The proposed
withdrawal may have beneficial impacts to special status plant species by potentially reducing mining
activities that cause habitat alteration and fragmentation, which in turn could impact overall health of the
plant. The proposed withdrawal could reduce the potential for disturbance to vegetation communities.

Wildlife and Special Status Animal Species, Including Greater Sage-
grouse

The proposed withdrawal could have beneficial impacts to wildlife by potentially reducing mining
activities that may cause disturbance to wildlife, including greater sage-grouse and other special status
species, and associated habitat within and adjacent to the proposed withdrawal area.

ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives are the heart of the EIS, as they present other courses of action that could achieve the
underlying purpose of and need for action to which the agency is responding. In this case, the underlying
purpose of the proposed withdrawal is to protect the greater sage-grouse and its habitat from adverse effects
of the reasonably foreseeable mineral development projects, subject to valid existing rights. The BLM is
required to analyze a range of reasonable alternatives to support a reasoned choice (40 CFR 1502.14).
Reasonable alternatives are those that meet the purpose of and need for action and that are feasible to
implement, taking into consideration regulatory, technical, economic, environmental, and other factors.
Each action alternative evaluated in detail is a withdrawal in which multiple use will continue with the
exception of mining claim location and entry under the Mining Law. Under all alternatives, federal land
would be managed in accordance with all applicable laws, regulations, and agency policy and guidance.

Vi
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Table ES-1 provides a summary comparison of key components of the alternatives evaluated in detail in
this EIS.

Table ES-1. Comparison of Key Alternative Components

No Action Proposed Nevada HMP Idaho
Alternative Action Alternative | Alternative | Alternative

Approximate acres of
federal locatable mineral 0 9,949,448 9,852,971 9,390,530 9,410,809
estate subject to withdrawal

Approximate acres of high
and moderate locatable

. . 0 1,084,109 892,595 525,191 915,586
mineral potential proposed
for withdrawal
Estlmate_d numk_)er of future 114 38 54 79 48
exploration projects
Es_tl_mated r_1umber of future 26 3 4 8 7
mining projects
Total Disturbance (acres) 9,554 2,620 3,632 4,903 3,360
Withdrawal duration (years) 0 20* 20* 20* 20*

*The 20-year period maximum for withdrawals of the size proposed also means that, although each of the action alternatives
described specifically addresses a 20-year withdrawal, the Secretary has the option to establish a withdrawal of shorter duration;
therefore, there is no need to evaluate in detail shorter withdrawal periods, as this possibility is included in the range of
alternatives evaluated in this EIS. In fact, the Secretary may determine that a shorter period of withdrawal is appropriate in some
areas proposed for withdrawal, rather than others, so long as that determination is supported by the evaluation.

No Action Alternative: the proposed withdrawal would not be implemented and the proposed
withdrawal area would remain open to location and entry under the Mining Law. Applications for future
mineral development projects would continue to be processed by the BLM or the Forest Service. The
mitigation of potential effects from exploration or development would continue under the applicable
surface managing agency regulations. This alternative serves as the baseline for measuring the impacts of
the Proposed Action and three action alternatives and reflects the current management situation for all
federal lands within the area proposed for withdrawal.

Proposed Action: the proposed withdrawal would be implemented and the entire 9,949,448 acres within
the six states would be withdrawn from the Mining Law for 20 years, subject to valid existing rights. This
withdrawal would include 3,961,824 acres in ldaho, 877,624 acres in Montana, 2,767,552 acres in
Nevada, 1,843,539 acres in Oregon, 233,824 acres in Utah, and 265,085 acres in Wyoming.

State of Nevada Alternative (Nevada Alternative): the proposed withdrawal in the states of Idaho,
Montana, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming would be implemented as described in the Proposed Action. In
Nevada, 486,376 acres of lands would be excluded from the withdrawal and left open to operation of the
Mining Law. These are lands that are considered by the state of Nevada to have high mineral potential or
limited greater sage-grouse habitat. They are located within the Southeast Oregon/Northcentral Nevada
SFA and the Southern Idaho/Northern Nevada SFA. This alternative would also include in the withdrawal
389,899 acres of priority greater sage-grouse habitat located contiguous to but outside of the SFAs. This
alternative would result in a total of 2,671,075 acres being withdrawn in Nevada under this alternative;
96,477 fewer acres would be withdrawn in Nevada compared to the Proposed Action. The Nevada
Governor’s Office believes that this alternative would reduce the potential social and economic impact of
the proposed withdrawal to the state of Nevada while still meeting the purpose of the proposal.

vii
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Remove Areas of High Mineral Potential from the Withdrawal Alternative (High Mineral Potential
Alternative): the proposed withdrawal in the states of ldaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and
Wyoming would be implemented as described in the Proposed Action except that all areas within the
SFAs that contain lands with high mineral potential, as defined by the Mineral Potential Report (Day et
al. 2016), would not be withdrawn. Under this alternative 558,918 acres of high mineral potential lands in
the six states would not be withdrawn and would be left open to operation of the Mining Law. This
alternative would result in a total of 9,390,530 acres within the six states being withdrawn from the
Mining Law for 20 years, subject to valid existing rights.

State of Idaho Alternative (Idaho Alternative): the proposed withdrawal in the states of Montana,
Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming would be implemented as described in the Proposed Action. The
Office of the Governor of Idaho has proposed that the Secretary exclude from the proposed withdrawal,
areas of high and moderate mineral potential (including a buffer around those areas) within the state of
Idaho. The Idaho Governor’s Office deems these lands economically developable. They are located
within the Northcentral Idaho SFA and Southern Idaho/Northern Nevada SFA. In Idaho, 538,639 acres of
lands would be excluded from the withdrawal and left open to operation of the Mining Law. A total of
3,423,185 acres would be withdrawn in Idaho under this alternative.

Section 2.5 of the EIS provides a description of the regulatory framework common to all alternatives,
including federal surface regulations, state environmental regulations, state greater sage-grouse
conservation plans and strategies, and county requirements.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Geology and Mineral Resources

The analysis area for geology and mineral resources is a mix of rugged topography mixed with relatively
flat plateaus and plains that is covered by three physiographic divisions: Intermontane Plateaus; Rocky
Mountain System; and Interior Plains. The geologically complex analysis area is composed of many
different rock units that locally contain potential mineral resources, which resulted from sedimentary and
igneous rock-forming processes. In addition, many of the rocks were affected by secondary geologic
events and related metamorphic processes that produced additional mineral deposits in the pre-existing
rocks. The proposed withdrawal is from location and entry under the Mining Law; as a result, this
analysis focuses on locatable minerals, not saleable and leasable minerals.

Social and Economic Conditions

The proposed withdrawal area corresponds to a little more than 15,000 square miles, roughly equivalent
to the combined land area of the states of Massachusetts and New Jersey. However, the areas proposed to
be withdrawn are not contiguous. They include lands scattered across six western states within a roughly
triangular region that extends about 500 miles from east to west (from southwestern Wyoming to
southeastern Oregon) and about 400 miles from north to south at its widest point (northeastern Montana
to southwestern Wyoming). The proposed withdrawal area is delineated by seven SFAs, which are
contained in 33 counties in the six states.

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) defines a community with potential environmental justice
populations as one that has a greater percentage of minority or low-income populations than does an
identified reference community. Minority populations are those populations having: 1) 50 percent
minority population in the affected area, or 2) a meaningfully greater minority population than the
reference area (CEQ 1997). Within the economic study area, two counties in Idaho (Clark and Owyhee
Counties), one county in Oregon (Malheur County), and one county in Wyoming (Fremont County) have
been identified as environmental justice communities.

viii
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Vegetation, Including Special Status Plants

The major plant communities within the analysis area that provide greater sage-grouse habitat are Inter-
Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush Shrubland, Inter-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush Steppe, Inter-Mountain
Basins Montane Sagebrush Steppe, Columbia Plateau Low Sagebrush Steppe, Great Basin Xeric Mixed
Sagebrush Shrubland, Wyoming Basins Dwarf Sagebrush Shrubland and Steppe, and other plant
communities (Desert Shrub, Grasslands, Riparian, Wetlands, Forest, Woodland). These plant
communities vary greatly in their relative ecological health as a result of stressors that influence the
distribution and abundance of the plant components within the general community. Greater sage-grouse
are sagebrush obligate species and rely on a variety of sagebrush dominated communities to meet various
needs throughout their lifecycle (Miller et al. 2011). In winter, greater sage-grouse feed almost
exclusively on sagebrush leaves (Wallestad et al. 1975). A healthy vegetative understory complete with
perennial grasses and a variety of forbs provides important components of nesting and brood rearing
habitat (Barnett and Crawford 1994). These vegetative communities also support a wide variety of insects
that provide additional food sources for brood rearing. Some plant communities play a role in providing
seasonal habitat, such as riparian areas. Other habitat, such as annual grass communities or conifer stands,
may only be occasionally used by greater sage-grouse.

Special status plants are those plants that are federally listed as endangered, threatened, or are candidates
for protection or proposed for protection under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), or those that
are considered sensitive by either the BLM or Forest Service. The ESA requires federal agencies to
ensure that all actions, which they authorize, fund, or carry out, are not likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of any threatened or endangered species, or result in the destruction or adverse modification of
their critical habitat. An official ESA species list was obtained from the USFWS Information, Planning,
and Conservation (IPaC) system for each of the seven SFAs. Three federally-protected plant species are
known or suspected to occur within the analysis area: Ute ladies’-tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis), western
prairie fringed orchid (Platanthera praeclara), and slickspot peppergrass (Lepidium papilliferum) have
been designated as threatened under the ESA. In addition, there are two candidate species within the
analysis area: whitebark Pine (Pinus albicaulis) and Fremont County rockcress (Boechera pusilla).

Wildlife and Special Status Animals, Including Greater Sage-grouse

Under the ESA all federal agencies must participate in the conservation and recovery of listed threatened
and endangered species. The ESA also states that federal agencies shall ensure that any action they
authorize, fund, or carry out is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species or result
in the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat. An official ESA species list was
obtained from the USFWS IPaC system for each of the seven SFAs. According to the IPaC species lists,
21 ESA species may occur within the analysis area including five mammalian species, five avian (bird)
species, and 11 fish species. There is designated or proposed “Critical Habitat” identified for four of these
species. All of the listed bird species occur within shoreline habitat and riparian areas.

Special status species lists were provided by the BLM and Forest Service offices associated with the
proposed withdrawal area. These lists include sensitive animal species in addition to ESA-listed species,
which are recognized by the BLM, Forest Service Region 4, Forest Service Region 6, and individual state
wildlife management agencies. Many of the sensitive species listed by the BLM overlap with Forest
Service sensitive and focal species lists. The special status species lists obtained from the agencies within
the six states associated with the proposed withdrawal identify 40 mammals, 53 birds, 38 fish, 10
amphibians, six reptiles, eight invertebrates, and seven mollusks.
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The greater sage-grouse is a BLM and Forest Service sensitive species. Greater sage-grouse are
considered a sagebrush ecosystem-obligate species; they rely on sagebrush on a landscape level and on a
micro-habitat scale. Despite management and research efforts that date to the 1930s, breeding populations
of sage-grouse have declined 17 to 47 percent throughout much of their range (Connelly et al. 2000).
Prior to 19th century European settlement, greater sage-grouse habitat covered 463,322 square miles
while today, due to long-term population declines, they are absent from almost half of their estimated
distribution prior to Euro-American settlement (Knick and Connelly 2011). Currently sage-grouse occupy
only 56 percent of their historic range (Schroeder et al. 2004). The USFWS determined that protection for
the greater sage-grouse under the ESA is not warranted and withdrew the species from the candidate
species list on October 2, 2015 (80 FR 59857). The USFWS’s decision not to list the bird at that time
follows an unprecedented conservation partnership across the western U.S. that has significantly reduced
threats to the greater sage-grouse across 90 percent of the species’ breeding habitat.

There are more than 900 species of birds that occur regularly in North America, of which approximately
400 can be found in the SFA boundaries of the six states at one time or another throughout the year.
Approximately half of the breeding bird species that could occur within the SFAs are considered migrants
— that is, they come to the states only to nest and raise their young. Many of the well-known passerine
songbirds, flycatchers, vireos, swallows, thrushes, warblers, and hummingbirds, as well as raptors, fall in
this category. These species may spend their winters in states to the south (e.g., California, Arizona, and
Texas) or may travel thousands of miles to countries in Central and South America, during annual
migrations.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The Proposed Action and other action alternatives limit, rather than enable, a kind of use (future mineral
development projects) of public lands. The effect, then, of the Proposed Action and the other action
alternatives, if adopted, would be to reduce the possibility of these specific activities occurring. In this
respect the effect of the Proposed Action and the other action alternatives would not be an increase in
adverse environmental consequences for resources, with the possible exception of social or economic
impacts from a possible reduction in future mineral development projects where lands are, in fact,
withdrawn from location and entry under the Mining Law. Under each of the alternatives, including the
No Action Alternative, prior to any irreversible, irretrievable commitment of resources, further, site-
specific NEPA analysis would be prepared for any applicable future exploration project or mining
operation proposal, as appropriate to support decision-making.

Impacts on Geology and Mineral Resources

Under the No Action Alternative, no withdrawal would occur; therefore, there would be no impact to
access to and availability of geologic and mineral resources. New mineral development could take place
over the next 20 years on all lands in the study area that are otherwise open to location and entry under
the Mining Law, subject to compliance with all applicable laws. The Proposed Action would have the
greatest potential impact on access to and availability of geology and mineral resources because the
greatest amount of high and moderate mineral potential areas would be withdrawn from the Mining Law,
and the Proposed Action would result in the fewest number of estimated future mineral development
projects. Under the Nevada Alternative, the impact to access to and availability of geology and mineral
resources in areas with high and moderate mineral potential in Nevada is less in comparison to all other
action alternatives. The High Mineral Potential Alternative would result in the highest estimated number
of future mineral development projects of all of the action alternatives and it would withdraw the smallest
number of acres of high and moderate potential lands. Under the Idaho Alternative, the impact to access
to and availability of geology and mineral resources in areas with high and moderate mineral potential in
Idaho is less in comparison to all other action alternatives. Impacts to access to and availability of geology
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and mineral resources could range from moderate to major under all four action alternatives, meaning the
alternatives may reduce the estimated number of future mines and exploration projects by more than 20%,
and in many cases, by over 50% (impact threshold definitions are provided in Table 4-3 of the EIS).

Impacts on Social and Economic Conditions

Projected total annual economic output from potential mines in the socioeconomic analysis area ranges
from nearly $845 million under the No Action Alternative to approximately $151 million under the
Proposed Action. Projected total employment ranges from approximately 2,031 jobs under the No Action
Alternative to about 326 jobs under the Proposed Action. Projected annual labor earnings range from
approximately $141 million under the No Action Alternative to about $24 million under the Proposed
Action. Projected tax revenues range from about $27 million per year under the No Action Alternative to
less than $5 million per year under the Proposed Action.

Overall, relative to the No Action Alternative, each of the action alternatives would have adverse direct
and indirect economic impacts in the counties where future mines were estimated to be developed in the
RFD. County level impacts would range from minor to major, depending on the size of the county
economies and the projected differences between mineral related economic activity under the action
alternatives and projected mineral-related economic activity under the No Action Alternative. In other
counties with proposed withdrawal areas where mines were not estimated to be developed in the RFD, the
action alternatives would have minor, adverse direct and indirect economic effects, or no impact (impact
threshold definitions are provided in Table 4-13 of the EIS). The Nevada Alternative would have less
economic impact within the state of Nevada than the Proposed Action, but the same impact in the other
states. The Idaho Alternative would have less economic impact in Idaho than the Proposed Action, but the
same impact in the other states. The High Mineral Potential Alternative would have less impact in Oregon
than the other action alternatives, the same impact in Nevada as the Nevada Alternative, less impact than
the Proposed Action in Idaho (but more impact than the Idaho Alternative), and the same impact as the
Proposed Action in Montana, Utah, and Wyoming. At the statewide levels, the economic impacts of any
of the action alternatives would be minor, based on the thresholds described in Table 4-13 of the EIS.

The tangible social impacts from the various alternatives depend greatly on the existing economic,
demographic, and social context in the counties that could be most affected by the alternatives. In rural
counties which have experienced long periods of declining employment and population, the potential new
jobs associated with the projected mines under the No Action Alternative could lead to improvements in
existing social conditions. Custer County, Idaho; Valley County, Montana; and Malheur County, Oregon
appear to fit this profile. To the extent that the Proposed Action, and/or the other action alternatives,
would preclude the projected economic benefits in these counties, they would also preclude associated,
tangible social benefits.

In some circumstances, development of large mines or other major new facilities in small rural counties
can result in a rapid influx of newcomers seeking to fill new jobs that can strain the capacity of existing
infrastructure, lead to increases in prices for housing and other goods and services, and adversely affect
social conditions. Based on the magnitude of projected population increases associated with future mines
under the No Action Alternative, this does not appear likely to be a major concern in most of the counties
examined in this analysis, though such impacts could occur in specific communities (e.g., towns)
depending on exactly where the future mines were located. The largest projected impact on population
(in terms of percentage change) under the No Action Alternative would be expected to occur in Custer
County, Idaho. That county could experience an increase in population of more than 7%. None of the
other counties anticipated to be most affected by projected future mines in the proposed withdrawal area
would be expected to experience an increase in population of more than 3.6%.
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A number of the counties containing proposed withdrawal areas have an existing mining sector, though in
most cases those sectors are either relatively small or primarily related to energy-based activity, including
oil and gas production and coal mining. The major exceptions are Elko County and Humboldt County in
Nevada. In those two counties, the local economy includes extensive locatable mineral mining activity.
The potential future mines in the proposed withdrawal area in those counties could further expand and
extend the longevity of the existing mining sector in the county, and potentially help provide ongoing
employment for current miners living in the county as some of the current mines in the county reach the
end of their operations. To the extent that the action alternatives preclude the development of the potential
mines anticipated under the No Action Alternative, there could be social implications from
correspondingly higher unemployment among miners and other mine-related workers in the future.
Similarly, there could be social implications for those who support the withdrawal and have a different
perspective on mining compared to other uses of public land.

Overall, relative to the No Action Alternative, each of the action alternatives would have adverse direct
and indirect social impacts in the counties where future mines were estimated to be developed in the RFD.
County level impacts would range from minor to major, depending on the size of the county populations
and the projected differences between future population under the action alternatives and future
population under the No Action Alternative. In other counties with proposed withdrawal areas where
mines were not estimated to be developed in the RFD, the action alternatives would have minor, adverse
direct and indirect social effects, or no impact. The Nevada Alternative would have less social impact
within the State of Nevada than the Proposed Action, but the same impact in the other states. The Idaho
Alternative would have less social impact in Idaho than the Proposed Action, but the same impact in the
other states. The High Mineral Potential Alternative would have less impact in Oregon than the other
action alternatives, the same impact in Nevada as the Nevada Alternative, and less impact than the
Proposed Action in Idaho (but more impact than the Idaho Alternative). At the statewide levels, the
tangible social impacts of any of the action alternatives would be minor, based on the thresholds
described in Table 4-13 of the EIS.

Impacts on Vegetation, Including Special Status Plant Species

For all land withdrawn from appropriation under the Mining Law, a positive benefit to special status plant
species and native vegetation could occur because fewer acres would be available for mineral entry
compared to not withdrawing the land.

Impacts to vegetation are expected to occur under each alternative. Under the Proposed Action and all
action alternatives, less mining activity would occur compared to the No Action Alternative. Under all
alternatives, the decrease in vegetative cover would vary by activity, from minor to major depending on
the specific areas that would be affected by an activity. Impacts to vegetation would be minor at the SFA
withdrawal scale under all alternatives, including the No Action Alternative because impacts to overall
density and diversity of vegetation resources from potential mining activities would be less than 1 percent
of the total SFA withdrawal area (impact threshold definitions are provided in Table 4-41 of the EIS).
Impacts to vegetation may be moderate to major at the individual future mining operation scale.

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be 9,554 acres of impacts to vegetation communities within
the seven SFAs, either directly or indirectly. The total amount of predicted mining-related disturbance in
sagebrush habitat under the Proposed Action would be 2,620 acres, representing about 73 percent less
disturbance than predicted under the No Action Alternative. The total amount of mining related
disturbance in sagebrush habitat under the Nevada Alternative would be 3,632 acres, representing 62
percent less disturbance than predicted under the No Action Alternative. The total amount of mining-
related disturbance in sagebrush habitat under the High Mineral Potential Alternative would be 4,903
acres, representing 49 percent less disturbance than predicted under the No Action Alternative. The total
amount of mining-related disturbance in sagebrush habitat under the Idaho Alternative would be 3,360
acres, representing 65 percent less disturbance than predicted under the No Action Alternative.

Xii



CONOOT PR~ WN B

10

11
12
13

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34

35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45

SFA Withdrawal Draft EIS

Without the known locations of future mineral development projects it is not possible to quantify any
effects to special status plant species that might occur under any of the alternatives. Potential impacts to
these species could include loss or injury of plants as a result of crushing or removal, burial under piles of
extracted material, and increased exposure to dust and other contaminants. VVehicles traveling on roads
could deposit dust on individual plants. This could lead to a decrease in plant vigor and a decrease in
vegetation productivity adjacent to these roads. Productivity may be reduced asa result of depressed
photosynthetic capability over time, after repeated deposition of dust on vegetation during active times of
mine operations.

Impacts on Wildlife and Special Status Animal Species, Including
Greater Sage-grouse

For all land withdrawn from appropriation under the Mining Law, a beneficial impact to wildlife and to
greater sage-grouse would occur because fewer acres would be available for mineral entry compared to
not withdrawing the land.

Direct and indirect adverse impacts to wildlife and special status animal species could result from habitat
alteration and fragmentation from future mineral development projects, which could result in an
increase in mortality or displacement. Indirect effects on wildlife include noise, dust, and light impacts
resulting from mining and transportation. The No Action Alternative would result in the largest amount of
surface disturbance (9,554 acres) resulting in more habitat alteration and fragmentation compared to all
alternatives. The High Mineral Potential Alternative would result in the second largest amount of surface
disturbance (4,903 acres), while the Nevada Alternative would result in the third largest amount of
surface disturbance (3,632 acres). The Idaho Alternative would result in slightly less surface disturbance
than the Nevada Alternative at 3,360 acres. The Proposed Action would result in the least amount of
surface disturbance acreage compared to all alternatives (2,620 acres).

Compared to the other alternatives, the Proposed Action would have the greatest level of protection for
greater sage-grouse, impacting the fewest acres of sagebrush, creating the fewest number of potential
fragmentation events, and having the lowest number of leks and greater sage-grouse within potential
direct impact areas. Compared to the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would impact 3.6 times
less sagebrush habitat, and the direct impact to greater sage-grouse would be 72 percent less. Across the
SFA withdrawal area, these impacts would be minor to moderate (impact threshold definition are
provided in Table 4-46 of the EIS), although direct impacts at future mineral development sites could be
major. The total number of leks that could be directly impacted by the Proposed Action represents
approximately 2.7 percent of all the leks, the number of sage-grouse that could be impacted represents
approximately 1.3 percent of all male sage-grouse populations across the withdrawal area, and the amount
of habitat that could be impacted would be less than 1 percent of the available habitat.

The Nevada Alternative would result in the largest number of greater sage-grouse being located within
withdrawn areas compared to any action alternative, but would have the potential to impact 421 leks
directly and indirectly, compared to only 291 under the Proposed Action (see Table 4-48 of the EIS).
Across the withdrawal area, these impacts would be moderate to major and the direct impacts at future
mineral development sites could be major. The total number of leks that could be directly impacted by the
Nevada Alternative represents approximately 4.7 percent of all the leks, the number of sage-grouse that
could be impacted represents approximately 2.4 percent of all male sage-grouse populations across the
withdrawal area, and the amount of habitat that could be impacted would be less than 1 percent of the
available habitat. The proposed compensation for these losses by including additional withdrawal areas
under the Nevada Alternative would protect an additional 14 leks and 526 male greater sage-grouse, but
there would still be the potential for moderate impacts to greater sage-grouse across the withdrawal area.
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The High Mineral Potential Alternative would impact 1.9 times more sagebrush habitat than the Proposed
Action, directly impact 48 percent more male greater sage-grouse, and indirectly impact 3.7 times more
male greater sage-grouse (see Table 4-48 of the EIS). Across the SFA withdrawal area, these impacts
would be major and the direct impacts at future mineral development sites could be major. The total
number of leks that could be directly impacted by the High Mineral Potential Alternative represents
approximately 6.3 percent of all the leks, the number of sage-grouse that could be impacted represents
approximately 4.9 percent of all male sage-grouse populations across the withdrawal area, and the amount
of habitat that could be impacted would be minor at less than 1 percent of the available habitat.

The Idaho Alternative would result in the third largest number of leks being located in withdrawn areas
and would have the potential to impact (when combining direct and indirect) the third greatest number of
leks. Across the withdrawal area, these impacts would be moderate to major and the direct impacts at
future mineral development sites could be major. The total number of leks that could be directly impacted
by the Idaho Alternative represents approximately 3.8 percent of all the leks, the number of sage-grouse
that could be impacted represents approximately 3.9 percent of all male sage-grouse populations across
the withdrawal area, and the amount of habitat that could be impacted would be less than 1 percent of the
available habitat.

It is important to note that no particular mining or exploration activity is being proposed or evaluated
here. In any instance where a particular mining or exploration activity is proposed, any evaluation
required under NEPA, or Section 7 of the ESA, 43 CFR 3809, or other applicable authority would take
place, and, if appropriate, a formal effects determination under Section 7, as well as any appropriate
consultation with the USFWS, or establishment of required protective measures, would take place as part
of that evaluation. Without the known locations of potential mining and exploration development it is not
possible to quantify any effects to these species that might occur under any of the alternatives. Species
determinations would be made on a case by case basis as individual mining and exploration projects are
proposed and vetted through the NEPA and ESA processes.
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1. INTRODUCTION: PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

1.1 Introduction

Section 204 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, as amended, (FLPMA; 43 USC
1714) authorizes the Secretary of the Interior (Secretary) “to make, modify, extend, or revoke
withdrawals but only in accordance with the provisions and limitations of this section.” On September 24,
2015, the Department of the Interior (DOI) published notice of the Assistant Secretary of the Interior for
Land and Minerals Management’s proposal to withdraw approximately 10 million acres of federal lands
within Sagebrush Focal Areas (SFAS) in Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming from
location and entry under the Mining Law of 1872 (Mining Law; 30 USC 22-54), subject to valid existing
rights. The Notice of Proposed Withdrawal; Sagebrush Focal Areas; Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon,
Utah, and Wyoming and Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (Notice of
Proposed Withdrawal), published in the Federal Register (FR) on September 24, 2015 (80 FR 57635),
informed the public of the proposed action, and included legal descriptions for the public lands proposed
for withdrawal (Appendix A). Publication of the Notice of Proposed Withdrawal initiated a 90-day public
comment and scoping period. The comment period was extended on November 13, 2015 (80 FR 70252).

Subsequent to the September 24, 2015 Federal Register Notice of Proposed Withdrawal, an additional
notice was published on October 20, 2015 (80 FR 63583) which corrected language in the previous notice.
The text from the September notice, which reads ‘“The Sagebrush Focal Areas include all public and
National Forest System lands identified in the townships below:’” was corrected in the October 20, 2015
notice to read, ““The Sagebrush Focal Areas consist of those public and National Forest System (NFS) lands
within the townships below that are identified as SFAs on the map posted on the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) Web site at: http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/sagegrouse.html’” (Appendix A).

Publication of the Notice of Proposed Withdrawal on September 24, 2015, segregated the SFAs from
location and entry under the Mining Law, subject to valid existing rights, for up to two years from that
date or when the Secretary makes a decision on the proposed withdrawal, whichever comes first. The
segregation imposed by publication of the notice in this way has the same effect as a withdrawal in that
no new mining claims may be located within these areas while the segregation is in effect.

The purpose of the proposed withdrawal of these approximately 10 million acres of land identified as
SFAs in Priority Habitat Management Areas (PHMAS), is to protect the greater sage-grouse and its
habitat from the adverse effects of reasonably foreseeable locatable mineral development projects, subject
to valid existing rights. SFAs were designated in the September 16, 2015 BLM and United States Forest
Service (Forest Service) Records of Decision (ROD) for the Land Use Plan (LUP) amendments and
revisions which address conservation measures for the greater sage-grouse and its habitat®. SFAs are
landscape blocks of high quality sagebrush habitat with high breeding potential densities of greater sage-
grouse. Within these LUP documents, the SFAs have been determined to be the locations most vital to the
greater sage-grouse’s persistence as a species. The proposed withdrawal implements one of several land

! Land Use Plan (LUP) refers to both the BLM Resource Management Plans (RMP) and the Forest Service Land Management
Plans (LMP).

Record of Decision and Approved Resource Management Plan Amendments for the Great Basin Region, Including the Greater
Sage-Grouse Sub-Regions of Idaho and Southwestern Montana, Nevada and Northeastern California, Oregon, Utah (Sept. 2015).
Record of Decision and Approved Resource Management Plan Amendments for the Rocky Mountain Region, Including the
Greater Sage-Grouse Sub-Regions of Lewistown, North Dakota, Northwest Colorado, Wyoming, and the Approved Resource
Management Plans for Billings, Buffalo, Cody, HiLine, Miles City, Pompeys Pillar National Monument, South Dakota, Worland
(Sept. 2015).

Record of Decision and Land Management Plan Amendments for Northwest Colorado and Wyoming (Sept. 2015).

Record of Decision and Land Management Plan Amendments for Idaho and Southwest Montana, Nevada and Utah (Sept. 2015).
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use management recommendations from a series of BLM and Forest Service LUP amendments approved
on September 16, 2015. The recommendations, decisions, and underlying analysis for the BLM LUPs are
available on the BLM greater sage-grouse website: https://www.blm.gov/node/3282 or
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/sagegrouse.html. The Forest Service RODs are found at:
http://www.fs.fed.us/sites/default/files/rocky-mountain-ROD-package-.pdf and
http://www.fs.fed.us/sites/default/files/great-basinROD-package-.pdf.

Congress, the President, and the Secretary can set aside, withhold, or reserve federal lands from some or
all of the public land laws, including the mining laws. Withdrawing lands from the operation of these
laws limits the allowable activities on the lands, which, in turn, limits resource conflicts and can help
preserve sensitive environmental values or major federal investments in facilities. Withdrawals are
established for a wide variety of purposes, e.g., power site reserves, military installations or reservations,
administrative facilities, recreation sites, national parks, reclamation projects, and wilderness areas. In this
instance, the purpose of the proposed withdrawal is, generally, for the protection of greater sage-grouse
habitat. The proposed withdrawal, if approved, would be in effect for 20 years, as allowed under section
204 of FLPMA, and may be extended for additional periods of up to 20 years at a time, after another
public review process. The proposed withdrawal would affect only disposal of locatable mineral deposits
which include most metallic mineral deposits, industrial minerals, and stone that is determined to be
uncommon, of high quality or possessing unique characteristics. The proposed withdrawal does not apply
to saleable and leasable minerals such as coal, oil, natural gas, and sand and gravel. The proposed
withdrawal, if approved, would not prohibit any other authorized uses on these lands, such as grazing,
recreation, off-highway vehicle use, or development of leasable solid minerals, mineral materials, oil and
gas, or geothermal resources. The BLM brochure entitled “Mining Claims and Sites on Federal Land”
offers more information on this topic.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has identified habitat disturbance and fragmentation,
including that caused by certain hard rock mining projects, as a threat to greater sage-grouse. As a result,
the BLM and Forest Service LUP amendments recommend that the Secretary exercise her authority under
section 204 of FLPMA to safeguard these SFAs, the most important landscapes for greater sage-grouse
conservation identified by the USFWS, by withdrawing them from location and entry under the mining
laws, subject to valid existing rights.

While the withdrawal application is processed, studies and environmental analyses are being conducted to
determine if the lands should be withdrawn to protect the greater sage-grouse and its habitat from adverse
effects of locatable mineral exploration and mining, subject to valid existing rights. These efforts are
being undertaken under the leadership of the BLM in cooperation with the Forest Service and in
compliance with FLPMA, and with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended
(42 USC 4321-4347). This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) analyzes impacts of the Proposed
Action (i.e., the withdrawal of lands within the SFAs from location and entry under the Mining Law,
subject to valid existing rights) and alternatives to that action. This process provides the opportunity for
the public, tribes, environmental groups, industry, state and local government, as well as other
stakeholders to comment on and participate in the evaluation of the environmental consequences of the
proposed withdrawal. These studies and reviews provide the basis for a final decision by the Secretary
regarding whether to proceed with the proposed withdrawal or to select an alternative action, including
some combination of alternatives considered.

The Proposed Action considered in this EIS would withdraw an estimated 10 million acres of federal
lands within the SFAs, which are areas recognized as strongholds for greater sage-grouse conservation, in
Idaho, Utah, Oregon, Montana, Wyoming, and Nevada (Table 1-1). The acreages presented in this EIS
are based on GIS analysis using the mapped geometry of the proposed withdrawal. There may be minor
variability in the acres presented throughout the document as a result of the complex analysis that was
completed. The legal descriptions, and the acres of proposed withdrawal that are based on those legal
descriptions, can be found on the project web site at: https://www.blm.gov/node/3282. The difference
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between the acres calculated by GIS and the acres provided in the legal description has to do with the
difference between measuring areas on a map and measuring them on the ground, they result in no
substantive change to the analysis. Lands proposed for withdrawal are shown in Figures 1-1 through 1-8.

Table 1-1. Acreage of Proposed Withdrawal Areas by State

State Approximatg Acres of Proposed Approximate P_ercentage of Total
Withdrawal Proposed Withdrawal Acres
Idaho 3,961,824 40%
Montana 877,633 9%
Nevada 2,766,939 28%
Oregon 1,843,405 18%
Utah 233,590 2%
Wyoming 265,085 3%
Grand Total 9,948,477 100%

The Proposed Action would withdraw the lands from location and entry under the Mining Law, subject to
valid existing rights, regardless of surface ownership. There are lands within the proposed withdrawal
area that have split estate. In these split estate situations, the surface rights may not be managed by the
BLM but the subsurface rights (such as the rights to develop minerals) for a piece of land are owned by
the BLM. The proposed withdrawal would only affect the disposition of mineral estate in federal
ownership which are subject to appropriation under the Mining Law. It would not affect leasable or
salable minerals (e.g., oil and gas leasing, sand and gravel permits), which are not subject to appropriation
under the Mining Law. Acreage of the proposed withdrawal areas by surface land management agency
and subsurface mineral estate owner are shown in Tables 1-2 and 1-3.

Table 1-2. Acreage of Proposed Withdrawal Areas by Surface Land Management Agency

State BLM Forest Service | Other Federal PN, SUELE, Total
Non-Federal
Idaho 3,659,017 276,217 22,155 4,435 3,961,824
Montana 849,141 — — 28,493 877,633
Nevada 2,244,817 514,857 205 7,060 2,766,939
Oregon 1,823,535 — 837 19,033 1,843,405
Utah 180,360 47,729 — 5,501 233,590
Wyoming 264,765 — 127 193 265,085
Total 9,021,635 838,803 23,324 64,715 9,948,477
Source: BLM State Offices.
Table 1-3. Acreage of Proposed Withdrawal Areas by Subsurface Mineral Estate Owner
State Federal Mineral N_on-FederaI Daf[a Not Total
Estate* Mineral Estate Available**

Idaho 3,956,315 5,510 — 3,961,824

Montana 877,633 — — 877,633

Nevada — — 2,766,939 2,766,939

Oregon 1,843,297 109 — 1,843,405

Utah 225,932 7,658 — 233,590

Wyoming 265,085 — — 265,085

Total 7,168,261 13,277 2,766,939 9,948,477

* Type of mineral estate not evaluated.
** The Nevada BLM has not mapped this information such that it could be used in this analysis.
Source: BLM State Offices.

1-3




SFA Withdrawal Draft EIS

Surface Management Agency
Tribal Land
Bureau of Land Management
Bureau of Reclamation

- County Land \ Regional Agency Land
Department of Defense
Fish and Wildiife Service
US Forest Service
Mational Park Service
Other Federal I
State Land
State Fish and Wildlife

| The Nature Conservancy o

Joint, Other, Unknown Cwner Land

< Spokane

a0
Great Falls 28

IDAHO

Billings _-

34

MONTANA

OREGON

.Eugene

Boise City

Idaho Falls

Pocatello

CALIFORNIA

5

WYOMING
.

- &

! Rock Springs

Redding
Elko
1 NEVADA M

Figure 1-1: SFA Withdrawal EIS - Sagebrush Focal Area Proposed Withdrawal Overview
B Froposad Withdrawal

I::] State
B City
B Town

Interstate Highway
~ River

Q “‘@I

e iles
0 20 40 80

December 2016

Mo warranty i mace by e Bureau of Land Managemaent (BLM). The accuracy, reliabiity, or complataness of these data for ndividual use of aggregate use with other data is not guarantesd

Figure 1-1. SFA Proposed Withdrawal Overview

1-4



SFA Withdrawal Draft EIS

i n
k\.;, North Central Montana
Fa
‘ ".,'"f..-m o ¢ HiLine RMP
41.3\_ WASHINGTON Spokane
J 90
= Great Fa‘.lsf_ E
" Lewistown
GRSG RMPA
_ MONTANA
A 5 OREGON
i Eugene Idaho and SW Montana %
: GRSG RMPA & o
North-Central ldahn‘ﬁ g
Sheldon-Hart Mountain e re
NWR Complex Area \ o l
Oregon Y > LA
h,, - . \
GRSG RMPA o s t Idahd’Falls
SE Oregon/ 84, i ; ;
NC Ne\?ada 4 Pocatello \ NinePlan WYOMING _
86 GRSG RMPA
CALIFORNIA Y AEEL WY
5 ol B S | g entral Wyoming
Nevada and{NE California GRSG RMPA Utah GRSG W Sgaen Rack Springs Cheyehne
pouding Southern-ldaho/Northern Nevada RMPA ear Rivel lWatershed Area
50} e
NEVADA \_,_.v_/;ku UTAH Salt Lake City . | S COLORADO (
Figure 1-2: SFA Withdrawal EIS - SFA Names and Resource Management Plan Amendment Boundaries . MapAraa
Proposed Withdrawal SFA Names SE Oregon/NC Nevada State s N ——
I Bear River Watershed Area [ Sheldon-Hart Mountain NWR Complex Area B City N n _"_]
- North Central Montana - Southern |daho/Northern Nevada ®  Town \ j J .
I North-Central Idaho Southwestern/South Central Wyoming Interstate Highway g 8 - '.' i . .
. —— il I g e
[_] GRSG RMP/RMPA Analysis Area River - \ fe ) i
o —  S———
October 2016 % }(' I T
No warranty is made by the Bureau of Land A I+ (BLM). The a y. reliability, or of these data for individual use or aggregate use with other data is not guaranteed "‘..._‘_ !.-...._! l“"

Figure 1-2. SFA Names and Resource Management Plan Amendment Boundaries

1-5



SFA Withdrawal Draft EIS

Surface Management Agency US Forest Service
Tribal Land National Park Service
Bureau of Land Management Other Federal p i
Bureau of Reclamation State Land MONTANA E E
I county Land | Regional Agency Land State Fish and Wildlife ; LEEHl
Department of Defense [ The Nature Conservancy s FrELD BFFICE
Fish and Wildlife Service ~ Joint, Other, Unknown Owner Land A

IDAHO CUSTER
Idaho and-SW Montana

VALE,

DISTRIGTDFEICE BOISE

JORDAN AND [ {
VALE MALHEUR GRSG RMPA
FIELD OFFICES Ne=Nampa, Boise City
OWYH : E-DISTRICT OFFICE BLAINE e
FIELD OFF NEAU AND ;-é
R RIVERS ;) :

CAMAS e g
- z 1

OFFICE  FlLD OFFIGES

= |
oy : :
et - _
= HDSHONE ' V
o - [ o P Lo
Oregon ‘ IELD OFFIC ¥ FIELD OFFICE
GRSG RMP PA OWYHEE  LAR JEROME f_' Pocatelio

v

shwin Falls

BURLEY
FIELD
OFFICE

Bei

CASSIA

t:‘."—u'm
BOX Utah
ELDER GRSG RMPA }

Fl ure 1-3: SFA Withdrawal EIS - Idaho Proposed thhdrawal
GRSG RMP/RMPA Analysis Area %/ BLM Field Office === |nterstate
Praposed Withdrawal SFA Names ] state s Higghiweay
- Bear River Walershed Area |: County River
I North-Central Idaho B Ciy
| SEOregoniNC Nevada E  Town .HFHD 1
I southern Idaho/Northern Nevada December 2016 ...;\ ] “T-‘:‘-“-
Mo warranty is made by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The accuracy. reliabilty, or compisleness of these data for individual use or aggregate use with cther data is not guaranteed " J{.-..,-....! S

Figure 1-3. Idaho Proposed Withdrawal

1-6



SFA Withdrawal Draft EIS

Havre RAgENCY

CHOUTTEAU

Lewistown

HILL BLAINE PHILLlPS} VALLEY MCCEGNE
TR e, Fort
et e ~ B*;H"ap 243)

Malta

HiLine 4
RMP

v,

gl - ] Bt

Surface Management Agency
Tribal Land
Bureau of Land Management

GRSG RMPA Bureau of Reclamation
- County Land \ Regional Agency Land
¥ Department of Defense
f Fish and Wildlife Service
JUDITH r 2E00 US Forest Service
. BASIN FERGUS PETEROLEUM Mational Park Service
LMONTANA [ Lewistown Shily Land
DISTRICTOFFICE &y " " 4 State Fish and Wildiife
= l]ELstE E 3 3 5 I The Nature Conservancy
Joint, Other, Unknown Owner Land
Figure 1-4: SFA Withdrawal EIS - Montana Proposed Withdrawal .. Map Area
GRSG RMP/RMPA Analysis Area /'  BLM Field Office Stream e o iy —
Proposed Withdrawal SFA Names :I Stale Intermittent Stream Q m‘@u M—-? 3 _'_______r:.__,_i
I 1iorth Central Montana | county v . ""‘7-" b
B Town ’ 5 [
" | e i I:--.__.
= Highway o 10 20 .\; ~...,_','_____ -1-“___-
December 2016 ! ]
Ko wartanty is made by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The accuracy, redability. or completeness of these data for indridual use or aggregate use with other data is not guaranieed :I ‘u_'-; s

Figure 1-4. Montana Proposed Withdrawal




SFA Withdrawal Draft EIS

Hines dEETTTs == Surface Management Agency US Forest Sarvice
> i BUR Tribal Land National Park Service
BUEEJ?ER‘I-E(E)FI:JI\EE Bureau of Land Management Other Federal
FIELD OFFICE B8 g Bureau of Reclamation Stale Land
ﬁ T8 I county Land \ Regional Agency Land State Fish and Wildlife
! HARNEY Department of Defense [ The Nature Conservancy
'% £ Fish and Wildlife Service [ Joint, Other, Unknown Owner Land
.Pa:ste;,- v OR EG‘@ NF s 3 T
% _,* Idaho and SW Montana
: regong GRSG,RMPA
i GRSG RMPA =
\/w 3kevLew f _"_J
Sy shywis ¥
LAREVIEW - *
—BISIRICT OFFICE ¢ . . o . TR L
¥ = - k 5 1 ! ! - . E 2 ’ ] :
( ’ o . : 3 - E‘ i .
/ SURPRISE HUMBOLDT i T L : '
/' FIELD OFFICE | il : b : ! m—
Y Adturas 4 ook : = !
< : :
S954 = Nevada and NE California
g GRSG RMPA Utah GRSG
VANNEMUGCA NEVADA RMPA
S WASHOE DISTRICT OFFICE
! BLACK ROCK AND Jf Winnemucca ELKO UTAH
=T HUMBOLDT RIVER DISTRICT OFFICE
&) ELE.QE S RORA
Gerlach-Empire FIELDIOFFICE
AL Baltle gl Elko f TOOELE
TR 00 . ’
BATTLE MOUNTAIN Carlin Spring 1" —
DISTRICT GFFICE Creek ' | wendover
MOUNT LEWIS 4
FIELD ©FFICE EUREKA 4
Figure 1-5: SFA Withdrawal EIS - Nevada Proposed Withdrawal
GRSG RMP/RMPA Analysis Area %/ BLM Field Office =~ === Interstate A N
Proposed BLM SFA Withdrawal Areas State — Highway L Ty
B tiorth-Central [daho County Eiline g v
[ SE Oregon/NC Nevada B ciy - 5
I sheidon-Hart Mountain NWR Complex Area  m Town o 16 20
I southem idaho/Northern Nevada December 2016
No warranty is made by the Bureau of Land Managemant (BLM). The accuracy, reliab#ty, or compisteness of these data for individual use or aggregate use with other data is not guarantsed

Figure 1-5. Nevada Proposed Withdrawal

1-8



SFA Withdrawal Draft EIS

LAKE

Paisley
n

HARNEY

Surface Management Agency US Forest Service

Tribal Land Other Federal

Bureau of Land Management State Land

Bureau of Reclamation State Fish and Wildlife
I county Land | Regional Agency Land [ The Nature Conservancy

Department of Defense [ Joint, Other, Unknown Owner Land
Fish and Wildlife Service

HL.FM BOLDT

MALHEUR

GRSG RMP/RMPA Analysis Area
Proposed Withdrawal SFA Names
|| SE Oregon/NC Nevada
B sheldon-Hart Mountain NWR Complex Area
- Southern Idaho/Northern Nevada

Figure 1-6: SFA Withdrawal EIS - Oregon Proposed Wlthdrawal

% BLM Field Office Stream

State
County
Town

— Highway

Intermittent Stream

o warranty is made by the Bureau of Land Managemant (ELM). The accuracy, relablity, or completeness of these data for individunl use or aggregabe usa with other data i not guaranteed,

| Miles
0 10 20

December 2016

Figure 1-6. Oregon Proposed Withdrawal

1-9



SFA Withdrawal Draft EIS

Mont p;lrler L

LINCOLN

CASSIA Idaho and SW
Montana GRSG RMPA

Tremonton

O
£
=
o
—r=
=

Y
<
a0
g UTAH
= y
w NinePlan i
= U GRSG RMPA J
ELKO BOX GRSG
ELDER RMPA Evanston

Surface Management Agency
Tribal Land
Bureau of Land Management
Bureau of Reclamation
- County Land \ Regional Agency Land
Department of Defenss TOCELE

&, MORGAN

UINTA E

Fish and Wildlife Sarvice SUMMIT
US Forest Service ]
Mational Park Service @
State Land
State Fish and Wildlife DUCHESNE
I The Nature Conservancy "
Figure 1-7: SFA Withdrawal EIS - Utah Proposed Withdrawal - Map Area
GRSG RMP/IRMPA Analysis Area %' BLM Field Office — |nterstate ) F] """j:-—r‘_-.
Proposed Withdrawal SFA Names State —— Highway . : ;{\_,‘ L-._i
I Beor River Watershed Area County Stream : / 5 4 ~pohe ]
I southem Idaho/Northern Nevada B ciy Ittt St ek 5 *%Fﬂl,-.__i_‘ -y
B Town i I'“_"
B o, o S S
December 2016 3 N
No warranty i made by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), The accuracy, relability, or completeness of these data for individual use or aggregate use with other data is nol guaranesd e _.L,‘__,_;r oot

Figure 1-7. Utah Proposed Withdrawal

1-10



SFA Withdrawal Draft EIS

L.WBEH\‘_
FIELD
OFFICE

JM Pinedale

CARIBOU flon [
Soda
Sprngs

Idaho and
SW.,Montana
GRSG RMPA

SUBLETTE

WYOMING

W FRANKLIN

L_Preston

SWEETWATER

NinePlan
GRSG RMPA

r’
Kmemr
EKEMMR | Surface Management Agency
> B WYOMING ==, Tribal Land
OFFICE HIGH DESERT  ‘\Morth Rock
DISTRICT OFFICE %p,,ngs Bureau of Land Management
R o0k ROCK SPRINGS Bureau of Reclamation
FIELD OFFICE e B county Land \ Regional Agency Land
UINTA nguzgs Department of Defense

Graan River Fish and Wildiife Service
US Forest Service
National Park Service
m Lyman State Land
Evansion
" Mountain State Fish and Wildlife
Miew : - The Mature Conservancy
Figure 1-8: SFA Withdrawal EIS - Wyomlng Proposed Withdrawal 2 Map Area
[] srsG RMP/RMPA Analysis Area BLM Field Office Stream f ———
Proposed Withdrawal SFA Names State Intermittent Stream - L;! i____j
B ecar River Watershed Area County o I
I southwestemn/South Central Wyoming B Town (. I-'—E;I N e
= Inlerstate \\r.-',__' j_ Gl
—— Highway December 2016 N ! T'L:‘.“—
Mo warranty s made by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The accuracy, relabiity, or completeness of these data for indradual use or aggregate use wath other data is not guarantsed Z S .'Er-\.———! o

Figure 1-8. Wyoming Proposed Withdrawal

1-11



SFA Withdrawal Draft EIS

1.2 Background

In August 2011, BLM adopted the National Greater Sage-grouse Planning Strategy in response to the
March 2010, USFWS 12-Month Finding for Petitions to List the Greater Sage-grouse

(Centrocercus urophasianus) as Threatened or Endangered (75 FR 13910, March 23, 2010) (2010 Finding).
In the 2010 Finding, the USFWS concluded that adding greater sage-grouse to the List of Endangered and
Threatened Wildlife under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), as amended (16 USC 1531 et seq.),
was warranted but precluded by higher priority listing actions. The USFWS reviewed the status and threats
to greater sage-grouse in relation to the five listing factors provided in section 4(a)(1) of the ESA. Of the
five listing factors reviewed, the USFWS determined that Factor A, “the present or threatened destruction,
modification, or curtailment of the habitat or range of the greater sage-grouse,” and Factor D, “the
inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms” posed “a significant threat to the greater sage-grouse now
and in the foreseeable future” (USFWS 2010). The USFWS identified the conservation measures in agency
LUPs as the principal regulatory mechanisms for the BLM and Forest Service and determined that the
regulatory mechanisms in existence in their LUPs at the time were inadequate for greater sage-grouse
conservation.

In response to the USFWS findings, the BLM and Forest Service prepared LUP amendments and revisions
with associated EISs to identify PHMASs and general habitat management areas (GHMA) and to
incorporate specific conservation measures across the range of the greater sage-grouse, consistent with
national BLM and Forest Service policy. The BLM was the lead agency and the Forest Service was a
cooperating agency in developing these EISs, which were coordinated under two administrative planning
regions: the Rocky Mountain Region and the Great Basin Region. These regions are drawn roughly to
correspond with the threats identified by the USFWS in the 2010 Finding, along with the Western
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies Management Zones framework (National Sage-grouse
Conservation Planning Framework Team, December 2006).

In 2012, the Director of the USFWS asked the Conservation Objectives Team (COT), consisting of state
and USFWS representatives, to produce recommendations regarding the degree to which the threats need
to be reduced or ameliorated to conserve greater sage-grouse so that it would no longer be in danger of
extinction, or likely to become in danger of extinction, in the foreseeable future. The COT Report
(USFWS 2013a) provides objectives based upon the best scientific and commercial data available at the
time of its release. The BLM and Forest Service management actions analyzed in the LUP amendments
were intended to ameliorate threats identified in the COT Report and to reverse the trends in habitat
condition.

The highest level objective in the COT Report is identified as meeting the objectives of Western
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies’ 2006 Greater Sage-grouse Comprehensive Strategy of
“reversing negative population trends and achieving a neutral or positive population trend.”

The COT Report provides a Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies Management Zone and
Population Risk Assessment. The report identifies localized threats from sagebrush elimination, fire,
conifer encroachment, weed and annual grass invasion, mining, free-roaming wild horses and burros,
urbanization, and widespread threats from energy development, infrastructure, grazing, and recreation
(USFWS 2013a).

Key areas across the landscape that are considered “necessary to maintain redundant, representative, and
resilient populations” are identified within the COT Report. The USFWS, in concert with the respective
state wildlife management agencies, identified these key areas as Priority Areas for Conservation (PACs).
Management areas that may be present in the PACs include PHMAs, Important Habitat Management
Areas (IHMAs), GHMAs, Other Habitat Management Areas (OHMAS), and non-habitat managed by the
BLM and Forest Service.
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On October 27, 2014, the USFWS provided the BLM and Forest Service a memorandum? and associated
maps that identify areas that represent recognized “strongholds” for greater sage-grouse that have been
identified as having the highest densities of greater sage-grouse and other criteria important for the
persistence of the species. These areas were incorporated into the LUPs as SFAs, which are a subset of
PHMASs. In the 2014 memorandum, the USFWS stated the SFAs represent “a subset of priority habitat
most vital to the species persistence within which we recommend the strongest levels of protection.”

The September 2015 ROD, approving the management decisions outlined in the greater sage-grouse
LUPs, included the recommendation to withdraw SFAs from the Mining Law. On September 24, 2015,
the DOI published the Notice of Proposed Withdrawal for the recommended acreage identified in the
LUPs from location and entry under the Mining Law, subject to valid existing rights (Appendix A). Based
on this proposal which expanded regulatory mechanisms and conservation efforts for the greater sage-
grouse, the USFWS determined on October 2, 2015, that listing the greater sage-grouse as an endangered
or threatened species was not warranted and the species was withdrawn from the candidate species list
(80 FR 59857). The USFWS’s decision followed an unprecedented conservation partnership across the
western United States that significantly reduced threats to the greater sage-grouse across 90 percent of the
species’ breeding habitat.

The proposed withdrawal would not prohibit continuation of existing authorized mineral exploration and
development activity. The proposed withdrawal would not prohibit future exploration or mining
operations on existing mining claims, provided those mining claims were valid as of the date of the
withdrawal (or the date of segregation, if the withdrawal decision is made before the segregation expires)
and have remained valid. During the period the lands are segregated, the BLM has the discretion to
require a demonstration of mining claim validity before authorizing new operations. As of March 6, 2016,
there were approximately 18,742 mining claims located within the area proposed for withdrawal; this
number will be updated as necessary during the NEPA process (see Appendix B for more information).

Following publication of the Noticed of Proposed Withdrawal in the Federal Register, and consistent with
the requirements of section 204 of FLPMA, the Secretary directed that additional studies be conducted,
including compliance with NEPA and other applicable authorities, to provide the information needed to
make a decision on the withdrawal proposal. The Secretary will determine whether to approve the proposed
withdrawal, as described under each alternative discussed in Chapter 2, for up to 20 years to protect the
greater sage-grouse from potential adverse effects of locatable mineral exploration and development.

The BLM engaged the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) to prepare a Mineral Potential Report for the
proposed withdrawal. The USGS Mineral Potential Report (Day et al. 2016; referred to in this document
as the Mineral Potential Report), is herein incorporated by reference and available at
https://pubs.er.usgs.gov/publication/sir20165089. The Mineral Potential Report describes the locatable
minerals that have potential to occur within the analysis area. The Mineral Potential Report informs the
decisions to be made by the Secretary regarding the proposed withdrawal and satisfies the requirements of
the withdrawal regulations at 43 CFR 2310. In accordance with 43 CFR 2310.3-2 (b)(3)(iii), the Mineral
Potential Report was prepared by a qualified mining engineer, engineering geologist, or geologist and
includes information on general geology, known mineral deposits, past and present mineral production,
mining claims, mineral leases, evaluation of future mineral potential, and present and potential market
demands.

2 USFWS, 2014, Memorandum from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to the Bureau of Land Management and U.S. Forest Service,
“Greater Sage-Grouse: Additional Recommendations to Refine Land Use Allocations in Highly Important Landscapes,” October
27,2014,
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Based on the information provided in the Mineral Potential Report, the BLM prepared a Reasonably
Foreseeable Development (RFD) analysis (Appendix B). The purpose of the RFD is to provide an
estimate of the amount and type of future locatable mineral exploration and development that could occur
in the proposed withdrawal area over the 20-year duration of the withdrawal. The RFD provides a
consistent set of assumptions regarding the anticipated future mineral development projects that could
occur in the absence of the withdrawal and serves as the basis for assessing the environmental impacts of
the Proposed Action and alternatives in Chapter 4 of this EIS.

1.3 Purpose of and Need for Action
1.3.1  Purpose of Action

The Proposed Action analyzed in this document is the withdrawal from location and entry under the
Mining Law of approximately 10 million acres of BLM and Forest Service-administered federal lands in
Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming for 20 years, subject to valid existing rights. The
purpose of the proposed withdrawal of the SFAs in PHMAS is to protect the greater sage-grouse and its
habitat from adverse effects of reasonably foreseeable locatable mineral exploration and mining. The
BLM and Forest Service are required to consider the measure in the context of their multiple-use and
sustained yield mandates under FLPMA, the Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act, the National Forest
Management Act of 1976 (NFMA), as well as the Mining Law. Consistent with section 204(b) of
FLPMA, the DOI published a notice in the Federal Register describing the proposed withdrawal.
Publication of the Notice of Proposed Withdrawal segregated the identified lands from location and entry
under the Mining Law, subject to valid existing rights, until the Secretary makes a decision on the
withdrawal proposal or for up to two years, whichever comes first (80 FR 57635).

1.3.2 Need for Action

Action is needed to address the protection of greater sage-grouse habitat, in light of the USFWS’s findings
and determinations, as detailed above. Inadequacy of regulatory mechanisms was identified as a significant
threat in the USFWS finding on the petition to list the greater sage-grouse. Specifically, the USFWS found
that current application of BLM and Forest Service regulatory authorities falls short of meeting the
conservation needs of the species. The USFWS identified the principal regulatory mechanisms for the
BLM and the Forest Service as conservation measures embedded in agency LUPs, which would apply, as
appropriate, to BLM and Forest Service discretionary actions, such as, for instance, rights-of-way,
recreation permits, oil and gas leases, etc., authorized consistent with the LUPs. Changes in management
of greater sage-grouse habitats were identified as necessary to avoid the continued decline of populations
that are anticipated across the species’ range. The 2015 LUP amendments and revisions focused on areas
affected by threats to greater sage-grouse habitat, as identified by the USFWS in the March 2010 listing
decision, COT Report (USFWS 2013a), the October 2014 USFWS memorandum (as discussed in Section
1.2), and other documents.

One of several major threats to public lands identified in the LUP amendments is the fragmentation of
greater sage-grouse habitat due to mineral exploration and development related to hard rock mining. The
BLM and the Forest Service may not, through their surface management regulations at 43 CFR part 3715,
43 CFR part 3809, or 36 CFR part 228, prohibit use under the mining laws that is otherwise compliant
with the regulations, which could result in loss of greater sage-grouse habitat important for the persistence
of the species. Consequently, even though legislation enacted since the Mining Law has placed significant
controls on how claimants operate and reclaim mines, only a withdrawal from location and entry under
the Mining Law can prevent the establishment of new mining claims and provide certainty that lands not
encumbered by mining claims will not be developed.
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Therefore, because mining operations are viewed by USFWS as a threat to the persistence of greater
sage-grouse and the agencies have less discretion with respect to when and where mineral exploration and
mining under the Mining Law is conducted, as compared to other agency authorizations (e.g., oil and gas
leasing), the collective LUP amendments and associated RODs from 2015 recommended that the agency
seek to have the Secretary withdraw the SFAs from location and entry under the Mining Law under
section 204 of FLPMA. Furthermore, the October 2015 decision by USFWS not to list the greater sage-
grouse was informed by the 2015 LUP amendments because they established conservation strategies and
regulatory mechanisms to protect the species and its habitat, one of which was to recommend the
proposed withdrawal.

Because section 204 withdrawals are subject to valid existing rights, a withdrawal would not prevent all
mining on the lands proposed for withdrawal. Mining and exploration may continue under existing
authorizations and new mining and exploration may take place on valid mining claims on the withdrawn
lands.

1.4 Decision to be Made

The BLM follows the procedures in section 204 of FLPMA and the regulations at 43 CFR 2300 to
process withdrawals of federal lands from operation of the public land laws, including the Mining Law.
As announced in the Notice of Proposed Withdrawal, the Secretary has elected to prepare an EIS for
NEPA evaluation of the proposed action. The EIS is being prepared to provide the decision maker with an
evaluation of a range of reasonable alternatives, each analyzed to a comparable level of detail. The EIS
addresses the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on the human environment of the
proposed withdrawal and alternatives to the proposed withdrawal. The BLM will identify the preferred
alternative in the Final EIS, which could include any one of the alternatives presented in the Draft EIS, or
some combination of the alternatives presented. In accordance with NEPA, a preferred alternative within
the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS could be identified within the Final EIS or ROD
(CEQ 1981: Question 29b). Following the analysis and public commenting process conducted through the
NEPA process, the Secretary will issue a ROD detailing the decision concerning the withdrawal,
including the rationale for the decision. Should the Secretary decide to withdraw some or all of the lands
proposed for withdrawal, the Secretary will publish a Public Land Order implementing this decision.

1.5 Roles, Responsibilities, and Authorities

This section of the EIS describes the roles and responsibilities of the lead and cooperating agencies with
respect to processing the proposed withdrawal and preparing the EIS. It also describes the relevant and
applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations and how they pertain to the scope of the analysis
or how they may apply to the decision to be made.

1.5.1 Bureau of Land Management

The BLM is the agency responsible for processing the proposed withdrawal and is the lead agency for
preparing the EIS. The majority of the surface acreage in the withdrawal area is managed by 22 BLM
field offices (Table 1-4). The public lands within these parcels are managed under 32 approved RMPs
(Table 1-5), most recently amended or approved by the RODs for the Rocky Mountain and Great Basin
Greater Regions (see footnote 1). In accordance with FLPMA, LUPs ensure that the public lands are
managed in accordance with the intent of Congress as stated in FLPMA, under the principles of multiple
use and sustained yield.
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1  Table 1-4. BLM Field Offices Included in the Proposed Withdrawal Area

Idaho
« Jarbidge Field Office, Twin Falls, 1D « Owyhee Field Office, Marsing, 1D
* Bruneau Field Office, Boise, ID * Shoshone Field Office, Shoshone, ID
» Salmon Field Office Salmon, ID « Burley Field Office, Burley, 1D
» Upper Snake Field Office, Idaho Falls, ID « Challis Field Office, Challis, ID
Montana
* Glasgow Field Office, Glasgow, MT » Malta Field Office, Malta, MT
« | ewistown Field Office, Lewistown, MT
Nevada
* Tuscarora Field Office, Elko, NV » Wells Field Office, Elko, NV
* Humboldt River Field Office, Winnemucca, NV
Oregon
* Burns District Office, Hines, OR « |akeview District Office, Lakeview, OR
* Vale District Office, Vale, OR
Utah
« Salt Lake Field Office, West Valley City, UT
Wyoming
« Pinedale Field Office, Pinedale, WY * Kemmerer Field Office, Kemmerer, WY
* Rock Springs Field Office, Rock Springs, WY * Lander Field Office, Lander, WY
2
3  Table 1-5. BLM Land Use Plans for the Proposed Withdrawal Area
Idaho
* Big Lost Management Framework Plan * Big Desert Management Framework Plan
« Cassia Resource Management Plan * Bruneau Management Framework Plan
 Lemhi Resource Management Plan « Challis Resource Management Plan
* Magic Management Framework Plan « Jarbidge Resource Management Plan
« Monument Resource Management Plan » Medicine Lodge Resource Management Plan
« Sun Valley Management Framework Plan » Owyhee Resource Management Plan
 Twin Falls Management Framework Plan « Little Lost-Birch Creek Management Framework Plan

« Bennett Hills/Timmerman Hills Management Framework Plan
« Craters of the Moon National Monument Resource Management Plan

Montana

« HiLine Resource Management Plan® « Judith, Valley, Phillips Resource Management Plan
Nevada

« Elko Resource Management Plan « Surprise Resource Management Plan’

« Winnemucca Resource Management Plan » Wells Resource Management Plan
Oregon

« Andrews Resource Management Plan « Lakeview Resource Management Plan

« Southeastern Oregon Resource Management Plan

Utah

» Box Elder Resource Management Plan * Randolph Management Framework Plan
Wyoming

« Green River Resource Management Plan « Lander Resource Management Plan

» Kemmerer Resource Management Plan * Pinedale Resource Management Plan

1 The HiLine RMP was a LUP revision, not an amendment, which included sage-grouse management actions under the Rocky
Mountain ROD.

2 The Surprise RMP covers a planning area in the far western northwestern corner of Nevada that extends over the border into
California and is managed by the Surprise Field Office, California.
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The BLM also regulates mineral development projects in accordance with provisions of section 302(b) of
FLPMA that require the Secretary to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of the lands including
from activities authorized by the Mining Law. The BLM promulgated regulations at 43 CFR 3715 and
3809 that set forth the review procedures, performance standards, and other requirements that mining
claimants and operators must follow when conducting operations on public lands under the Mining Law
to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation.

Section 309 of FLPMA provides for the establishment of advisory councils that represent various major
interests and concerns of citizens relating to land use planning and the management of public lands within
the area for which the advisory council was established. Relevant resource advisory councils will be
updated concerning the EIS process during regularly scheduled meetings.

1.5.2 Cooperating Agencies

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 1508.5) define a cooperating agency as
any federal agency (other than the lead agency) and any state agency, local government, or Indian tribe
with jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to any environmental impact involved in a
proposal. A summary of the cooperating agency process is presented here; additional information on
cooperating agencies is presented in Chapter 5, Consultation and Coordination.

Eighty-nine federal, state, and local governments or agencies were invited to participate as a cooperating
agency. Sixty-one divisions or regions within those governments and agencies were also sent invitations
for a total of 150 invitations (Table 1-6). The BLM also contacted 53 tribes by letter or in-person with an
invitation to participate as a cooperating agency and an offer for government-to-government consultation.
The letters and presentations served to initiate consultation for the EIS under all Executive Orders (EOs)
and legislative authorities.

Table 1-6. Number of Federal, State, and Local Governments or Agencies Invited to Participate

State Total Invitations Agencies Divisions/Regions

Federal 48 23 25
Idaho 20 19 1
Montana 10 6 4
Nevada 23 10 13
Oregon 12 8 4
Utah 6 4 2
Wyoming 31 19 12

Total 150 89 61

Several agencies and two tribes expressed interest in participating as cooperating agencies and were sent a
draft memorandum of understanding (MOU) documenting the cooperating agency relationship. Thirty-
one agencies (federal, state, and county), with jurisdiction by law and/or applicable special expertise, have
signed an MOU and have cooperated in the development of this EIS. In addition, the Summit Lake Paiute
Tribe and the Duckwater Shoshone Tribe have also executed MOUSs with BLM for participation in the
development of the EIS as a cooperating agency. Cooperating agencies participating in the EIS process

(as of December 30, 2016) are shown in Table 1-7.

The cooperating agencies assisted with EIS preparation in a number of ways, including providing studies
and other information, identifying issues, assisting with the formulation of alternatives, and reviewing the
Administrative Draft EIS text and other EIS materials. However, not all cooperating agencies participated
in all aspects of the EIS preparation. As lead agency, BLM is responsible for the content of the EIS.
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Table 1-7. Cooperating Agencies

¢ Bingham County
e Jefferson County

Nevada Department
of Wildlife

Summit Lake Paiute

Sweetwater County
Sweetwater County

Federal Nevada Wyoming Oregon
o Forest Service Duckwater Shoshone Fremont County Oregon Department
e U.S. Fish and Wildlife | e Elko County Lincoln County K;_Ge‘)'IOI@])éa”S_
i . ineral Industries
Service Humboldt County Lincoln County
e Western Area Power Lander County Conservation District | ® Harney County
Admlnlst;atlgh Nye County State of Wyoming Lakle;] County
. Bure'au of Indian Nevada Division of Sublette County Ma eur County
Affairs i Sheriff
Minerals Sublette County
Idaho Conservation District Montana

Fergus County
Valley County

e Lemhi County Conservation District Utah

e State of Idaho e Uinta County
¢ Uinta County
Conservation District

e State of Utah

U.S. Forest Service

The Forest Service is a cooperating agency with the BLM as part of the BLM Greater Sage-grouse
Planning Strategy. Across the range of the greater sage-grouse, the Forest Service manages approximately
8 percent of the total remaining greater sage-grouse habitat. Combined with the approximately 52 percent
managed by the BLM, both agencies manage approximately 60 percent of greater sage-grouse habitat
across its range (Knick 2011).

The Forest Service partnered with the BLM to help complete the LUP amendments and EISs, with the
RODs for the Rocky Mountain and Great Basin Greater Regions signed in September 2015, to implement
the Greater Sage-grouse Planning Strategy (see footnote 1). Numerous Forest Service LUPs were
amended through the combined effort that covered six Forest Service units that are located within the
proposed withdrawal area (Table 1-8). As discussed under Section 1.3, Purpose and Need, the LUP
amendments recommended federal lands, managed by either the BLM or Forest Service, to be withdrawn
from locatable mineral entry.

Table 1-8. Forest Service Units within the Proposed Withdrawal Area

FOREST UNITS

Idaho

Caribou-Targhee National Forest
Salmon-Challis National Forest
Sawtooth National Forest

Nevada

Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest
Oregon

Fremont-Winema National Forest
Utah

Uinta-Wasatch-Cache National Forest

1-18



~No ok, wdN

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20
21
22
23
24
25
26

27

28
29
30
31

32
33
34
35
36
37

38
39
40
41

42
43
44

SFA Withdrawal Draft EIS

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The USFWS is ultimately responsible for the evaluation and findings regarding potential listings under
ESA and has been a cooperating agency with the BLM throughout the process to protect the greater sage-
grouse. They determined in their 2010 Finding (75 FR 13910) that greater sage-grouse was warranted for
listing, but listing was precluded by higher priority actions. The USFWS then participated with the BLM
as a cooperating agency as part of the National Greater Sage-grouse Planning Strategy, which was
adopted in August 2011 in response to the 2010 Finding.

In September 2015, the RODs were signed for the Rocky Mountain and Great Basin Regions Approved
LUP Amendments addressing conservation measures for the greater sage-grouse and its habitat. The
September 2015 ROD (Forest Service 2015), approving the management decisions outlined in the greater
sage-grouse LUPs, included the recommendation to withdraw SFAs from location and entry under the
Mining Law, subject to valid existing rights. This was in response to the USFWS determination that the
surface managing agencies (BLM and Forest Service) had inadequate regulatory mechanisms in the
federal land management plans for greater sage-grouse conservation. As a result, on September 24, 2015,
the DOI published the Notice of Proposed Withdrawal to implement the recommendations in the
September 2015 BLM RODs. Based on this new information and the expanded regulatory mechanisms
and conservation efforts, the USFWS determined on October 2, 2015, that listing the greater sage-grouse
as an endangered or threatened species was not warranted and the species was withdrawn from the
candidate species list (80 FR 59857).

During the EIS process, the role of USFWS is to provide input and recommendations regarding ESA-
listed species and critical habitat, as well as proposed species and proposed critical habitat, that could be
impacted by the proposed withdrawal. In addition, as required under Section 7 of the ESA, federal
agencies must consult with USFWS regarding a project’s potential impacts to threatened and endangered,
proposed, and candidate species, critical and proposed critical habitat, and conservation agreement
species. USFWS also has authority under conservation agreements and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
(16 USC 703-712) and Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 USC 668-668c).

1.6 Legal Authority

The withdrawal is proposed pursuant to the Secretary’s authority in section 204 of FLPMA to “make,
modify, extend or revoke withdrawals.” FLPMA establishes the BLM’s multiple-use mandate to serve
present and future generations. Section 102(a)(8) of FLPMA, 43 USC § 1701(a)(8), states that it is the
policy of the United States that:

...public lands be managed in a manner that will protect the quality of scientific, scenic,
historical, ecological, environmental, air and atmospheric, water resource, and
archeological values; that, where appropriate, will preserve and protect certain public
lands in their natural conditions; that will provide food and habitat for fish and wildlife
and domestic animals; and that will provide for outdoor recreation and human
occupancy and use.

Section 102(a)(12) of FLPMA states, it is the policy of the United States that...“public lands be managed
in a manner which recognizes the Nation’s need for domestic sources of minerals...including
implementation of the Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970...as it pertains to the public lands”
(BLM 20014, section 102(a)(12)). Section 103(c) provides for a:

...combination of balanced and diverse resource uses that takes into account the long-
term needs of future generations for renewable and non-renewable resources including
but not limited to recreation, range, timber, minerals, watershed, wildlife and fish and
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natural scenic, scientific and historical values; and harmonious and coordinated
management of the various resources without permanent impairment of the productivity
of the land and the quality of the environment with consideration being given to the
relative values of the resources and not necessarily to the combination of uses that will
give the greatest economic return or the greatest unit output.

Section 202(e)(3) of FLPMA provides that withdrawals made pursuant to section 204 of this Act may be
used in carrying out management decisions, but “public lands shall be removed from or restored to the
operation of the Mining Law of 1872, as amended (R.S. 2318-2352; 30 USC 21 et seq.) ... only by
withdrawal action pursuant to section 204 or other action pursuant to applicable law.”

Section 204 of FLPMA establishes the Secretary’s authority to make, modify, extend, or revoke
withdrawals in accordance with the provisions and limitations of FLPMA. In concert with other
applicable federal laws, statutes, and regulations, as described below, FLPMA mandates the requirements
for proceeding with a proposed withdrawal. Withdrawals aggregating 5,000 acres or more are limited to
20 years’ duration and involve Congressional review.

Section 302(b) of FLPMA requires the Secretary to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of the
lands, including from activities authorized by the Mining Law. The BLM promulgated regulations at

43 CFR 3809 that detail review, performance standards, and other requirements that mining claimants and
operators must follow when conducting mining operations on public lands under the Mining Law in order
to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation.

Withdrawals under section 204 of FLPMA are “subject to valid existing rights.” Consequently, before
authorizing new exploration and operations on mining claims located on lands that are withdrawn under
section 204 of FLPMA, the agencies must verify that valid existing rights exist—that is, the mining
claim(s) were valid as of the date of the withdrawal (or the date the lands were segregated by the
publication of the Notice of Proposed Withdrawal in the Federal Register, if a withdrawal is approved
before the segregation expires), and continue to be valid. The BLM is required under its regulations at
43 CFR 3809.100 to determine mining claim validity before authorizing new mining operations on
withdrawn lands; the Forest Service requires this determination by policy. Mining operations authorized
prior to the date of withdrawal (or the date of segregation, if the withdrawal decision is made before the
segregation expires) are not subject to the mandatory valid existing rights determination procedures and
may continue unless or until there is a material change in the activity, as defined at 43 CFR 3809.432(b).
A proposal for surface use authorization that is submitted but not accepted or approved before the date of
segregation or withdrawal is subject to the validity determination requirement.

Determining the validity of a mining claim is a complex and time-consuming legal, geological, and
economic evaluation that is done on a claim-by-claim basis. Mining claim validity determinations can
take several years to complete, depending on the mineral deposit and the acreage involved, and are
subject to administrative and judicial review. Holders of mining claims and sites located within lands later
withdrawn from mineral entry must prove their right to continue to occupy and use the land for mining
purposes. The owner must demonstrate they contain a discovery of a valuable mineral deposit and/or are
used and occupied properly under the Mining Law, as of the date of withdrawal and as of the date of the
mineral examination. Mining claims or sites whose discovery or use or occupation cannot be
demonstrated on the date of withdrawal or the date of mineral examination have no valid existing rights
and will be contested by the BLM (https://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/info/regulations/mining_claims.html).
During the period the lands are segregated, the BLM has the discretion to require a demonstration of
mining claim validity before authorizing new operations. At the start of the analysis for this EIS, there
were approximately 18,742 mining claims located within the area proposed for withdrawal (see Appendix
B for more information).
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1.7 Federal Laws, Statutes, and Regulations

The current federal policy for minerals resource management is reflected in the Mining and Minerals
Policy Act of 1970 (30 USC 21a), which is cited in the policy statements of FLPMA. In the Mining and
Minerals Policy Act, Congress declared that it is the continuing policy of the Federal Government, in the
national interest, to foster and encourage private enterprise in the following: (1) the development of
economically sound and stable domestic mining, minerals, metal, and mineral reclamation industries;

(2) the orderly and economic development of domestic mineral resources and reserves and reclamation of
metals and minerals to help provide for satisfaction of industrial, security, and environmental needs;

(3) mining, mineral, and metallurgical research, including the use and recycling of scrap to promote the
wise and efficient use of our natural and reclaimable mineral resources; and (4) the study and
development of methods for the disposal, control, and reclamation of mineral waste products and the
reclamation of mined land, in order to lessen adverse impact of mineral extraction and processing on the
physical environment that may result from mining or mineral activities.

Mining operations for locatable minerals are subject to a wide range of federal laws, statutes, regulations,
and EOs. Many of these require permits, approvals, or consultations before the mining operations
commence, whereas others mandate the submission of various documents or establish specific prohibitions
or standards (EPA 1994). The requirements that relate to the regulation of mining are further discussed in
this section.

1.7.1  National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

NEPA (42 USC 4321-4347) requires federal agencies to prepare an EIS prior to undertaking a major
federal action that would significantly affect the quality of the human environment. NEPA also requires
federal agencies to study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to any agency proposed action
that involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternate uses of available resources. Under NEPA,
agencies are required to prepare environmental documents, with input from the state and local
governments, Indian tribes, the public, and other federal agencies. CEQ regulations implementing NEPA
at 40 CFR 1500-1508, also provide agencies with the possibility of preparing an environmental
assessment in order to assist them in determining whether an EIS must be prepared, as well as relying
upon a categorical exclusion to the requirement to prepare an environmental assessment or EIS, when the
proposed action is the type of action which does not individually or cumulatively have a significant effect
on the human environment. In this instance, the BLM is preparing an EIS, in order to facilitate detailed
analysis, agency cooperation, and public or stakeholder involvement, to better inform the Secretarial
decision whether to withdraw the lands as has been proposed.

The DOI and the BLM are preparing this EIS in accordance with NEPA, the CEQ regulations
implementing NEPA at 40 CFR 1500-1508, requirements in DOl Manual 516, DOI regulations
implementing NEPA at 43 CFR 46, and the BLM NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1) (BLM 2008a).

1.7.2  National Forest Management Act of 1976

The NFMA (PL 94-588) established the Forest Service’s management provisions in response to the
population boom (and subsequent timber clear-cutting required for construction) that followed World War
I1. NFMA supplemented the 1897 National Forest Organic Act (16 USC 551) as the primary authority for
Forest Service policy. This Act was also an amendment to the Forest and Rangeland Renewable
Resources Planning Act of 1974 (PL 93-378).
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1.7.3  Forest Service Organic Administration Act of 1897

Under the Forest Service Organic Administration Act of 1897 (16 USC 471 et seq.), the Secretary of
Agriculture permits access to National Forests for all lawful purposes, including prospecting for, locating,
and developing mineral resources. The Organic Act remains in effect today and is one of several legal
authorities directing and guiding Forest Service policy and operations, in conjunction with the Multiple-
Use Mining Act of 1955, Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 (16 USC 528-531); Forest and
Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974, as amended (16 USC 1601-1610); and NFMA, as
amended (16 USC 1600 et seq.). These laws govern the administration of NFS lands including Forest
Plans (36 CFR 219) and locatable mining operations (36 CFR 228A).

1.7.4  Mining Law of 1872

The Mining Law, as amended, opened the valuable mineral deposits in lands belonging to the United
States to exploration, occupation, and purchase. Under the Mining Law, miners may stake or “locate” a
claim on federal lands, initiating a process to obtain “right of possession of all the surface included within
the lines of their locations, and of all veins, lodes and ledges throughout their entire depth.” Mineral
exploration and development conducted under the Mining Law must be performed in compliance with
federal and state statutes and regulations.

Lands that were “opened” to location can later be “closed” by legislative or executive action to prevent
the further establishment of rights under the Mining Law. For example, Acts of Congress and Presidential
proclamations that set aside lands for specific purposes, such as national parks or wilderness areas or
military reservations, will generally withdraw lands from appropriation under the Mining Law. As
discussed above, section 204 of FLPMA also gives the Secretary authority to withdraw lands from the
operation of the Mining Law.

Some “locatable minerals,” such as gold, silver, and copper, are listed in the Mining Law itself, but the
law does not define “valuable mineral deposit” or provide a complete list of locatable minerals. As a
result, the list of locatable minerals has been refined through case law and other statutes. Generally
speaking, however, any mineral deposits not subject to lease under the Mineral Leasing Act (30 USC 181
et seq.) or sale under the Materials Act are considered locatable (BLM 2011a). Table 1-9 includes the
locatable minerals with the greatest potential to occur in the withdrawal area. Refer to the RFD
(Appendix B) for more information about these minerals. Locatable minerals do not include minerals
such as coal or oil and gas, which are leased under the Mineral Leasing Act, or sand and gravel, which are
disposed of by sale under the Materials Act.

The ability of a claimant to locate new mining claims under the Mining Law is terminated if the lands are
withdrawn from location and entry under the Mining Law. Congress can withdraw lands from operation
of the Mining Law and has done so in the past (e.g., for national parks, wilderness areas, military
reservations, etc.). The Secretary can also withdraw lands from operation of the Mining Law; however, as
FLPMA explicitly states, the Secretary may “make, modify, extend, or revoke withdrawals but only in
accordance with the provisions and limitations” of section 204.

1.7.5 Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (16 USC 703-712, July 3, 1918, as amended 1936, 1960, 1968,
1969, 1974, 1978, 1986, and 1989) implements various treaties and conventions between the United
States and Canada, Japan, Mexico, and the former Soviet Union for the protection of migratory birds.
Except as authorized by permit, the taking, killing, or possessing of migratory birds is unlawful.
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Table 1-9. Locatable Minerals with Potential to Occur in the Analysis Area

LOCATABLE MINERALS: METALS (METALLIFEROUS MINERALS)

Antimony Barium Copper Gallium
Gold Iron Lead Lithium®
Mercury Molybdenum Silver Tungsten
Uranium Zinc — —
RARE EARTH ELEMENTS®

Hafnium Niobium? Tantalum Thorium
Titanium Uranium Zirconium —
LOCATABLE MINERALS: NONMETALLIC (INDUSTRIAL)

Bentonite | Diamond | Diatomite | Zeolite

LOCATABLE OR SALEABLE: NONMETALLIC (INDUSTRIAL) MINERALS DEPENDING ON
QUALITY

Clay*, specialty | Gemstone® | Gypsum | Sunstone

! Lithium is locatable in solid mineral form, such as Lepidolite and Hectorite, and also in ionic form in subsurface brines.

2 Elements commonly referred to as rare earths include yttrium, scandium, lanthanum, cerium, praseodymium, neodymium,
promethium, samarium, europium, gadolinium, terbium, dysprosium, holmium, erbium, thulium, ytterbium, and lutetium.
These elements are often present in the minerals monazite, bastnaesite, loparite, xenotime, and others. Several such elements
are used in alloys to produce rare earth magnets, which are essential in the manufacture of hybrid vehicles and guidance
systems.

3 Also called Columbium.

4 Only specialty clay, such as for ceramics, is locatable. Common clays require a mineral material sale contract.

The determination is made by a BLM Certified Mineral Examiner.

% Most nonprecious and semiprecious gemstones require a mineral material sale contract. But most production comes from

hobby collection on mining claims.

1.7.6 Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 USC 668-668c) was originally enacted in 1940 as the Bald
Eagle Protection Act to protect bald eagles and was later amended to include golden eagles. Amended
several times in subsequent years, the Act prohibits anyone without a permit issued by the Secretary from
“taking” bald and golden eagles, including their parts, nests, or eggs. The definition of take includes
pursue, shoot, shoot at, poison, wound, kill, capture, trap, collect, molest, or disturb. Activities that can be
authorized by permit include scientific collecting and research, exhibition, tribal religious uses,
depredation, falconry, and the taking of inactive golden eagle nests that interfere with resource
development or recovery operations. The Act provides criminal penalties for persons who violate the Act.

1.7.7  Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960

The Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 (16 USC 528-31) provides that the purposes of NFS lands
include outdoor recreation, range, timber, watersheds, and fish and wildlife. While the Act supports these
uses in particular, it does not directly affect the use or administration of the mineral resources on NFS
lands.

1.7.8 National Historic Preservation Act of 1966

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) (PL 89-665; 16 USC 407(f)) requires the
Secretary to maintain the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). NHPA creates a process under
which federal agencies must consider the effect of a proposed project on any property listed or eligible for
listing in the NRHP before it authorizes or funds any undertaking. The NHPA requires federal agencies to
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take into account the impacts of their actions on historic properties. The intent is to identify such
properties, assess effects, and seek ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects. The NHPA
stresses the importance of active consultations with the public, Indian tribes, State Historic Preservation
Offices, and other parties and provides the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation with the
opportunity to comment on a project’s potential to affect historic resources. The BLM or Forest Service
review of a plan of operations for exploration projects or mining operations must comply with the NHPA
to identify, assess, and seek ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects on properties listed
or eligible for listing in the NRHP.

1.7.9  Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970

The current federal policy for minerals resource management is reflected in the Mining and Minerals
Policy Act of 1970 (30 USC 21a), which is cited in the policy statements of FLPMA. In the Mining and
Minerals Policy Act, Congress declared that it is the continuing policy of the Federal Government, in the
national interest, to foster and encourage private enterprise in:

1. The development of economically sound and stable domestic mining, minerals, metal, and mineral
reclamation industries;

2. The orderly and economic development of domestic mineral resources and reserves and reclamation
of metals and minerals to help ensure satisfaction of industrial, security, and environmental needs;

3. Mining, mineral, and metallurgical research, including the use and recycling of scrap to promote the
wise and efficient use of our natural and reclaimable mineral resources; and

4. The study and development of methods for the disposal, control, and reclamation of mineral waste
products and the reclamation of mined land to lessen any adverse impact of mineral extraction and
processing on the physical environment that may result from mining or mineral activities.

For the purpose of this Act, “minerals” include all minerals and mineral fuels, including oil, gas, coal, oil
shale, and uranium. The Act further requires the Secretary to carry out this policy when exercising his or
her authority under such programs as may be authorized by law other than under this section.

1.7.10 Clean Air Act of 1970

The Clean Air Act of 1970 (42 USC 7401 et seq.), as amended, established National Ambient Air Quality
Standards to control air pollution. Impacts to air quality from industry, including mineral exploration
projects and mining operations, are controlled by mitigation measures developed on a case-by-case basis
during project review. The Clean Air Act has been amended several times, most importantly in 1977 and
1990. Part C of the 1977 amendment stipulates requirements to prevent significant deterioration of air
quality and, in particular, to preserve air quality in national parks, national wilderness areas, national
monuments, and national seashores (42 USC 7470) by establishing Federal Class | areas, including
Yellowstone, Crater Lake, Grand Teton, and Glacier national parks, and Craters of the Moon National
Monument and Preserve. Class | areas have more stringent controls on emission increases and protection
of visibility, with a goal of no human-caused impairment. The 1990 amendment established a permit
program to streamline compliance with air quality regulations into an enforceable permit for operators.
The purpose of the operating permits program is to ensure compliance with all applicable requirements of
the Clean Air Act and to enhance the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) ability to enforce
the Act.
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1.7.11 Endangered Species Act of 1973

The general policy of the ESA, as set forth by Congress, is that “all federal departments and agencies
shall seek to conserve endangered species and threatened species and shall utilize their authorities in
furtherance of the purposes of the Act.” The USFWS is the federal agency with jurisdiction by law
concerning listed threatened and endangered, proposed, and candidate species, conservation agreement
species, and critical habitat under the ESA. The USFWS issued a “warranted, but precluded” ESA listing
petition determination for the greater sage-grouse in March 2010, which was followed by the USFWS
determination on October 2, 2015, that, listing the greater sage-grouse as an endangered or threatened
species was not warranted and the species was withdrawn from the candidate species list (80 FR 59857).

Section 7 of the ESA directs all federal agencies to use their existing authority to conserve threatened and
endangered species and, in consultation with the USFWS or National Marine Fisheries Service, to ensure
that their actions do not jeopardize listed species or destroy or adversely modify critical habitat. Section 7
applies to management of federal lands as well as other federal actions that may affect listed species,
including the proposed withdrawal. The agencies have determined that the proposed decision whether to
implement a withdrawal is an action subject to consultation with the USFWS. In addition, individual
approval of a plan of operations for mineral exploration projects or mining operations is an action
requiring compliance with Section 7 of the ESA, which frequently involves consultation with the USFWS
or National Marine Fisheries Service.

1.7.12 Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 / Clean Water Act of 1977

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1948 was largely amended in 1972 and further revised in
1977. With the 1977 amendments, the Act became commonly known as the Clean Water Act (33 USC
1251 et seq.). The Clean Water Act, enforced by the EPA and state authorities, provides means and
guidance to eliminate or reduce direct pollutant discharges into waterways and manage polluted runoff.
The goal of the Clean Water Act is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity
of the nation’s waters so that they can support the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and
wildlife and recreation in and on the water (33 USC 1251(101)(a)). Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean
Water Act provide for permits for discharge of pollutants or dredge or fill material, respectively, into
waters of the United States and are administered by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

1.7.13 American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978

The American Indian Religious Freedom Act (42 USC 1996) states that on and after August 11, 1978, “it
shall be the policy of the United States to protect and preserve for American Indians their inherent right of
freedom to believe, express, and exercise the traditional religions of the American Indian, including but
not limited to access to sites, use and possession of sacred objects, and the freedom to worship through
ceremonials and traditional rites.” This law is designed to protect American Indian rights of religious
freedom. It does not mandate that American Indian concerns are paramount but requires that the Federal
Government consider such concerns in its decisions.

1.7.14 Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act of 1937

The Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act of 1937 (PL 75-210) authorized the federal government to acquire
damaged lands to rehabilitate and use them for various purposes. The proposed withdrawal from location
and entry under the Mining Law only includes the acquired minerals that are subject to location under the
Mining Law. The minerals associated with lands acquired under the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act are
subject to leasing, not location, and are managed under the current LUP amendments that address greater
sage-grouse conservation. Therefore, the withdrawal excludes (i.e., does not affect) minerals acquired
under the Bankhead-Jones Act.
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1.7.15 National Materials and Minerals Policy, Research, and Development Act of 1980

The National Materials and Minerals Policy, Research, and Development Act of 1980 specifically
emphasizes the USGS’s responsibility to assess the mineral resources of the nation. It also charges the
Secretary to improve availability and analysis of mineral data in federal land use decision-making

(30 USC 1604(e)(3)).

1.7.16 Title 43 Code of Federal Regulations Part 2300

The regulations at 43 CFR 2300 set forth procedures implementing the Secretary’s authority to process
federal land withdrawal applications and, where appropriate, to make, modify, or extend federal land
withdrawals. The regulations contain the content and processing requirements for a withdrawal application
casefile. One of the requirements for a withdrawal casefile is an environmental analysis prepared in
accordance with NEPA, here as presented in this EIS.

1.7.17 Title 43 Code of Federal Regulations Subpart 3715

The purpose of the regulations at 43 CFR part 3715 is to manage the use and occupancy of the public
lands for the development of locatable mineral deposits by limiting such use or occupancy to that which is
reasonably incident to prospecting, mining, or processing operations. The regulations address the
unlawful use and occupancy of unpatented mining claims for non-mining purposes, setting forth the
restrictions on use and occupancy of public lands open to the operation of the mining laws to limit use
and occupancy to those reasonably incidental uses. These regulations establish procedures for beginning
occupancy, standards for reasonably incidental use or occupancy, prohibited acts, procedures for
inspection and enforcement, and procedures for managing existing uses and occupancies. The regulations
also provide for penalties and appeals procedures. Application of these regulations by the Authorized
Officer serves to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of the public lands from uses and occupancies
not reasonably incident to mining.

1.7.18 Title 43 Code of Federal Regulations Subpart 3809

The regulations at 43 CFR 3809 apply to exploration projects and mining operations for locatable
minerals on BLM-managed lands. The regulations were developed to implement section 302(b) of
FLPMA, which requires the Secretary to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of the lands,
including from activities authorized by the Mining Law. The regulations detail the review, plan of
operations approval, performance standards, reclamation requirements, financial guarantee, and
enforcement provisions that mining claimants and operators must follow when conducting exploration
projects and mining operations.

1.7.19 Title 36 Code of Federal Regulations Part 228 Subpart A

The regulations at 36 CFR 228, Subpart A (228A regulations) apply to all prospecting, exploration
projects, and mining operations authorized under the Mining Law and conducted on NFS lands, including
the lands in the proposed withdrawal area. These regulations were originally promulgated in 1974 as

36 CFR 252 and were based on the Forest Service’s authority under the Organic Administration Act of
1897. In 1981, the rules were redesignated 36 CFR 228A. In 2005, a final rule clarifying when a plan of
operations is required (36 CFR 228.4A) also was adopted. However, the regulations have not been
significantly revised since 1974. The regulations detail the review, approval, performance standards,
reclamation requirements, financial guarantee, and enforcement provisions that mining claimants and
operators must follow when conducting mining operations.
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1.7.20 Executive Order 12898 of 1994, Federal Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations

EO 12898 states that each federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by
identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income
populations in the United States. To address environmental justice requires federal agencies to ensure that
proposed projects under their jurisdictions do not cause a disproportionate environmental impact that
would affect any group of people owing to a lack of political or economic strength on the part of that
affected group. Each federal agency shall conduct the programs, policies, and activities that substantially
affect human health or the environment in a manner that ensures that such programs, policies, and
activities do not have the effect of excluding persons (including populations) from participation in,
denying persons (including populations) the benefits of, or subjecting persons (including populations) to
discrimination under such programs, policies, and activities because of their income status, race, color, or
national origin. The EIS analyzes the potential impacts of the proposed withdrawal and alternatives and
identify low-income populations and minority populations that may disproportionately be subject to the
project benefits and risks.

1.7.21 Executive Order 13007 of 1996, Indian Sacred Sites

EO 13007 limits the meaning of “sacred site” to a “specific, discrete, narrowly delineated location on
federal land” that a tribe, or an authoritative tribal religious practitioner, has identified as sacred by virtue
of its established religious significance or ceremonial use. Where such sites have been identified, EO
13007 states that in managing federal lands, each executive branch agency with statutory or administrative
responsibility for such management shall, to the extent practicable, permitted by law, and not clearly
inconsistent with essential agency functions, do the following: 1) accommodate access to and ceremonial
use of Indian sacred sites by Indian religious practitioners; and 2) avoid adversely affecting the physical
integrity of such sacred sites. Where appropriate, agencies shall maintain the confidentiality of sacred sites.

1.7.22 Summary of Relevant Federal Laws and Regulations
A summary of the relevant federal laws, regulations, and authorities is provided in Table 1-10.

Table 1-10. Federal Laws, Statutes, Regulations, and Executive Orders Relevant to the Proposed Action

FEDERAL LAWS AND STATUTES

o American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 [PL 95-341; 42 USC 1996]

¢ Archaeological and Historic Data Preservation Act of 1974 [PL 86-253, as amended by PL 93-291;
16 USC 469]

o Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 [PL 96-95; 16 USC 470aa—mm]

¢ Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940 and 1962 [PL 86-70, PL 87-884, PL 92-535, PL 95-616;
16 USC 668-668c]

e Clean Air Act of 1990 [as amended by PL 92-574; 42 USC 4901]

o Endangered Species Act of 1973 [PL 85-624; 16 USC 661, 664, 1008]

o Energy Policy Act of 2005 [PL 109-59; 42 USC 149]

e Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, section 201(a) [PL 94-579; 43 USC 1701 et seq.]
e Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 [PL 845; 33 USC 1251]

e Forest Service Organic Administration Act of 1897 [PL 2; 16 USC 475]

e Hazardous Materials Transportation Act of 1975 [PL 93-933; 49 USC 5101]

o Historic Sites Act of 1935 [PL 292-74; 16 USC 461-467]
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Table 1-10. (continued)

FEDERAL LAWS AND STATUTES

o Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 [PL 114-38; 16 USC 703-712, as amended]

e Mining Law of 1872 [30 USC 21-42]

Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970 [PL 91-631; 30 USC 21a]

Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 [PL 86-517; 16 USC 528-31]

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 [PL 91-190; 42 USC 4321]

National Materials and Minerals Policy, Research and Development Act of 1980 [PL 96-479; 30 USC 1601]
o National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 [PL 89-665; 16 USC 407(f)]

o Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 [PL 101-601; 25 USC 3001-3013]
o National Forest Management Act of 1976 [PL 94-588; 16 USC 1600-1614]

o Safe Drinking Water Act of 1982 [PL 93-523; 42 USC 300f et seq.]

o Surface Resources Act of 1955 [PL 167; 30 USC 611-614]

EXECUTIVE ORDERS

e EO 11514, Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality

e EO 11593, Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment
e EO 11988, Floodplain Management

e EO 11990, Wetland Protection

e EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations

EO 13007, Indian Sacred Sites

EO 13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds
EO 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments
EO 13287, Preserve America

EO 13690, Establishing a Federal Flood Risk Management Standard and a Process for Further Soliciting and
Considering Stakeholder Input

FEDERAL REGULATIONS

¢ 40 CFR 1500-1508, CEQ implementation of NEPA

e 43 CFR 2300, Land Withdrawals

e 33 CFR 320-331 and 40 CFR 230, section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Its Implementing Regulations
e 43 CFR 46, DOI, Implementation of NEPA

e 36 CFR 220, Forest Service NEPA Procedures

e 36 CFR 228A, Locatable Minerals

e 36 CFR 800, as amended, Protection of Historic Properties

¢ 43 CFR 2800, as amended, Rights-of-Way Principles and Procedures

e 43 CFR 3715, Use and Occupancy Under the Mining Laws

e 43 CFR 3809, Mining Claims under the Mining Law: Surface Management

¢ 50 CFR Parts 10, 14, 20, and 21, USFWS Implementation of Migratory Bird Treaty Act
¢ 50 CFR 400, USFWS Implementation of ESA

1.8 State Laws and Regulations

The state laws and regulations described in this section apply to the development of locatable minerals
that could occur under the Proposed Action and all alternatives analyzed in detail in this EIS. The
information in this section is presented to inform the reader of the main state legal requirements that apply
to mineral development.
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Both the BLM and Forest Service require that those seeking to develop locatable mineral resources
comply with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations as a condition of maintaining an
approved authorization. Failure to comply with all applicable laws and regulations may result in the
agencies taking enforcement action against the operator to suspend or revoke its authorization.

State permitting processes play an important role in regulating mining operations and impacts. For
example, compliance with the Clean Water Act is monitored by the EPA, but the EPA has in many
instances delegated its authority to the state level, requiring that state agencies provide the oversight and
compliance monitoring resources to implement the Clean Water Act on individual projects. Similarly,
while federal land management agencies have a mandate to maintain and protect federal lands, state
mining agencies often require more detailed and specific mine plans and mitigation measures for
compliance with federal environmental laws, state mining laws, regulations, and guidance. Over time,
state mining divisions act as repositories for best practices and lessons learned over many years and
different commodities; thus, they are able to direct mine operators to make refinements in their activities
that significantly improve environmental protection.

Many counties and municipalities require additional permitting for mines proposed in their districts.
These may include a right-of-way or road maintenance permit for use and/or maintenance of access roads,
a conditional or special use permit to address compliance with local zoning and land use plans, a building
permit for onsite building construction, and a septic system permit to protect groundwater and public
health. The sections below discuss in greater detail the existing state-level regulatory frameworks.
Chapter 2 also provides a discussion of permits and plans that must be in place prior to operating a mine
(refer to Tables 2-17 and 2-18 in Chapter 2). For a summary of greater sage-grouse conservation plans
and strategies implemented by each state, refer to Section 1.9.2 and Section 2.5.3.

1.8.1 Idaho

The ldaho Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) is responsible for implementing and enforcing a
variety of environmental regulations in Idaho pursuant to various federal and state laws (e.g., the Clean
Air Act and Environmental Protection and Health Act of 1972, as amended). The Idaho DEQ has special
expertise in air quality, water quality, and solid waste management, including expertise related to mining
operations. The agency is responsible for reviewing permit applications under Clean Water Act section
404 and providing water quality certification for the permits under Clean Water Act section 401.

The Idaho Department of Lands is responsible for implementing and enforcing regulations for surface
mining pursuant to the Idaho Surface Mining Act of 1971, as amended. The Idaho Department of Lands
has special surface mining expertise, and cooperates with federal land management agencies to see that
proposed mining projects are in compliance with all regulations administered by the Idaho Department of
Lands. These include, but are not limited to: Idaho Statute Title 47 Mines and Mining; and Idaho
Administrative Procedures Act 20.03.02.070, 58.01.02, 58.01.11, 37.03.05, 37.03.06, 37.03.07, and
58.01.01 (BLM 2015a).

The Idaho Department of Lands, in coordination with the Idaho DEQ, Idaho Department of Fish and
Game, and Idaho Department of Water Resources, administers the ldaho Surface Mining Act. Through
EO 2015-04, “Adopting Idaho’s Sage-grouse Management Plan,” the Idaho Governor directed the Idaho
Department of Lands to implement a greater sage-grouse plan, which addresses mineral development,
when issuing permits pursuant to the Idaho Surface Mining Act®.

3 Scoping letter from C.L. Butch Otter, Governor of ldaho, 1/15/2016.
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1.8.2 Montana

The Montana DEQ is the primary state agency responsible for implementing and enforcing environmental
regulations in Montana pursuant to federal and state laws. The Opencut Mining Act* and regulations
apply to the mining of bentonite, clay, scoria, soil materials, peat, sand, or gravel. Hard rock mining is
regulated under the Metal Mine Reclamation Act® and the rules and regulations governing the Montana
Hard Rock Mining Reclamation Act®. Montana has separate statutes regulating coal and uranium mining
(Montana Strip and Underground Mine Reclamation Act [Montana Code Annotated 982-4-201 et. seq.])".

When proposed mine exploration, development, or mining operations are on federal lands, the state
controls are exercised in conjunction with federal controls. While focused on reclamation, Montana's laws
take into account all potential operational impacts of mining, including those on air and water resources,
fauna, and flora. The Montana DEQ considers impacts on greater sage-grouse habitat in its mine
permitting decisions, and mandates protective and mitigative measures for any such impacts. In addition
to requirements of the referenced mining statutes, Montana administers other environmental protection
laws on lands within the state, including activities occurring on federal lands, such as Montana's Water
Quality Act, Air Quality Act, aquatic ecosystems protection laws, and solid and hazardous waste laws.

In addition, all permitting decisions by the Montana DEQ and other administrative agencies implementing
these laws are subject to environmental review under the Montana Environmental Policy Act. In addition,
EO 12-2015, “Amending and Providing for Implementation of the Montana Sage Grouse Conservation
Strategy,” directs mining operations to comply with Montana's Management Plan and Conservation
Strategies for Sage Grouse in Montana®.

1.8.3 Nevada

Branches under the State of Nevada Division of Environmental Protection are responsible for
implementing and enforcing environmental regulations in Nevada pursuant to federal and state laws.
The Nevada Bureau of Mining Regulation and Reclamation is composed of three technical branches:
1) regulation, 2) closure, and 3) reclamation. It is the mission of Nevada Bureau of Mining Regulation
and Reclamation to see that Nevada’s waters are not degraded by mining operations and that lands
disturbed by mining operations are reclaimed to safe and stable conditions to ensure a productive post-
mining land use.

The Regulation Branch has responsibility for protecting waters of the state under the water pollution
control regulations. The branch consists of the permitting section, which issues Water Pollution Control
Permits to ensure that the quality of Nevada's water resources is not impacted by mining activity; and the
inspection section, which conducts regular inspections during the life of a mining facility to confirm that
operations are in compliance with permit requirements.

The Closure Branch also has the responsibility of protecting waters of the state under the water pollution
control regulations. This branch works with facilities at the cessation of operations so that all components
are left chemically stable for the long term. The Closure Branch issues water pollution control permits
and conducts inspections to ensure that the mine site, in the closure and post-closure period, will not
degrade waters of the state.

4 82-4-401 et seq., Montana Code Annotated and Administrative Rules of Montana 17.24.201 et seq.

®> Montana Code Annotated 82-4-300.

® Administrative Rules of Montana 17.24.1 et seq.

" American Colloid Company Final EA Amendment 13 to Plan of Operations MTM 77811, 12/2013,
http://deq.mt.gov/Land/hardrock/LawsRules.

8 Comment letter from Montana Attorney General Tim Fox 1/15/2016.
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The Reclamation Branch regulates exploration and mining operations in Nevada on both private and
public lands. The branch issues permits to exploration and mining operations to reclaim the disturbance
created to a safe and stable condition for a productive post-mining land use. An operator must obtain a
reclamation permit prior to construction of any exploration, mining, or milling activity that proposes to
create a disturbance over 5 acres or remove in excess of 36,500 tons of material (ore plus overburden)
from the earth in any calendar year. Aggregate or sand pit operations are excluded from obtaining a
reclamation permit. In addition to obtaining a reclamation permit, an operator must file a surety with the
division or Federal Land Manager to confirm that the reclamation will be completed should an operator
default on the project (Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 2015).

The Bureau of Mining Regulation and Reclamation, in cooperation with other state, federal, and local
agencies, regulates mining operations under regulations adopted in 1989. Nevada Administrative Code
445A.350- 445A.447 and 519A.010 - 519A.415 were developed to implement the requirements of
Nevada Revised Statutes 445A.300- 445A.730 and 519A.010 - 519A.290.

1.8.4 Oregon

The Mineral Land Regulation and Reclamation Program is the lead program for mine regulation in
Oregon. The program is a fee-based statewide program with authority to regulate all upland and
underground mining on all lands by issuing an operating permit. In addition, the program implements the
Federal Clean Water Act General Stormwater Permit and the state Water Pollution Control Facility
Permit at aggregate mine sites based upon an agreement with the Oregon DEQ. The Mineral Land
Regulation and Reclamation Program works with the industry and the public to minimize the impacts of
mining and optimize the opportunities for reclamation.

The state mine permit has two main functions: 1) it confirms that when mining occurs, off-site impacts
are minimized; and 2) the site is mined in a way that guarantees the reclamation will be completed
(https://www.oregon.gov/DOGAMI/Pages/mlr/mlrhome.aspx). EO 2015-18, “Adopting the Oregon Sage-
Grouse Action Plan and Directing State Agencies to Implement the Plan in Full,” directs state agencies to
apply the Action Plan across all lands in the state.

1.8,5 Utah

The Utah minerals program is administered by the Utah Department of Natural Resources, Division of Qil,
Gas, and Mining. The agency regulates all non-coal mining operations in the state with a few exceptions.
This includes verifying operators work within permit boundaries, mining operations pose no threat to
public safety or the environment, and assuring appropriate fees/bonds are collected for reclamation.

The Utah Department of Natural Resources, Division of Qil, Gas, and Mining implements the Utah
Mined Land Reclamation Act® and the General Rules and Rules of Practice and Procedures, Minerals
Regulatory Program®. The mission of the Minerals Regulatory Program is to regulate exploration for,
and development and reclamation of non-coal mineral resources of, the state in conformance with the
Utah Mined Land Reclamation Act (Utah Code Annotated 40-8) in a manner which:

e Supports the existence of a viable minerals mining industry to preserve the economic and physical
well-being of the state and the nation,

% Title 40-8, Utah Code Annotated 1953, as amended.
10 R647-1 through R647-5.
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e Safeguards the environment while protecting public health and safety, and

e Achieves the successful reclamation of lands affected by mineral mining operations (Utah Department
of Natural Resources 2016).

EO 2015-002, “Implementing the Utah Conservation Plan for Greater Sage-grouse,” directs state agencies
to coordinate implementation of the state’s conservation plan to maintain, improve, and enhance greater
sage-grouse habitat.

1.8.6 Wyoming

Much of Wyoming’s regulation of mining is through the Wyoming Environmental Quality Act and
involves the Land Quality or Water Quality Divisions of the Wyoming DEQ. The Land Quality Division
works to see that any land disturbances resulting from mining are minimal, and that affected areas are
properly restored once mining is complete. The Land Quality Division has the authority to require
permitting and licensing of all operator actions of surface and underground mine facilities. This authority
is derived from the Federal Surface Mining Reclamation and Control Act, as well as the Wyoming
Environmental Quality Act.

EO 2015-04, “Greater Sage-grouse Core Area Protection,” directs state agencies to comply with
Wyoming’s greater sage-grouse management plan™*. Where a state agency has regulatory jurisdiction, it
must assure compliance with this EO regarding greater sage-grouse core area protection*2.

Other state agencies also have regulatory jurisdiction over issues related to mineral development, such as
the Office of State Lands and Investments for locatable minerals on state lands; State Engineer's Office
for permitting water wells and water rights; and federal land management agencies. Regulation of
locatable mineral exploration and development activities by the Wyoming DEQ includes regulation of
exploration, stormwater discharge, and mining operations™.

1.9 Relationship to Other Documents
1.9.1 Existing Land Use Plans

In September 2015, the BLM Director signed the RODs for the Rocky Mountain and Great Basin Regions
Approved LUP Amendments addressing conservation measures for the greater sage-grouse and its
habitat. Also in September 2015, the Forest Service Regional Foresters from the Intermountain, Northern,
and Rocky Mountain Regions signed the RODs for the Rocky Mountain and Great Basin Regions LUP
Amendments. The Forest Service and BLM LUP amendments focus on conserving priority habitat areas
(which include SFASs) that have been identified as having the highest value to maintain the species and its
habitat. Land use measures in priority habitat are designed to minimize or avoid habitat disturbance.

The plans also designate GHMASs, which provide greater flexibility for land use activities. The plan
amendments include greater sage-grouse habitat management direction that avoids and minimizes
additional disturbance in greater sage-grouse habitat management areas. Moreover, they target restoration
of and improvements to the most important areas of habitat. Management under the plan amendments is
directed through land use allocations that apply to greater sage-grouse habitat. These allocations
accomplish the following:

1 Comment letter from Wyoming House District 54 Representative Lloyd Charles Larsen, 1/15/2016.
12 Comment letter from Wyoming DEQ, 1/14/2016.
13 |_etter from Wyoming Office of the Attorney General to Natural Resource Policy Director Jerimiah Rieman 7/20/2015.
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¢ Eliminate most new surface disturbance in the most highly valued sagebrush ecosystem areas
identified as SFAs, which includes the recommendation to withdraw approximately 10 million acres
of federal lands from the operation of the Mining Law;

e Avoid or limit new surface disturbance in PHMAS, of which SFAs are a subset; and
¢ Minimize surface disturbance in GHMAsS.

The cumulative effect of these measures is to conserve, enhance, and restore greater sage-grouse habitat
across the species’ remaining range in the Great Basin and Rocky Mountain Regions, as well as to
provide greater certainty that BLM and Forest Service LUP decisions in greater sage-grouse habitat can
lead to conservation of the greater sage-grouse and other sagebrush-steppe associated species in the
region.

The goal is to achieve the COT Report objective of “conserve(ing) the sage-grouse so that it is no longer
in danger of extinction or likely to become in danger of extinction in the foreseeable future”

(USFWS 2013a). The plans honor all valid, existing rights, including those for oil and gas development,
renewable energy, rights-of-way, locatable minerals, and other permitted projects.

1.9.2 State Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Plans and Strategies

The BLM recognizes the importance of individual state greater sage-grouse conservation plans and
strategies. All six states covered by the Proposed Action have implemented a state-level greater sage-
grouse conservation plan or strategy. These plans or strategies provide different approaches to addressing
potential impacts to greater sage-grouse from potential mining operations or activities similar to mining.
Some state greater sage-grouse conservation plans have been adopted through state legislative actions or
EOs and involve regulatory mechanisms to address threats to the species and its habitat. Other state plans
identify important conservation objectives and incentivize voluntary conservation measures. State plans
considered in this EIS are summarized in Chapter 2 under Section 2.5, Regulatory Framework Common
to the Proposed Action and Alternatives.

While the state-level plans make valuable contributions to the efforts to preserve greater sage-grouse, the
Secretary considers it essential for the preservation of the species across its range, to have regulatory
certainty on federal lands that are open to location and entry under the Mining Law. The Proposed Action
provides that regulatory certainty beyond what can be provided by state plans.

1.10 Identification of Issues
1.10.1 Overview of Public Scoping Process

The scoping process is described at 40 CFR 1501.7 as “an early and open process for determining the
scope of issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action.”
The public scoping process begins the NEPA process by gathering comments and documenting important
issues and concerns to be addressed in the EIS. BLM uses the scoping process to solicit input on the
issues, impacts, and potential alternatives to be addressed in the EIS, as well as to determine the extent to
which those issues and impacts will be analyzed. Local, state, and tribal government officials, as well as
members of the general public, are consulted as part of the process.

The public scoping period for this EIS included a series of open houses/scoping meetings designed to
provide members of the public background information and an opportunity to submit comments on the
proposed withdrawal. BLM conducted this public process to consider information provided by the states,
stakeholders, and others on mineral potential, as well as the importance of these areas as sagebrush habitat.
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Notices announcing the public comment period and/or the scoping meetings consisted of:

1. The Notice of Proposed Withdrawal that was published in the Federal Register on September 24,
2015 (80 FR 57635).

2. A subsequent Federal Register notice that extended the comment period for the EIS to January 15,
2016 and announced the times, dates, and locations of the public meetings for the proposal that was
published on November 13, 2015 (80 FR 70252).

3. A Federal Register notice published on November 27, 2015 informing the public about cancellation
of one of the meetings (80 FR 74129).

4. A news release issued to media organizations and posted on the BLM’s project website. Both the
September 24, 2015 and the November 13, 2015 Federal Register notices were also posted on the
BLM greater sage-grouse website (https://www.blm.gov/) informing the public of the proposed
withdrawal, as well as the scoping period and meeting times and locations.

5. Publication of legal notices in newspapers in the vicinity of the proposed withdrawal.

Eight public meetings were held between December 14 and 16, 2015 at the following locations:

o Lakeview, Oregon e Sparks, Nevada

e Salt Lake City, Utah e Malta, Montana

e Boise, Idaho e Idaho Falls, Idaho
e Rock Springs, Wyoming e Elko, Nevada.

The meeting format, an informal open house with a looping video and poster stations staffed by BLM
personnel, was designed to provide attendees an opportunity to review information about the proposal and
the EIS, ask questions, and have informal one-on-one discussions. A total of 311 people signed in at the
eight meetings — 40 in Lakeview, 9 in Salt Lake City, 28 in Boise, 13 in Rock Springs, 82 in Sparks
(Reno), 9 in Idaho Falls, 98 in Elko, and 32 in Malta. These numbers do not include BLM or Forest
Service representatives (who were on hand to answer questions) or the EIS contractors.

Members of the public and agencies were afforded the following opportunities for providing comments
during the scoping period:

e Comments could be handwritten on comment forms at the scoping meetings. Comment forms were
provided to all meeting attendees and were also available throughout the meeting room, where
attendees could write and submit comments during the meeting.

¢ Emailed comments could be sent to a dedicated email address: sagebrush_withdrawals@blm.gov.

e Individual written letters and comment forms could be mailed via U.S. Postal Service to:
BLM Director, 1849 C Street NW (W0O-200), Washington, D.C., 20240.

A total of 5,078 letters or other submittals were received during the scoping period. Each letter was
reviewed and specific comments were identified and sorted by topic. The comments covered a range of
topics, including potential impacts to address in the EIS, suggested alternatives, and commenters’ support
of or opposition to the proposal. All comments received through scoping and the public involvement
processes were considered in developing the key issues to be analyzed in the EIS, as well as to identify
reasonable alternatives to be considered.
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1.10.2 Issues for Analysis

Key issues and concerns
the following categories:

expressed during the agency and public scoping period were grouped by topic in

e Geology and Mineral Resources,

e Vegetation, including Special Status Plant Species,

o Wildlife and Special

Status Animal Species, including Greater Sage-grouse, and

e Social and Economic Conditions.

Issue statements were then developed to describe the relevant issues identified during internal and external
scoping to be analyzed in the EIS. Brief descriptions of the key issues that have been identified for this
proposal are described in Table 1-11 and follow the general organization of Chapters 3 and 4 of the EIS.

Table 1-11. Description

of Key Issues

Resource Category/
Issue

Description of Key Issue

Geology And Mineral R

esources

Availability of mineral
resources

Development of federal locatable mineral resources is authorized by law on BLM and
NFS lands, unless lands are closed to mineral entry. Restrictions or withdrawals
individually and cumulatively may decrease development of mineral resources;
consequently, some mineral resources will be unavailable to the public if the
proposed withdrawal is approved. There are areas of high, moderate, and low mineral
resource potential in the proposed withdrawal area that the public, industries, and
communities utilize and that may be unavailable if these areas are withdrawn from
the Mining Law.

Social Conditions

Impacts to way of life

A withdrawal could have direct and/or indirect impacts on social conditions within
the analysis area. EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, requires federal agencies to
address environmental justice when implementing their respective programs. A
withdrawal could potentially have disproportionately high and adverse environmental
or socioeconomic impacts on minority populations, low income populations, or
Indian tribes. If such disproportionate effects were to occur, they would represent an
environmental justice issue. A withdrawal would not have an impact to human health
and safety, but potential mining activities could present potential risks to human
health and safety.

Economic Conditions

Economic activity
from mineral
development

A withdrawal could result in fewer future mines being developed in SFAs with
corresponding effects on mining-related mineral output, employment, earnings,
government tax and fee revenues, and costs of public service provisions. The manner
and degree of the proposed withdrawal could directly affect the economic activity in
the area, particularly in smaller communities. Withdrawal may also, however,
increase non-market economic values and potentially increase activity in other
economic sectors tied to recreation or amenity-based migration.
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Table 1-11. (continued)

Resource Category/

Issue Description of Key Issue

Vegetation, Including Special Status Plant Species

Disturbance of The proposed withdrawal could have beneficial impacts to vegetative communities by
vegetation and loss of | potentially reducing mining activities that may cause adverse impacts to structure,
productivity productivity, vigor, abundance, and diversity, as well as a movement away from

current or natural vegetation conditions. The proposed withdrawal may have
beneficial impacts to special status plant species by potentially reducing mining
activities that cause habitat alteration and fragmentation, which in turn could impact
overall health of the plant. The proposed withdrawal could reduce the potential for
disturbance to vegetation communities.

Wildlife and Special Status Animal Species, Including Greater Sage-Grouse

Disturbance of habitat | The proposed withdrawal could have beneficial impacts to wildlife by potentially

for greater sage- reducing mining activities that may cause disturbance to wildlife, including greater
grouse and other sage-grouse and other special status species, and associated habitat within and
wildlife species adjacent to the proposed withdrawal area.

1.10.3 Issues Not Carried Forward for Detailed Analysis

The BLM NEPA Handbook (BLM 2008a) explains that while many issues may be raised during internal
and external scoping, not all issues warrant detailed analysis in an EIS. The handbook recommends that
issues should be analyzed if:

e Analysis of the issue is necessary to make a reasoned choice between alternatives. A good question to
ask is, “does this issue relate to how the proposed action or alternatives respond to the purpose and
need?”

e The issue is significant (an issue associated with a significant direct, indirect, or cumulative impact,
or where analysis is necessary to determine the significance of impacts).

The issues identified below were raised during the public scoping period. Although there may be impacts
(both beneficial and adverse) to the associated resources from future mineral development projects
predicted under the withdrawal alternatives considered in the EIS, any adverse impacts associated with
exploration or mining would not result directly from the Proposed Action or other action alternatives.
Rather, potential impacts to resources could result from future mineral development projects on a specific
resource under the No Action Alternative, and are more likely to be reduced under the Proposed Action or
variations of the proposed withdrawal described under the other action alternatives. Because any
consideration of the issues listed below that pertain to potential impacts to resources from potential
site-specific future mineral development projects would require a great deal of speculation at this level of
analysis, and because effects associated with these issues are not directly related to the Proposed Action,
they have been dismissed from detailed analysis in the EIS.

It is not unreasonable to conclude that, if fewer mines are developed, fewer acres will be disturbed, and
there would be less possibility of adverse impacts to resources such as those listed below. For instance,
although lands with wilderness characteristics occur within the SFAS, the scale of analysis used for this
EIS does not lend itself to determining the exact location of impacts to lands with wilderness
characteristics from future mineral development projects that might take place under the No Action
Alternative, and, likely to a lesser extent under the Proposed Action, or other action alternatives. It is
unreasonable to try to determine if future mineral development projects over the 10 million-acre analysis
area would occur within or near a specific area managed for wilderness characteristics. This circumstance
is similar to other resource issues such as recreation and specially designated areas.
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Additionally, due to the overall nature of the Proposed Action-that it limits, rather than enables a kind of
use (future mineral development projects) of public lands, and the programmatic nature of this EIS and
associated impact analysis—the EIS is most useful in evaluating the differences between the Proposed
Action and various alternatives, rather than the impacts of any particular instance of such use. That is, any
adverse environmental consequences associated with future mineral development projects would result
from those specific activities, as these activities, in general might take place under the No Action
Alternative. The Proposed Action and the other action alternatives, if adopted, would only reduce the
possibility of these specific activities occurring. In this respect the effect of the Proposed Action and the
other action alternatives would not be an increase in adverse environmental consequences for resources,
with the possible exception of social or economic impacts from a possible reduction in future mineral
development projects where lands are, in fact, withdrawn from location and entry under the Mining Law.
Under each of the alternatives, including the No Action Alternative, prior to any irreversible, irretrievable
commitment of resources, further, site-specific NEPA analysis would be prepared for any applicable
future exploration project or mining operation proposal, as appropriate to support decision-making.

Finally, and most importantly, these issues do not directly correlate to how the alternatives considered in
this EIS relate to the Proposed Action’s purpose and need, which is specifically focused on the issue of
protecting greater sage-grouse habitat. For these reasons, the following list of issues raised in scoping was
not carried forward for detailed analysis in the EIS:

e Soil, Water, Air, and Visual Resources: Under all alternatives, existing BLM and Forest Service
regulations would provide for analysis of potential impacts to resources such as soil, water, air, and
visual resources from future exploration projects and mining operations conducted under plans of
operations. The Proposed Action would not change the review of the site-specific potential impacts.

e Lands with Wilderness Characteristics, Specially Designated Lands, and Recreation: Although
lands with wilderness characteristics, specially designated lands, and recreation areas occur within the
SFAs, the Proposed Action would not change the areas managed for these purposes. Under all
alternatives, future mineral exploration projects and mining operations would need to adhere to all
applicable requirements for conducting activities in these areas.

e Cultural Resources: Under all the alternatives, for any future exploration projects and mining
operations, the BLM will use NEPA public participation requirements to assist the agency in
satisfying the public involvement requirements under the NHPA (16 USC 470(f)) pursuant to 36 CFR
800.2(d)(3). The information about historic and cultural resources within the area potentially affected
by a proposed plan of operations will assist the BLM in identifying and evaluating impacts of
approving the mine operations to such resources in the context of both NEPA and the NHPA.

The BLM will consult with Native American tribes on a government-to-government basis in accordance
with EO 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and other policies.
Tribal concerns, including impacts on Indian trust assets and potential impacts to cultural resources, will
be given due consideration. Federal, state, and local agencies, along with tribes and other stakeholders
that may be interested in or affected by the proposed plan of operations that the BLM is evaluating, are
invited to participate in the scoping process and, if eligible, may request or be requested by the BLM to
participate in the development of the environmental analysis as a cooperating agency. The Proposed
Action would not change any required analysis by the agencies under these authorities. Government-to-
government and other consultation on the Proposed Action is described in Chapter 5.
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2. PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

2.1 Introduction

Chapter 2 describes in detail the proposed withdrawal (Proposed Action) and alternatives to the Proposed
Action. Section 2.2 explains how the issues identified during scoping were used to formulate alternatives.
Section 2.3 presents each alternative in detail, including an explanation of what lands would be
withdrawn from location under the Mining Law under each alternative and a description of the level of
reasonably foreseeable future mineral development projects that could occur based on the RFD presented
in Appendix B.

In Section 2.4 the alternatives that were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis are described,
along with the rationale for why they were eliminated. Section 2.5 includes a description of the regulatory
framework common to all alternatives. Section 2.6 includes a comparison table to summarize and contrast
the major provisions and environmental consequences of each alternative.

NEPA and its implementing regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508) require an agency to rigorously explore and
objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives. The BLM is required to analyze a range of reasonable
alternatives to support a reasoned choice (40 CFR 1502.14). Reasonable alternatives are those that meet
the purpose of and need for action and that are feasible to implement, taking into consideration regulatory,
technical, economic, environmental, and other factors. The discussion of alternatives forms the heart of
the EIS, as it presents other possible courses of action that could achieve the underlying purpose of and
need for action to which the agency is responding.

In this case, the underlying purpose of the proposed withdrawal is to protect the greater sage-grouse and
its habitat from the adverse effects of reasonably foreseeable locatable mineral development projects as
described in Section 1.6 of Chapter 1.

Therefore, in addition to describing the Proposed Action, this chapter also describes other alternatives that
could be used to address the purpose and need. How the Proposed Action and alternatives achieve the
underlying purpose of and need for action is assessed by the decision-maker based in part on the
environmental effects of each alternative, which are described in detail in Chapter 4 and summarized in
Table 2-19 at the end of this chapter. In addition to the Proposed Action and reasonable alternatives, the
EIS must also analyze the No Action Alternative, which provides a baseline against which to compare the
potential environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and other alternatives. This comparative
analysis provides the decision-maker and the public with the distinctions between the alternatives with
respect to their environmental effects.

2.2 Development of Alternatives

As detailed in Section 1.10, eight public meetings were held to identify issues and assist with
development of alternatives. The formal public scoping process began on September 24, 2015, with the
Federal Register publication of the Notice of Proposed Withdrawal. The BLM received a total of

5,078 comments during the scoping period, which ended January 15, 2016.

The alternative development process began with evaluation of the public input collected during scoping
and continued with extensive discussions between the BLM, as the lead agency, and the cooperating
agencies, including the Forest Service and USFWS, tribal governments, and state and local governments.
The main issues identified during scoping were discussed at a project team workshop on May 18, 2016.
Alternatives were then developed by considering the resources identified as issues of concern from
scoping comments that would be most affected by the withdrawal or alternatives to the withdrawal. Of the
issues identified, the following are the primary issues of focus in the EIS analysis and the origins of the
alternatives development:
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e Social and economic impacts,

e Conservation of greater sage-grouse,

e Conservation of sagebrush habitat, and
e Impacts to geology and minerals.

The BLM developed a preliminary list of alternatives based on these primary issues that were identified
during internal and public scoping. A memo was sent to cooperating agencies on May 25, 2016, listing
nine alternatives that had been proposed for preliminary consideration, including the Proposed Action and
No Action Alternative. A number of comments were received from the cooperating agencies that
provided additional alternatives to consider as well as refinements to existing alternatives.

In formulating alternatives to the proposed withdrawal, the BLM and cooperating agency managers and
resource specialists discussed criteria that would be used to screen alternatives. BLM presented the
criteria it uses to evaluate whether proposed alternatives are carried forward for detailed analysis in the
EIS at the Cooperating Agency Workshops held in April and May 2016 (refer to Cooperating Agency
Consultation discussion in Section 5.3). The necessity that all alternatives must be feasible and meet the
purpose of and need for action as defined in Section 1.3 was emphasized to all parties involved in the
alternative development process. Each of the alternatives was evaluated against the six screening criteria
listed in the BLM NEPA Handbook — H-1790-1 (http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/planning/nepa.html):

e Criterion 1: Is it effective (does it meet or respond to the purpose and need)?

e Criterion 2: Is it technically or economically feasible?

o Criterion 3: Is it consistent with basic policy objectives for the management of the area?
e Criterion 4: Is implementation remote or speculative?

e Criterion 5: Is it substantially similar in design to an alternative that will be analyzed?

e Criterion 6: Would it have substantially similar effects to an alternative that will be analyzed?
What resource would it minimize impacts on?

The initial suggestions for alternatives were subjected to a formal screening process using these six
criteria.

Following that screening process, a July 6, 2016 memo was sent to the cooperating agencies updating the
status of alternatives. That memo described three alternatives recommended for detailed analysis

(No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, and State of Nevada Alternative), two alternatives that were
still under consideration (exclude areas of high mineral potential from the withdrawal and exclude areas
of low mineral potential from the withdrawal), and 11 alternatives considered but eliminated from
detailed analysis. The BLM received feedback on the July 6 memo from a number of cooperating
agencies. In early September 2016, an additional alternative was considered to exclude areas of both high
and moderate mineral potential from the withdrawal but was subsequently eliminated from detailed
analysis as described below. In mid-September, the Office of the Governor of Idaho submitted an
alternative to the BLM for consideration.
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As a result of this process, five alternatives have been developed for detailed analysis to address the
relevant issues identified during scoping. A brief description of each of these alternatives being carried
forward for detailed analysis is presented below with more detailed descriptions in Section 2.3.
Alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis are included in Section 2.4.

It is important to note that within the lands selected for withdrawal in the Proposed Action and the three
action alternatives, new exploration and mine development proposals could continue to be authorized by
the BLM or the Forest Service in accordance with applicable laws, and only on lands found to contain
valid existing rights. As is also the case under the No Action Alternative, under the Proposed Action and
the three action alternatives, mitigation of potential effects from future exploration or mining operations
would be required, consistent with applicable law.

No Action Alternative: the proposed withdrawal would not be implemented and the proposed
withdrawal area would remain open to location and entry under the Mining Law. Applications for
future mineral development projects would continue to be processed by the BLM or the Forest
Service. The mitigation of potential effects from exploration or development would continue under
the applicable surface managing agency regulations. This alternative serves as the baseline for
measuring the impacts of the Proposed Action and three action alternatives and reflects the current
management situation for all federal lands within the area proposed for withdrawal.

Proposed Action: the proposed withdrawal would be implemented and the entire 9,949,448 acres
within the six states would be withdrawn from the Mining Law for 20 years, subject to valid existing
rights. This withdrawal would include 3,961,824 acres in Idaho, 877,624 acres in Montana, 2,767,552
acres in Nevada, 1,843,539 acres in Oregon, 233,824 acres in Utah, and 265,085 acres in Wyoming.

State of Nevada Alternative: the proposed withdrawal in the states of Idaho, Montana, Oregon,
Utah, and Wyoming would be implemented as described in the Proposed Action. In Nevada,
486,376 acres of lands would be excluded from the withdrawal and left open to operation of the
Mining Law. This alternative would also include in the withdrawal 389,899 acres of priority greater
sage-grouse habitat located contiguous to but outside of the SFAs. This alternative would result in
96,477 fewer acres being withdrawn in Nevada compared to the Proposed Action. A total of
2,671,075 acres would be withdrawn in Nevada under this alternative.

Remove Areas of High Mineral Potential from the Withdrawal Alternative: the proposed
withdrawal in the states of Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming would be
implemented as described in the Proposed Action except that all areas within the SFAs that contain
lands with high mineral potential, as defined by the Mineral Potential Report (Day et al. 2016), would
not be withdrawn. Under this alternative 558,918 acres of high mineral potential lands in the six states
would not be withdrawn and would be left open to operation of the Mining Law. This alternative
would result in a total of 9,390,530 acres within the six states being withdrawn from the Mining Law
for 20 years, subject to valid existing rights.

State of Idaho Alternative: the proposed withdrawal in the states of Montana, Nevada, Oregon,
Utah, and Wyoming would be implemented as described in the Proposed Action. In Idaho,
538,639 acres of lands would be excluded from the withdrawal and left open to operation of the
Mining Law. A total of 3,423,185 acres would be withdrawn in Idaho under this alternative.
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2.3 Description of the Alternatives

This section describes the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action, and the three action alternatives that
were carried forward for detailed analysis, namely the State of Nevada Alternative, the Remove Areas of
High Mineral Potential from the Withdrawal Alternative, and the State of Idaho Alternative. The elements of
each alternative are described in sufficient detail to understand what would be involved in its
implementation. The individual alternative description includes two main components: 1) a description of the
area that would be withdrawn with accompanying maps as appropriate, and 2) the reasonably foreseeable
future mineral development projects that could occur under each alternative, based on the RFD (Appendix
B). A narrative that describes the regulatory framework (i.e., all federal, state and local laws, regulations,
permits, and compliance requirements) that is common to all alternatives is included in Section 2.5.

The first component, the description of area proposed to be withdrawn, focuses on the Proposed Action
and the three action alternatives. There is no withdrawal associated with the No Action Alternative. Legal
descriptions of the parcels proposed for withdrawal under the Proposed Action and each action alternative
are provided on the BLM website at: https://www.blm.gov/node/3282.

The second component, the reasonably foreseeable future mineral development, focuses on key outputs
from the RFD. The purpose of the RFD is to provide an estimate of the amount and type of future mineral
development that could occur in the proposed withdrawal area over the 20-year duration of the
withdrawal under the No Action Alternative. These estimates include the following:

o Number and size of future mines, and
o Number and size of future exploration projects.

Adjustments were made to these No Action estimates to reflect the different acreages proposed for
withdrawal under each of the alternatives. Those adjustments and the resulting values are summarized for
each alternative below. The values from the RFD and adjustments to those values for different
alternatives are only estimates of what could occur under each alternative using a consistent set of
assumptions. The main utility is as a basis for comparison of the alternatives. The RFD numbers do not
constitute a limit or minimum on the number or extent of future mineral development projects.

Each of the action alternatives described specifically addresses a 20-year withdrawal. However, the
Secretary has the option to establish a withdrawal of shorter duration. As discussed in 2.4.4, there is no
need to evaluate in detail shorter withdrawal periods, as this possibility is included in the range of
alternatives evaluated in this EIS. As stated previously in Chapter 1, there is also the possibility that the
withdrawal can be authorized for additional time periods.

2.3.1 No Action Alternative

Under this alternative, the Secretary would not withdraw any of the lands proposed for withdrawal. The
proposed withdrawal area (see Figures 1-1 through 1-8 in Chapter 1) would remain open to location and
entry under the Mining Law unless otherwise withdrawn under separate authorizations that pre-date this
initiative. The BLM and Forest Service would continue to regulate locatable mineral exploration projects
and development in accordance with their existing programs, policies, and regulations. The applicable
regulations, permits, and compliance requirements for both federal and state law that govern activities
under the No Action Alternative or that are common to all action alternatives are described in Section 2.5.
The mitigation of potential effects from exploration or development would continue under the applicable
surface managing agency regulations. New mining claims could be located. This alternative serves as the
baseline for measuring the impacts of the four action alternatives and reflects the current management
situation for all federal lands within the area proposed for withdrawal.
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Reasonably Foreseeable Future Activity

The RFD (Appendix B) describes the estimated number and size of future exploration projects and mine
development projects that could potentially occur in the proposed 20-year withdrawal period. This is
referred to as the reasonably foreseeable development scenario. Using the assumptions and exceptions
described in the RFD, an estimated 114 future exploration projects and 26 future mines could reasonably
be anticipated to occur under the No Action Alternative over the next 20 years. The distribution of these
mines and exploration projects within the withdrawal area is shown in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1. Number and Size of Future Mines and Exploration Projects for the No Action Alternative

State poSs ENXLL%?ZLEL Size of Mines o Og’i)jgé(t)sr " | bisturbance
of Mines Projects L S L U S (acres)
Idaho 9 26 1 8 2 0 24 1,916
Montana 1 2 1 0 2 0 0 1,609
Nevada 3 78 3 0 12 34 32 5,611
Oregon 10 0 10 4 0 4 348
Wyoming 0 70
Utah 0 0
TOTAL 26 114 5 21 20 34 60 9,554

Note: Size of mines is large (L) or small (S) and size of exploration projects is large (L), unknown (U), or small (S). Further
descriptions are provided in the following paragraphs.

The RFD projections of future mines and exploration projects are intended to include currently authorized
mineral development projects in the withdrawal area.

The RFD classified past exploration projects and mines as small or large based on the surface area that
they disturbed. For exploration projects, small projects were those that generated a disturbance area of
less than or equal to 5 acres, large projects generated a disturbance area greater than 5 acres. For mines,
small projects were those that generated a disturbance area of less than 100 acres, large projects generated
a disturbance area greater than or equal to 100 acres. In order to estimate the disturbance area of future
projects that fall into these size categories, disturbance area information for past exploration projects and
mines was evaluated. This evaluation resulted in the assumptions of project sizes used for impacts and
alternatives analysis.

The BLM maintains a database containing information about authorized mineral development projects
(the Legacy Rehost System; LR2000) which provided a representative sample of mineral development
projects across this project’s six state area. The Forest Service does not maintain a database so it was not
possible to incorporate that information.

Disturbance areas for small mines ranged from less than one-tenth of an acre to 92 acres with an average
disturbance area of 23.4 acres. Disturbance areas for large mines ranged from 100 acres to over 15,000
acres with an average disturbance area of 1,562.4 acres. By using the average disturbance area rather than
the median disturbance area, the overall estimate of disturbance is skewed upwards because of the
presence of a few very large mines in the database. However, this more conservative approach was taken
in order to capture the potential for a larger disturbance area when comparing alternatives.

Determining the disturbance area for exploration projects is more difficult since these are not easy to
separate in the LR2000 database output. Exploration projects proposed on BLM managed lands that will
disturb less than or equal to 5 acres can be conducted under a notice and can be queried separately in the
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LR2000 database. Exploration projects that will disturb more than 5 acres require filing a mining plan of
operations and cannot be separated from mines in the LR2000 database. In discussions with BLM and
Forest Service technical specialists, and analyzing disturbance areas for a representative sample of known
exploration projects, it was determined that three disturbance area estimates could be used to prepare a
reasonable assessment of impacts: small (less than 5 acres), large (over 20 acres), and those of unknown
size that ranged between large and small. For this analysis, 5 acres was chosen as the disturbance area for
small exploration projects since (on BLM administered lands) anything larger would require filing a plan
of operations, 23.4 acres for large exploration projects (using the same data for small mines from the
LR2000 database), and 14.2 acres (average of small and large) for exploration projects of an unknown
size. Subsequent to the preparation of the RFD and execution of the EIS analysis, the size of several of
the 34 unknown exploration projects in Nevada was estimated to be small. Therefore, this analysis may
overestimate the impact of the unknown exploration projects by up to 312.8 acres in Nevada. The mineral
development acreages, along with those from the mines described in the prior paragraph, were used to
estimate the total number of acres that could be disturbed by mines and exploration projects under the
alternatives, as shown in the last column of Table 2-1.

As described in the RFD, the data gathered for the Mineral Potential Report (Day et al. 2016) identified
areas of high, moderate, low and not determined or no mineral potential throughout the withdrawal area.
The location of past exploration projects and mines is fundamentally based on the existence of mineral
deposits and the likelihood of those lands to yield minerals in economically viable quantities. This likely
remains true for the future, so the general geographic location of future projects was estimated using
mapped mineral potential in conjunction with past project locations. Under the No Action Alternative,
mineral exploration projects and development could take place throughout the lands covered by the
withdrawal.

Determining where mining and exploration projects might occur is difficult for a number of reasons, as
described in the RFD. For instance, mining claims may be located based on little or no evidence of
locatable minerals and, consequently, never developed; or mining claimants may locate mining claims
over a much larger area than the geographic extent of the mineral deposit known at that time, in order to
make certain that no mineable ore is missed and to allow for flexibility in mine design options.
Notwithstanding these and other reasons, it is nevertheless reasonable to assume that more mining activity
and exploration projects would occur in areas of high mineral potential, and indeed, past data shows that,
within the six state area covered by this analysis, approximately 42 percent of all mines and 56 percent of
all exploration projects occur in areas of high mineral potential.

Using data from the Mineral Potential Report (Day et al. 2016), the distribution of areas of high,
moderate, low, and not determined or no mineral potential was calculated for each of the states in the
proposed withdrawal area (see Table 2-2). The percentage of past mines and past exploration projects
within each state and mineral potential category (i.e., high, moderate, low, and not determined or no
mineral potential) was then used to determine the distribution of the expected humber of future mines and
exploration projects under the No Action Alternative. For instance, in Nevada 72 percent of past mines
have been located in high mineral potential areas and thus it was assumed that 72 percent of future mines
would occur in high mineral potential areas within that state. Similarly, 25 percent of all past mining in
Idaho was located in high mineral potential areas and thus 25 percent of future mining activity was
reasonably assumed to occur in those areas. A similar exercise was conducted for exploration projects
where the distribution of past exploration projects by state and mineral potential was used to predict the
distribution of future exploration projects. Table 2-2 shows the distribution of past mines and exploration
projects by mineral potential within each of the states. The percent of the area that was encumbered by
mining claims at the time of this Draft EIS analysis is also shown.
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Table 2-2. Distribution of Past Mines and Exploration Projects, Acres, and Mining Claims by Mineral
Potential
o . Past Area with
State Mineral Potential (EIES T F.’ast. 'V'“.“es Exploration Mining
SFA Distribution* . L=
Projects Claims
Idaho High 25,988 25% 34% 2%
Moderate 216,472 27% 14% 4%
Low 1,634,529 31% 38% 1%
Not determined or no potential 2,084,836 17% 14% 1%
Montana | High 57,761 3% 100% 31%
Moderate 43,466 0% 0% 0%
Low 405,738 46% 0% 2%
Not determined or no potential 370,659 51% 0% 5%
Nevada High 403,808 72% 67% 55%
Moderate 100,371 6% 23% 17%
Low 860,055 9% 2% 3%
Not determined or no potential 1,403,317 13% 8% 0%
Oregon High 66,581 31% 50% 29%
Moderate 21,133 8% 50% 37%
Low 73,562 0% 0% 0%
Not determined or no potential 1,682,263 61% 0% 0%
Utah High 3,452 12% 42% 12%
Moderate 34,025 17% 14% 0%
Low 39,044 26% 19% 0%
Not determined or no potential 157,304 45% 25% 0%
Wyoming | High 1,328 2% 42% 0%
Moderate 109,723 2% 14% 0%
Low 79,126 5% 19% 0%
Not determined or no potential 74,907 21% 25% 3%

Note: Past exploration project data was unavailable for Utah and Wyoming and therefore the average distribution for the other
states was used.

As discussed in Appendix B, factors determining the optimal place to explore or mine may include
historic exploration records, estimated ore body geometry, surface topography, regional hydrology, land
ownership, permitting constraints, and access to necessary infrastructure. As a result mines are often
developed in areas of mineral potential that are not classified as high.

Table 2-3 shows the location by mineral potential of the 26 future mines and 114 future exploration
projects predicted from the RFD for the No Action Alternative. This distribution was determined by
multiplying the total number of future mines or future exploration projects predicted from the RFD for
each state by the distribution of past mines and exploration projects by mineral potential shown in Table
2-2 and described earlier.

Table 2-3. Future Mines and Exploration Projects by Mineral Potential for the No Action Alternative

. . Number of Future Number of Future
Mineral Potential . . .
Mines Exploration Projects

High 8 67
Moderate 4 26
Low 4 12
Not determined or no potential 10 10

TOTAL 26 114
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For instance, the RFD predicted that there could be nine future mines in Idaho over the next 20 years.
The distribution of those nine future mines was determined by multiplying the nine mines by the
proportional distribution of past mines by mineral potential thus yielding 2.2 future mines in high mineral
potential (9 x 25 percent), 2.4 future mines in moderate mineral potential (9 x 27 percent), and so forth
for each mineral potential by state. The total number of future mines and exploration projects was
rounded to whole numbers for presentation in the tables below.

It should be noted that current permitted mining activity does not factor in to these calculations. Also,
because none of the mineral potential areas within each state have more than 37 percent of the area under
existing mining claims (with the exception of high mineral potential in Nevada which is at 55 percent), it
is assumed that future mining and exploration activity within any particular mineral potential area is not
limited by the availability of non-claimed land. It should also be noted that these humbers from the RFD
should not be regarded as absolute; that is, they are only estimates of what could occur under the No
Action Alternative and each of the action alternatives described in the following sections using a
consistent set of assumptions. Their main utility is as a basis for comparison of the alternatives. The RFD
numbers do not constitute a limit or minimum on the level of future mineral development projects. That
is, the RFD is an assumption; it does not represent any guarantee that any mining will occur under any
alternative, even the No Action Alternative. Similarly, the distribution of future mines or exploration
projects by mineral potential should also not be regarded as absolute. There is no way to accurately
predict where people may choose to carry out future mining operations or exploration projects.

Table 2-4 shows a summary of the anticipated future activity that could occur over the 20-year
withdrawal period under the No Action Alternative.

Table 2-4. Estimated Future Mineral Development Projects under the No Action Alternative

No Action Alternative — Activity Levels Quantity
Predicted number of future exploration projects 114
Acres disturbed for exploration 1,251
Predicted number of future mining projects 26
Acres disturbed for mining 8,303
Total acres disturbed for exploration projects and development 9,554

Mineral development projects would continue to be managed under the operating requirements described
under Section 2.5, Regulatory Framework Common to the Proposed Actions and Alternatives.

2.3.2 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action would withdraw from location and entry under the Mining Law 9,949,448 acres of
BLM and NFS lands in Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming. The acreages proposed
for withdrawal for each state are shown in Table 1-1 in Chapter 1. The duration of the proposed
withdrawal is 20 years, as allowed under section 204 of FLPMA. Withdrawals under section 204 of
FLPMA are “subject to valid existing rights” as described in the RFD. This means that future exploration
projects and mine development proposals could be authorized by the BLM or the Forest Service on lands
that are found to contain valid existing rights. Although the Proposed Action and each of the action
alternatives described herein specifically addresses a 20-year withdrawal, the Secretary has the option to
establish a withdrawal of shorter duration.
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Area Proposed for Withdrawal

See Figures 1-1 through 1-8 in Chapter 1 for a depiction of the area proposed for withdrawal under the
Proposed Action. The total acreage represented by the Proposed Action is 9,949,477. Table 1-1 lists the
acreage of the proposed withdrawal area by state.

Reasonably Foreseeable Future Mining and Exploration

A withdrawal under the Proposed Action would be subject to valid existing rights, which means that
future exploration and mining could occur on lands found to contain valid existing rights. As of the Draft
EIS analysis there were 18,742 mining claims on the lands proposed for withdrawal. It is reasonable to
assume that some of these mining claims could be evaluated and found to contain valid existing rights. It
is further reasonable to assume that exploration or development would be authorized on some subset of
areas which are evaluated and found to contain valid existing rights during the 20-year withdrawal period.
Thus, under the Proposed Action, it is reasonably foreseeable that there can and would be some level of
future mining and exploration.

However, estimating where, when, and how many future mines and exploration projects could occur
under the Proposed Action is not an exact science. As discussed in greater detail in the RFD, there are
many factors that influence whether mining will occur on the lands proposed for withdrawal, almost all of
which are determined by the miner, not the agencies. It is possible to state definitively that no mining
would occur under the Proposed Action in areas where there are no mining claims because a valid mining
claim is required in order to mine. But because the agencies do not know which of the existing mining
claims are valid or whether someone will propose development on those mining claims, it is not possible
to state definitively how many exploration projects and mines could occur under any of the alternatives.

The RFD describes the process used to predict the number of future mines and exploration projects that
might occur under the No Action Alternative. It is impossible to predict the exact number of future
mineral development projects that might occur under the Proposed Action or any of the alternatives.
However, for purposes of comparison between alternatives, the following systematic process was used to
estimate the number of future mines and exploration projects that might occur during the withdrawal
under the Proposed Action and alternatives:

A query of the LR2000 database was undertaken to identify all mining claims in the withdrawal area.
The data from the USGS report was then used to identify the distribution of these mining claims by
mineral potential. It was found that, summed together for all six states, 32 percent of all high mineral
potential land within the withdrawal area was subject to mining claims. In other words, of the
approximately 559,000 acres of high mineral potential land in the withdrawal area, roughly 178,000 acres
were subject to mining claims. A similar calculation was performed for lands within the withdrawal
boundaries that were identified in the USGS report as having moderate, low, and not determined or no
mineral potential. This calculation showed that 5.6 percent, 1.5 percent, and 1.0 percent, respectively, of
the moderate, low, and not determined or no mineral potential lands were subject to mining claims,
reflecting a decrease in the number of acres subject to mining claims with decreasing mineral potential.

These percentages were used as a surrogate to determine the number of future mines and exploration
projects that might be developed under the Proposed Action compared to the No Action Alternative. In
other words, only 32 percent of the mines predicted to occur under the No Action Alternative in high
mineral potential lands would be developed under the Proposed Action, 5.6 percent of the mines in
moderate potential lands, and so forth. Using the information in Table 2-3, this method would predict that
only 32 percent of the 8 mines in high mineral potential lands would be developed under the Proposed
Action, 5.6 percent of the 4 mines in moderate potential, and so forth. While this method may
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underestimate or overestimate the number of future mines and exploration projects that might be expected
under the existing and future regulatory climate since there is no way to accurately predict the effects of
the changing regulatory climate, this analysis method of using the percentage of acres of mining claims to
estimate future mining activity allows for a consistent set of assumptions to be applied as a basis to
compare the alternatives. Table 2-5 shows the results of this analysis, when summed across mineral
potential areas by state. Three mines and 38 exploration projects are reasonably expected to occur under
the Proposed Action.

Table 2-5. Number and Size of Future Mines and Exploration Projects under the Proposed Action

Number NTEr ] Size of Mines* Sz E)gploratlon Total
Future Projects .
State of Future . Disturbance
Mines Explo_ratlon L S L U S (acres)
Projects
Idaho 1 3 0 1 0 0 3 187
Montana 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 81
Nevada 1 32 1 0 5 14 13 2,285
Oregon 1 0 1 1 66
Wyoming 0 0 0 0 1
Utah 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 3 38 1 2 7 14 17 2,620

Note: the numbers of mines or exploration projects in this analysis can be less than 1 but in reality partial mines or partial
exploration projects cannot occur. Therefore data are rounded up or down to whole numbers. Differences in the total row from
the sum of the numbers within each of the state rows are due to rounding.

Unlike the No Action Alternative where exploration projects and mining could occur anywhere across the
analysis area without regard to where mining claims are currently located, future mining and exploration
for the Proposed Action and the other action alternatives could only occur on lands found to contain valid
existing rights. It is reasonable to assume that mining claims located in areas of high mineral potential are
more likely to be valid. Therefore, it was assumed the majority of the future mines and exploration
projects under the Proposed Action would occur in high mineral potential lands. The distribution of the
mines and exploration projects estimated under the Proposed Action is shown by mineral potential in
Table 2-6.

Table 2-6. Distribution of Future Mines and Exploration Projects by Mineral Potential for the
Proposed Action

Mineral Potential Number_of Numbeni of Futl_Jre
Future Mines Exploration Projects
High 3 33
Moderate 0
Low 0
Not determined or no potential 0
TOTAL 3 38

Table 2-7 shows a summary of the estimated future mines and exploration projects that could occur over
the 20-year withdrawal period under the Proposed Action.
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Table 2-7. Estimated Future Mineral Development Projects under the Proposed Action

Proposed Action — Activity Levels Quantity
Predicted number of future exploration projects 38
Acres disturbed for exploration 448
Predicted number of future mining projects 3
Acres disturbed for mining 2,172
Total acres disturbed for exploration and development 2,620

2.3.3 State of Nevada Alternative

The Office of the Governor of Nevada has proposed an alternative to the Proposed Action that both adds
and subtracts lands to the withdrawal area in Nevada. This alternative does not modify the withdrawal
area in any of the other five states as included in the Proposed Action. The State of Nevada Alternative
(hereinafter referred to as the Nevada Alternative) excludes 486,376 acres of land from the Proposed
Action. These are lands that are considered by the state of Nevada to have high mineral potential or limited
greater sage-grouse habitat. They are located within the Southeast Oregon/Northcentral Nevada SFA and
the Southern Idaho/Northern Nevada SFA. The Governor’s Office has also proposed including 389,899
acres of land in the withdrawal that were not in the Proposed Action. These lands are within priority
greater sage-grouse habitat located contiguous to but outside of the SFAs. The Governor’s Office believes
that this alternative would reduce the potential social and economic impact of the proposed withdrawal to
the state of Nevada while still meeting the purpose of the proposal.

This Nevada Alternative would result in 96,477 fewer acres being withdrawn in Nevada compared to the
Proposed Action. A total of 2,671,075 acres would be withdrawn in Nevada under this alternative. The
Nevada Alternative would result in approximately 9.85 million acres being withdrawn in Idaho, Montana,
Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming.

On January 15, 2016, the Office of the Governor of Nevada transmitted its formal response to the
withdrawal proposal. In that letter the Governor stated that in his opinion the withdrawal as proposed was
unnecessary to protect greater sage-grouse from any perceived threat by the mining industry and that the
Nevada Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Plan and the Conservation Credit System (CCS) which is
currently used in that state was sufficient to protect greater sage-grouse. The Governor also proposed that,
should there be a withdrawal, it should only be for five years during which time greater sage-grouse
populations should be intensively monitored to evaluate the efficacy of the withdrawal on greater sage-
grouse habitat and population threats. A withdrawal of less than 20 years was addressed in 2.4.4; the
Nevada Alternative as presented here is for the same duration as the Proposed Action.

The following paragraphs describe the process and rationale that the state of Nevada used to develop its
alternative. The statements made and conclusions presented in this section reflect the state of Nevada’s
position. The Nevada Alternative withdrawal area was delineated through a two-part process. The Nevada
Division of Minerals (NDOM) looked at current, historic, and potential mineral resources in the SFAS to
identify areas with high mineral potential. The Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) looked at
current data and modeled habitat values to identify areas with low biological value for greater sage-grouse
and search for additions to the SFAs that would increase conservation for greater sage-grouse. Areas with
high mineral potential were assessed and mapped by the Nevada Bureau of Mines and Geology (NBMG).
Assessments were based on the evaluation of existing data sources including known mining districts,
plans of operations, notices of intent, information from the BLM LR2000, and permitting data from
NBMG Annual Nevada Mineral Industry reports.
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Maps of high mineral potential were constructed by the state of Nevada based on the following criteria:

1. Historic occurrences of metals, industrial minerals and gemstones from NBMG archives, which are
compiled as GIS layer files. This information is largely derived from historic NBMG and USGS
reports and data sets (MAS/MILS/MRDS).

2. Metallic, non-metallic and industrial mineral deposits active in the past, from NBMG archives which
are available as GIS layer files. This information is largely derived from historic NBMG and USGS
reports.

3. Plans of operations and notices for exploration and mining projects from the LR2000 database.

4. Plans of operations for exploration and mining projects from the Forest Service NEPA Projects
website.

5. Townships with drill projects from 2004 through 2014, from NBMG annual Mineral Industry Reports
(NBMG Special Publications MI-2004 through M1-2014).

6. Active unpatented mining claims data from the LR2000 database.

7. Discussions with exploration and mining entities active in the area as well as publically available
securities and exchange filings and company websites.

This analysis resulted in the delineation of 12 areas of high mineral potential within the state of Nevada.
These 12 areas were further evaluated for proximity to active greater sage-grouse leks and habitat and
fitted to avoid and minimize impacts to greater sage-grouse and avoid or minimize potential for habitat
fragmentation. These areas are shown in Figure 2-1 and the descriptions of each area below is a summary
of the information provided by the Office of the Governor of Nevada in a letter transmitted to the
Secretary on June 3, 2016. The acreages defined below reflect a refinement based on the geographic
mapping that was received on September 16, 2016 from NDOM.

e Burns/Scraper

This 2,733.9-acre high mineral potential area contains 33 active mining claims and one current notice of
intent. The total permitted disturbance from 25 historic notices (1983-2010) is approximately 56 acres.
Possible mineral development in the next 20 years includes an underground gold-silver mine.

e Charleston

This 20,951.4-acre high mineral potential area contains 302 active mining claims and three current plans
of operations. This is a polymetallic district with much historic production and includes two advanced
gold exploration projects and one placer gold operation. Possible mineral development in the next

20 years includes an underground gold-silver mine, an open-pit gold mine, and a barite quarry.

e Contact

This 57,459.0-acre high mineral potential area contains 539 active mining claims. In this area 240 mining
claims were located for gold/silver in 2014 and 2015. Over 280,000 feet of copper exploration drilling has
also occurred here since 1967. Possible mineral development in the next 20 years includes an open-pit
copper mine and an underground gold-silver mine.
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e Delano

This 31,922.0-acre high mineral potential area contains 152 active mining claims, one current notice of
intent, and one current plan of operation. This is a historic lead-silver-tungsten district that has been
continuously mined between 1918 and 1980 and contains known deposits of tungsten. Possible mineral
development in the next 20 years includes an underground tungsten mine and an underground gold-silver
mine.

e Jarbidge

This 8,107.0-acre high mineral potential area contains 76 active mining claims and one current plan of
operation. Over 356,000 ounces of gold and 1.67 million ounces of silver were produced from 1909 to
1961 from underground workings. Possible mineral development in the next 20 years includes an
underground gold mine.

o Kings Valley

This 16,703.9-acre high mineral potential area contains 1,709 active mining claims and two current plans
of operations. This area contains 325 acres permitted through plans of operations by Western Lithium
(Lithium Americas). Possible mineral development in the next 20 years includes quarry mining for
lithium clays.

¢ Mountain City

This 21,502.4-acre high mineral potential area contains 448 active mining claims and one current plan of
operations. Active gold mining in this area between 1988 and 1990 produced 35,000 ounces of gold. The
area contains two known gold deposits. Possible mineral development in the next 20 years includes two
small open-pit gold mines with on-site processing.

e National

This 5,604.7-acre high mineral potential area contains 105 active mining claims and one current plan of
operations for 1.03 acres of disturbance. Possible mineral development in the next 20 years includes an
underground gold mine with off-site processing.

e Opalite

This 16,254.9-acre high mineral potential area contains 61 active mining claims. This area contains a
known gallium deposit which is used in microelectronic components. Possible mineral development in
the next 20 years includes a lithium clay and bentonite clay quarry.

o Paradise Valley

This 1,760-acre high mineral potential area contains three active mining claims. Historic gold and silver
production in this area dates back to 1868. Possible mineral development in the next 20 years includes an
underground gold mine with off-site processing. The September 16, 2016, boundary revision from
NDOM reduced the acreage of this area to zero.
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e Snake Mountains

This 22,720.5-acre high mineral potential area contains 703 active mining claims, one current notice of
intent, and one current plan of operations. This area contains an existing approved 193-acre plan of
operations for a barite mine that extends into PHMA as well as one major gold exploration project that
includes 636 mining claims. Possible mineral development in the next 20 years includes expansion of a
barite quarry and development of a large open-pit gold mine.

e White Rock

This 23,429.0-acre high mineral potential area contains 155 active mining claims, one current notice of
intent, and one current plan of operations. The northern edge of this area contains an emerging gold trend
and two active exploration projects. Possible mineral development in the next 20 years includes a small
open-pit gold mine.

NDOW identified areas that could be excluded from the proposed withdrawal based on low quality
habitat and low value to greater sage-grouse while concurrently finding areas for expanding withdrawal
boundaries to include high value habitat that were not included in the proposed withdrawal area. NDOW
conducted quantitative analyses of the SFAs using habitat management categories developed by USGS
for Nevada that incorporate a habitat suitability index (HSI) and lek density metrics with actual spatial use
to generalize PHMAs (a.k.a. ‘core’), GHMAs (a.k.a. ‘priority’), OHMA, and non-habitat. Available
telemetry information, lek locations and attendance data, breeding bird density, and the Space Use Index
(SUI), were also used to characterize the areas with low to high habitat value. NDOW specifically
evaluated each of the 12 areas of high mineral potential as well as the areas they proposed for exclusion
and addition using these parameters.

The SUI is an analytical tool developed by USGS for Nevada that is not available for adjacent states. SUI
values were plotted to create a map of northern Nevada that illustrates current greater sage-grouse use of
the SFA and the proposed Nevada Alternative.

Indirect impacts of excluding the 12 high mineral potential areas from the proposed withdrawal were
evaluated using protocols approved for the Nevada CCS. The indirect impact area for a “small mine’ was
evaluated in a 1.86-mile buffer area around each high mineral potential area. The indirect impacts of a
‘large mine’ was evaluated in a 3.73-mile buffer area around each high mineral potential area. A very
conservative estimate of the indirect effects of a mineral exploration project would be approximated by
using the 1.86-mile buffer area. The number of leks and the acres of PHMA and GHMA habitat were
summed up for the high mineral potential areas and the 1-86-mile and 3.73-mile buffer areas around each
of them.

NDOW evaluated each of the 12 high mineral potential areas to ascertain their importance to greater
sage-grouse. Lek occurrences, acres of PHMA and GHMA, and SUI were considered. In sum, NDOW
determined that no leks occurred in eight out of the 12 areas. One lek occurred in one of the remaining
areas and two leks occurred in each of the three other areas. Within a 1.86-mile indirect impact buffer
area, there are no leks in three out of the 12 areas; and five or fewer leks in 10 out of the 12 areas, and six
additional leks in Oregon. Within a 3.73-mile indirect impact buffer area, there were fewer than five leks
in nine out of 12 areas and 20 additional leks in Oregon. The SUI was low, less than 0.15, in six out of
12 areas and moderately low, 0.16 to 0.23, in five out of 12 areas.

NDOW identified four areas in the SFA withdrawal area as having low habitat value for greater sage-
grouse due to existing fragmentation of the landscape with private land ownership, existing wildfire or
ground disturbance activity, and areas with little or no known use by greater sage-grouse (i.e., low SUI).
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The justification for NDOW'’s recommendation for exclusion of each of these areas from the proposed
withdrawal area is described below and shown in Figure 2-1.

e Jarbidge Exclusion Area

The Jarbidge historic mine district is approximately 14,370 acres north of the town of Jarbidge and
includes areas of dense, high elevation spruce and fir forest. The primary reason for recommending
exclusion from the proposed withdrawal is due to high fragmentation by large, private land parcels and
nearby non-habitat (e.g., rugged mountain landscapes). There are no leks located in the Jarbidge area and
only one lek found within the 3.73-mile buffer area. The mean SUI is 0.05, or extremely low, in the
historic mine district; 0.06 in the 1.86-mile buffer, and 0.09 in the 3.73-mile buffer area. Of the total
14,370 acres, only 1,120 acres (8 percent) are mapped as PHMA; 771 acres (5 percent) are mapped as
GHMA,; and 12,479 acres (87 percent) are mapped as OHMA and non-habitat.

e Owyhee Desert Exclusion Area

This exclusion area contains 44,190 acres with no PHMA,; 25,699 acres (58 percent) of non-habitat; and
18,491 acres (42 percent) of OHMA. These low value habitats, an extremely low SUI of 0.05, and the fact
that this area only supports six leks within a 3.73-mile buffer (none within 1.86 miles) justified a
recommendation to remove SFA protections in favor of proposing additional lands for withdrawal.

e Bilk Creek Mountains Exclusion Area

This area is on the west side of the same-named mountain range and is comprised of 13,515 acres of
OHMA and 568 acres of non-habitat. The steep slopes and rapid transition to salt-desert shrub make this
area of limited value to greater sage-grouse. Only one lek was found within the 3.73-mile buffer area, and
the mean SUI is only 0.06, extremely low.

e Delano Mountains Exclusion Area

The Delano Mountains area is approximately 244,867 acres in northeastern Nevada with generally low
densities of greater sage-grouse and greater sage-grouse breeding with an extremely low SUI of 0.07.
There are five leks within the 1.86-mile buffer area and two additional leks within the 3.73-mile buffer.
Of the 244,867 acres, 49,757 acres (20 percent) are PHMA; 86,248 acres (35 percent) are GHMA, 74,506
acres (30 percent) are OHMA, and 34,356 acres (14 percent) are non-habitat. This area is also highly
fragmented with private land parcels in the eastern third.

NDOW also identified two large areas of contiguous habitat adjacent to the proposed withdrawal area that
could be exchanged for the 12 high mineral potential areas and areas of limited value to greater sage-
grouse. These are areas of high lek density adjacent to the SFA that were analyzed using the same criteria
previously described to evaluate their value to greater sage-grouse. The recommended additions to the
proposed withdrawal area are described below and shown in Figure 2-1.

e Hardscrabble Addition Area

The Hardscrabble addition to the proposed withdrawal is northeast of Paradise Valley, Nevada, east of the
Santa Rosa Range, and west of the Little Humboldt River. It would provide additional protection for

15 active or pending leks within the 105,390 acres of PHMA habitat. The mean SUI of 0.41 is a strong
indication of the importance of this area in terms of actual greater sage-grouse use, and the area is
contiguous with existing designated SFA lands.
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e East Fork Beaver Creek Addition Area

This addition to the proposed withdrawal area is south of and contiguous with existing SFA lands east of
the Independence Mountains and west of Mary’s River. Expanding the withdrawal area here adds an
additional 34 active and pending leks and 288,422 acres of PHMA habitat that would be given stronger
protection. This area is important in terms of bird use with a mean SUI of 0.43 for the area. Connectivity
between this area and areas to the north would be maintained by withdrawing this area from mineral
entry.

NDOW compiled existing information on greater sage-grouse migration and connectivity between
Nevada, Oregon, ldaho, and Utah. Information obtained from radio-marked grouse indicates connectivity
across the border with each of the three states adjacent to the Nevada SFAs. The following movement
patterns and seasonal habitat usage have been documented relative to the Nevada SFA.

In Utah, research has been conducted with radio telemetry showing some evidence of collared birds using
seasonal habitats in Nevada. Over a 15-month period, (between May 2005 and August 2006) four birds
were documented crossing state lines. One male greater sage-grouse moved 41 miles from southwest
Idaho, through Box Elder County, Utah and into northeastern Nevada. Two greater sage-grouse hens that
summered in Utah moved 2.4 miles and 12 miles, respectively, to winter in eastern Nevada. Another male
followed the same path, but continued into winter habitats in eastern Nevada, a distance of 26 miles.

A recent study by Utah State University (Dahlgren et al. 2016) was published on research that was
conducted between 1998 and 2013 at intervals along 185 miles of the Nevada-Utah state line between
Box Elder County and Iron County to the south near St. George, Utah. The majority of this study area is
well outside the SFA, but they documented some movement by Utah birds using seasonal habitats in
Nevada.

The Lone Willow Population Management Unit, which includes Kings Valley, the Montana Mountains,
Bilk Creek Mountains and Double H Mountains, is one of the most densely populated greater sage-grouse
population management units in Nevada, particularly the Montana Mountains portions of the population
management unit. Even though the Lone Willow Population Management Unit, a Nevada-specific
management boundary, terminates on the Nevada-Oregon border, the greater sage-grouse population is
well connected with habitats in Oregon, particularly in the Trout Creek Mountains. Along the Nevada-
Oregon border in the Montana Mountain-Trout Creek complex, movement of greater sage-grouse from
Nevada to Oregon was observed during a 2001-2005 study to document the effects of harvest. Movement
of greater sage-grouse from Oregon to Nevada was also documented following the 2012 Holloway Fire,
further demonstrating connectivity between the states. The Montana Mountain-Trout Creek complex is
considered one of the most densely populated greater sage-grouse habitats and is of extreme importance
to both states, portions of which are within the upper 25 percent breeding density category on the national
ranking scale (Doherty et al. 2010).

Area Proposed for Withdrawal

Refer to Figure 2-1, Nevada Alternative. The total acreage represented by the Nevada Alternative is
9,852,208. The acreage within Nevada is 2,670,289.

Reasonably Foreseeable Future Mining and Exploration

The reasonably foreseeable future mining and exploration under the Nevada Alternative would be the
same as the Proposed Action except within the state of Nevada. The state of Nevada has proposed
excluding from the withdrawal 40 percent of the high mineral potential lands that were identified within
the SFAs in Nevada. The state of Nevada has also proposed excluding from the withdrawal 34 percent,
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22 percent, and 7 percent of the moderate, low, and not determined or no mineral potential lands
respectively, that were identified in the state. The number of mines and exploration projects expected to
occur under the Nevada Alternative is shown in Table 2-8.

Table 2-8. Number and Size of Future Mines and Exploration Projects for the Nevada Alternative

Number MUTIEEL B Size of Mines Sz E)gploratlon Total
Future Projects .
State of Future . Disturbance
Mines Exploration (acres)
Projects L S L U S
Idaho 1 3 0 1 0 0 3 187
Montana 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 81
Nevada 2 47 2 0 7 21 19 3,297
Oregon 1 3 0 1 1 0 1 66
Wyoming 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Utah 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 4 54 2 2 9 21 24 3,632

Using the same logic described above for the Proposed Action, the distribution of the mines and
exploration projects anticipated under the Nevada Alternative is shown by mineral potential in Table 2-9.

Table 2-9. Distribution of Future Mines and Exploration Projects by Mineral Potential for the Nevada
Alternative

Mineral Potential Number_of Numbe( of Future
Future Mines Exploration Projects
High 3 43
Moderate 1 10
Low 0 1
Not Determined or no potential 0 0
TOTAL 4 54

Table 2-10 shows a summary of the anticipated future activity that could occur over the 20-year
withdrawal period under the Nevada Alternative.

Table 2-10. Estimated Future Mineral Development Projects under the Nevada Alternative

Nevada Alternative — Activity Levels Quantity
Predicted number of future exploration projects 54
Acres disturbed for exploration 631
Predicted number of future mining projects 4
Acres disturbed for mining 3,001
Total acres disturbed for exploration and development 3,632
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2.3.4 Remove Areas of High Mineral Potential from the Withdrawal Proposal

Under the Remove Areas of High Mineral Potential from Withdrawal Proposal Alternative, hereinafter
referred to as the HMP Alternative, all areas within the SFAs that contain lands with high mineral
potential, as defined by the Mineral Potential Report (Day et al. 2016), would not be withdrawn. This
alternative was raised during scoping under the assumption that excluding high mineral potential lands
from the withdrawal would reduce the social and economic impacts of the withdrawal. Under this
alternative, 558,918 acres of high mineral potential lands would not be withdrawn. These high mineral
potential lands include:

e 403,808 acres located in Nevada,

e 66,581 acres in Oregon,

e 57,761 acres in Montana,

e 25,988 acres in Idaho,

e 3,452 acres in Utah, and

1,328 acres in Wyoming.

The HMP Alternative would result in approximately 9.39 million acres being withdrawn in Idaho,
Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming.

Area Proposed for Withdrawal

Refer to Figures 2-2 through 2-7 for locations of proposed withdrawal areas under this alternative.
The total acreage represented by the HMP Alternative is 9,390,553.

Reasonably Foreseeable Future Mining and Exploration

Under the HMP Alternative, all high mineral potential lands identified in the Mineral Potential Report
(Day et al. 2016) would not be withdrawn. Therefore, the number of future mines and exploration projects
expected on high mineral potential lands under this alternative would be the same as described for high
mineral potential lands under the No Action Alternative. Similarly, the number of future mines and
exploration projects expected in moderate, low, and not determined or no mineral potential lands under
this alternative should be the same as described for those lands under the Proposed Action. The number of
future mines and exploration projects expected to occur under the HMP Alternative is shown in Table
2-11.

The distribution of the mines and exploration projects anticipated under the HMP Alternative is shown by
mineral potential in Table 2-12.

Table 2-13 shows a summary of the estimated future mineral development projects that could occur over
the 20-year withdrawal period under the HMP Alternative.
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Table 2-11. Number and Size of Future Mines and Exploration Projects for the HMP Alternative

Number NLljertbuerreof Size of Mines Sl O;E?E(I:(t)sratlon Total
State of F}Jtu re Exploration Disturbance
Mines Projects L S L U S (acres)
Idaho 2 9 0 2 1 0 8 518
Montana 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 146
Nevada 2 55 2 0 8 24 23 4,074
Oregon 3 0 3 3 157
Wyoming 0 0 0 0 8
Utah 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 8 72 3 12 14 24 34 4,903

Note: the numbers of mines or exploration projects in this analysis can be less than 1 but in reality partial mines or partial
exploration projects cannot occur. Therefore data are rounded up or down to whole numbers. Differences in the total row from
the sum of the numbers within each of the state rows are due to rounding.

Table 2-12. Distribution of Future Mines and Exploration Projects by Mineral Potential for the HMP
Alternative

Mineral Potential Number_of Numbelj of Futl_Jre
Future Mines Exploration Projects
High 8 67
Moderate 0
Low 0
Not determined or no potential 0
TOTAL 8 72

Table 2-13. Estimated Future Mineral Development Projects under the HMP Alternative

High Mineral Potential Alternative — Activity Levels Quantity
Predicted number of future exploration projects 72
Acres disturbed for exploration 836
Predicted number of future mining projects 8
Acres disturbed for mining 4,067
Total acres disturbed for exploration and development 4,903

2.3.5 State of Idaho Alternative

The Office of the Governor of Idaho has proposed that the Secretary exclude from the proposed
withdrawal, areas of high and moderate mineral potential (including a buffer around those areas) within
the state of Idaho. The Governor’s Office deems these lands economically developable. They are located
within the Northcentral Idaho SFA and Southern Idaho/Northern Nevada SFA. No additional lands are
being proposed for inclusion in the withdrawal. The withdrawal boundary in the other states included in
the Proposed Action remains the same under this alternative. Under this State of Idaho Alternative,
hereinafter referred to as the Idaho Alternative, 538,639 acres of the proposed withdrawal in Idaho would
not be withdrawn. A total of 3,423,185 acres would be withdrawn in Idaho under this alternative. The
Idaho Alternative would result in approximately 9.41 million acres being withdrawn from location and
entry under the Mining Law in SFAs in Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming.
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On January 15, 2016, the Office of the Governor of Idaho transmitted its formal response to the proposed
withdrawal. In that letter the Governor stated that in his opinion the withdrawal as proposed was
unnecessary to protect greater sage-grouse from any perceived threat by the mining industry and that the
state of ldaho had the necessary framework in place to protect greater sage-grouse. The Governor also
stated that, should there be a withdrawal, the BLM should exclude areas with known mines and mineral
prospects as documented by the Idaho Geological Survey’s mineral database and mining property
compilations, and that the BLM should evaluate whether the withdrawal of approximately 3.8 million
acres of land in Idaho was necessary to effectuate its purpose regarding the long-term persistence of
greater sage-grouse and its habitat.

On July 21, 2016, the Governor’s office had a conversation with the BLM indicating their intention to
develop a State of Idaho Alternative that would remove key economic mineral development areas from
the withdrawal proposal. This alternative would remove from the proposed withdrawal, areas considered
by the state to be of high economic importance for future mineral development within the state of Idaho.
On September 26, 2016, the state of Idaho identified approximately 538,731 acres of economic interest
areas proposed for exclusion from the withdrawal in the north-central Idaho SFA and southern
Idaho/northern Nevada SFA. These areas were developed by the Governor’s office after considering
important greater sage-grouse habitat relative to areas where future mining and exploration were
considered likely to occur in the next 20 years (duration of the withdrawal) and areas that were deemed
essential to support active mining within the state. This constituted the original state of ldaho proposal.

The BLM and USFWS worked with the state of Idaho to refine their original proposal to take into
consideration measures to minimize potential impacts to sage-grouse leks and their habitat. On September
30, 2016, the Governor’s office delivered a refined proposal that addressed their areas of economic
interest while still protecting important sage-grouse habitat. The refined proposal contains detailed
descriptions of 16 areas within the state of Idaho proposed for exclusion from the withdrawal. The Idaho
Alternative modifies the original proposed withdrawal of the SFAs in Idaho by excluding known mining
operations, mining districts, and areas of higher mineral potential from the withdrawal. Areas of higher
mineral potential as defined by the state of Idaho are areas ranked as high and moderate mineral potential
in the Mineral Potential Report (Day et al. 2016). The Idaho Alternative also includes buffer areas around
the surrounding acreage for maintaining state access and geographic and administrative simplicity.

Sixteen polygons were identified for exclusion from the withdrawal and are shown in Figure 2-8.
Commodities mined historically or for which professional geologic expertise indicates potential were also
noted, along with brief background information on recent exploration (past 25 years at least) or geologic
deposit models relevant to each of the areas. The state of Idaho states, “several sources of information
were used to collect historical information on Idaho mining districts (IBMG Bulletin 22).” The Idaho
Geological Survey also has published histories of several mining districts which were reviewed. For
specific mining and exploration activity over the past 30 years, the Idaho Geological Survey’s annual
published reports and unpublished annual presentations and compilations were utilized.

Each polygon as described in the September 30, 2016 letter from the Idaho Governor’s Office is
summarized below.

e Polygon 1 (Leadore, Lemhi County): lead, silver, zinc, rare earth elements, thorium, phosphate, and
molybdenum

The townsite of Leadore (and Highway 28) lies in the middle of the two acreage blocks in the Lemhi
Valley which are herein proposed to be removed from the withdrawal proposal. As the name implies, the
area around Leadore (a.k.a. the Junction Mining District) is host to a large number of historic lead-silver-
(zinc) mines as indicated on topographic maps and the Idaho Geological Survey Mines and Prospects
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Database. They are hosted in carbonate rocks (limestone and dolomites) exposed in the mountains and
along the fault-bounded range front which is included in the SFA. In 2012, a small company was drilling
for silver and lead along the range front in or adjacent to the Leadore SFA. In addition, there are rare earth
elements and phosphate prospects in the Beaverhead range just east of Polygons 1 and 2. During the
2008-2010 time period, there was prospecting in the area for rare earth elements-thorium deposits similar
to those just to the north at Lemhi Pass.

There is also a significant molybdenum prospect west of Polygon 1 up Eightmile Creek and not
withdrawing this area would help maintain access for that. From the USGS aeromagnetics and gravity
surveys of the state, there is also potential under the shallow, valley-fill gravel for buried deposits of lead-
silver or an intrusion-hosted molybdenum or rare earth elements-bearing system near Leadore. The USGS
assessment has a large block of moderate mineral potential underlying the valley in Polygon 1. The area
of exclusion from the withdrawal in Polygon 1 was reduced by approximately one-third of the state’s
original proposal in order to account for greater sage-grouse leks, and connectivity to the bulk of the area
designated as SFA.

e Polygon 2 (Gilmore, Lemhi County): lead, silver, copper, gold, zinc, (molybdenum, rare earth
elements, and phosphate prospects)

Polygon 2 lies on the western margin and center part of the Lemhi Valley near the townsite of Gilmore
(a.k.a. Texas Mining District) on the east flank of the Lemhi Range. Portions of the original SFA
surround patented mining claims near Sourdough Gulch two miles northwest of Gilmore. The Texas
Mining District is a large polymetallic district with a number of mines and significant gold, silver, and
base metal production hosted in carbonate rocks. In the early 1900s it was the state’s largest lead-silver
producer outside of the Coeur d’ Alene mining district. As of a few years ago, residents of Gilmore
maintained housing and their mining claims within or immediately adjacent to the SFA. Polygons 1, 2,
and 4 share many geologic similarities with potential for buried silver-lead-zinc and even rare earth
elements-thorium deposits related to the Paleozoic (or younger) intrusions and hydrothermal activity in
the isolated and little explored Beaverhead and Lemhi Ranges of eastern Idaho. This polygon includes a
large area of high mineral potential in the USGS assessment. Polygon 2 was reduced from the state’s
original proposal to account for active greater sage-grouse leks and potential habitat that could occur in
the valleys, while excluding areas of high and moderate mineral potential that occur outside of the
valleys.

e Polygon 3 (Mackay area, West Flank of the Lemhi Range near George on the Little Lost River): lead
and silver

Polygon 3 protects access and buried range front potential in the “Moderate” category in the old Hamilton
and Dome Mining Districts in the Lemhi Range to the east. The Idaho Geological Survey Mines and
Prospects Database shows numerous polymetallic (precious and base metal) occurrences west of
Diamond Peak. Some of those are located on the topographic map as just above the alluvial fans at the
range front and within the SFAs. A buffer strip removing these areas from the withdrawal proposal would
allow for future exploration projects in the area. The area of exclusion in Polygon 3 was reduced from the
state’s original proposal by approximately one-third to account for active greater sage-grouse leks.

e Polygon 4 (Lower Birch Creek Valley, Lemhi County): lead, silver, copper, uranium, and
molybdenum

Polygon 4 revised the original withdrawal proposal to maintain access and exploration in the very
southern end of the Beaverhead Range near the Blue Dome area and the Birch Creek Mining District.
Multiple polymetallic mines and prospects, and a uranium prospect, are known from historical literature.
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Two companies drilled recently (2008 and 2011-2014) in the Long Canyon area just north of the SFA.
Though little information was released, the target is presumed to be lead-silver, but those metals can also
be distal indicators of buried molybdenum porphyry deposits. The USGS noted moderate mineral
potential for much of the acreage in Polygon 4. Polygon 4 was reduced from the state’s original proposal
by approximately a quarter of its original exclusion size to account for active greater sage-grouse leks on
the western end of the polygon.

e Polygon 5 (Isolated SFA blocks along and east of Interstate-15 at Spencer, Clark County): Precious
Opal (gemstones), gold, and silver

Polygon 5 includes isolated parcels (less than 1 square mile in area) just south of the town of Spencer.
The active Kilgore gold exploration project lies a few miles to the northeast of Spencer. The hot
spring/epithermal deposit hosts over a half-million ounces of gold in reserve, and drilling is currently
underway by Otis Gold. Maintaining exploration potential and mineral access in the region closer to the
transportation routes could be a strategic key for economic development of this deposit, which is one of
Idaho’s most prospective gold projects. The hills immediately north of the SFA parcels contain the
economic gemstone deposits of Spencer precious opal for which the tiny rural town is noted. Small opal
mining and related tourist rock shops provide economic development activity for the area. Gold at Kilgore
could be related to the opal deposition at Spencer, as both are volcanic-hosted, low-temperature
hydrothermal systems. The USGS classified the area immediately adjacent to and partly in Polygon 5 as
having high mineral potential. Additionally, Idaho considers that administration of the withdrawal in this
area is infeasible due to the scattered nature of the SFA designation.

e Polygon 6 (Triangular-shaped area north of Antelope Flat and west of Highway 93 south of Challis,
Custer County): Magnesium and possible copper, molybdenum, lead, zinc, silver, and gold

Polygon 6 includes only a couple of known prospects, one of which is dolomite — a source of magnesium.
However, the USGS assessment includes an area of high mineral potential in this polygon. It is likely for
dolomite although due to a Tertiary pluton nearby, a buried base and precious metal skarn or porphyry
deposit is also permissive. Revisions to Polygon 6 in the state’s original proposal were made to account
for areas of active greater sage-grouse leks while also excluding from withdrawal areas of high mineral
potential.

e Polygon 7 and 16 (Large area around Mackay and Copper Basin Mining Districts, Custer County):
Copper, zinc, silver, gold, lead, molybdenum

Polygons 7 and 16 include the parts of the SFAs which wrap around three sides of the historic Alder
Creek Mining District, just above the town of Mackay, in the White Knob Mountains. The high grade
copper lodes, discovered in the 1880s and worked through much of the twentieth century, are related to
skarns around a Tertiary granitic intrusion. The Empire mine and district has been the site of modern
drilling and exploration by Trio, Journey, and Musgrove Minerals from 2004 through 2012; an 18 million
ton zinc resource was outlined. Patented mining claims form the core interior to the SFA and Polygon 7,
which extends across the range to the southwest into the Copper Basin mining area. A second Tertiary
pluton is centered to the southwest where favorable ore-hosting sedimentary rocks are also present within
the polygon. At least four blocks of patented claims are included within the SFA in Polygon 7. The area
has mineral potential for base and precious metals in veins and limestone-hosted skarns similar to the
Alder Creek District. Much of Polygons 7 and 16 is ranked as moderate mineral potential by the USGS,
surrounding the large patented claims core of high mineral potential in the assessment. Originally
Polygon 7 was much larger and included Polygon 16 as areas to be excluded from the withdrawal
proposal. The revisions to Polygon 7, and split of Polygon 16 were to account for a high density of greater
sage-grouse leks and the importance of greater sage-grouse habitat.
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e Polygon 8 (Arco and Arco Hills, Butte County): Magnesium (Dolomite), Limestone, and Silica

Polygon 8 is next to limestone quarries above the town of Arco. They exploited deposits of carbonate
rocks which have been mined for magnesium or have potential for additional production according to a
compilation by the U.S. Bureau of Mines. In addition, quartzites in the region have seen some exploration
for industrial-grade silica in the past two decades.

e Polygon 9 (Timbered Dome area, Butte and Blaine Counties): Gold, silver, bismuth, copper, and zinc

Polygon 9, situated north of Craters of the Moon and Highway 20 west of Arco, includes much of the
extensive Lava Creek Mining District, which was the site of the Champagne Creek open pit gold mine
that operated from 1989 through 1993 with an initial reserve of 2.5 million tons at 0.03 troy ounces per
ton gold. It appears from the GIS-generated maps and topographical maps that the proposed withdrawal
actually covers the Champagne Creek open pit oxide gold mine. There are a number of old mines in the
region. Mineralization and alteration is hosted in Eocene volcanic rocks with significant potential for vein
or replacement deposits in older sedimentary units below them. There has been a minor amount of more
recent exploration and mining claim location near the Martin mine and elsewhere in the district, which is
unusual for ores containing bismuth, a critical commodity. Due to the scattered nature and lack of
connectivity of the areas proposed for withdrawal in Polygon 9, no adjustments were made from the
state’s original proposal.

e Polygon 10 (Southern Fish Creek Reservoir area, Blaine County): Zinc, copper and molybdenum

Polygon 10 includes SFA acreage south of Fish Creek Reservoir. While historic mineral prospects are not
abundant, the structurally complex region has been well-mapped by the USGS (SIM 3191) and explored
by private companies in the 1980s and 1990s for stratabound base metal mineralization in the Paleozoic
sediments. Gossan (a product of oxidized sulfides) is exposed in the region and literature accounts
describe intrusives and mineralized layers at shallow depths (less than 100 meters) in the area of Long
Canyon within Polygon 10. The occurrences are interpreted as similar to mineralization at the large
Triumph mine 25 miles northwest. There is still exploration interest in the area when zinc prices warrant,
and the area was designated as having moderate mineral potential in the USGS assessment.

e Polygon 11 (Southern Wood River Valley on either side of Highway 75): Gold, Unigue Pumice,
Silver, Zinc, Lead, Copper, and Rare Earth Elements

Polygon 11 contains two blocks of areas recommended for removal from the proposed withdrawal. The
two areas are separated by non-federal land down the center of the Wood River Valley south of Bellevue.
The eastern area, an elongate east-west zone, extends from the range front east over steep slopes to Bell
Mountain. It lies across the valley from the prolific Minnie Moore lead-zinc-silver mine west of Bellevue.
Similar lithologic units and a few polymetallic prospects are present in the polygon on the east side of the
valley. The western block of acreage recommended for removal from the withdrawal includes the
southern part of the highly mineralized Hailey Gold Belt and miscellaneous prospects down towards Rock
Creek and Hot Springs Landing, as well as old rare earth placers in the valley.

The SFA in Polygon 11 also covers an operating (as of 2015) mine, the Moonstone Pumice mine, located
adjacent to Highway 20 on both the north and south sides of the highway in the hills northwest of Hot
Springs Landing. For over 20 years, the operation has extracted a unique gold-colored variety of pumice
for multiple uses. Mine locations are noted on the topographic quadrangle map.
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e Polygon 12 (Mount Bennett Hills, EImore County): Silver, copper, iron, lead, zinc, and manganese

Polygon 12 covers the southern extension of an area identified by the USGS assessment as high to
moderate mineral potential near Deer Heaven Mountain in the Mount Bennett Hills. The old Volcano
Mining District lies near the Camas and EImore County line; the mines worked mineralized quartz veins
in granite. Polygon 12 does not include the large diatomite resources at Clover Creek further east

(USBM compilation). Those are identified in the USGS assessment as high mineral potential linear zones,
but they are located reportedly in the midst of prime greater sage-grouse habitat. A reduction of
approximately one-third of the state’s original area of exclusion was made to protect prime greater
sage-grouse wintering habitat in the eastern third of the withdrawal.

e Polygon 13 (Central/NW Owyhee County): Diatomite, Gold, and Silver

Polygon 13 lies along the northwest margin of a very large block of SFA acreage covering much of
southern Owyhee County. It is recommended for removal from the proposed withdrawal to preserve the
major diatomite resource located near Dickshooter Creek and Deep Creek and the similarly prospective
lacustrine sediments nearby. The deposit, known as BH 1-12, is owned by Grefco, a large producer, and
while reportedly very large, it is remote and difficult to access. The BLM conducted a validity exam on
the deposit in the early 1990s. The U.S. Bureau of Mines (1992) quotes a tonnage of 4.2 million short
tons of high-purity diatomite. The Idaho Geological Survey database gives the location as T11S, R2W,
Section 34SE, but the deposit extends into T12S, R2W, Section 3 to the south. The USGS identifies the
deposit area as having high mineral potential over a four-section block. A state owned section is nearby.
The same lacustrine sedimentary layer that hosts the diatomite crops out elsewhere in Owyhee County,
where it merits a moderate mineral potential assessment. One of those areas forms the southwestern tip of
Polygon 13.

In addition to the diatomite, Polygon 13 contains several precious metal and polymetallic occurrences in
the northern part of the area near Clover Mountain and Grassy Flat. There are active mining claims
associated with some of them. The gold and silver prospects are located where the more altered
underlying Eocene volcanics and older granodiorite are exposed north of the “barren” Miocene volcanic
rocks exposed in southern Owyhee County. At least one company is known to have had an active
prospecting program in the region within the past five years. The original boundary of Polygon 13 was
revised to account for critical greater sage-grouse habitat and activity as well as areas that were already
withdrawn due to their wilderness designation. The revision to the polygon reduced the area for exclusion
by approximately two-thirds.

e Polygon 14 (Southwestern Owyhee County): Diatomite

Polygon 14 includes the area of moderate mineral potential from the USGS assessment in the very
southwestern corner of Idaho. The remote acreage is immediately west of the Duck Valley Indian
Reservation in the vicinity of Horse Basin and Juniper Basin. It is partly underlain by the same Tertiary
lacustrine sediments which host the diatomite at Deep Creek. A reduction in the state’s original
boundaries was made due to critical habitat for greater sage-grouse. Areas excluded from the withdrawal
lack water and other suitable resources for greater sage-grouse activities, according to input received by
the Idaho Department of Fish and Game.

e Polygon 15 (Southeastern Owyhee County): Diatomite

Polygon 15 occupies the southeast corner of Owyhee County and includes another area of outcropping
Tertiary lacustrine sediments that have potential to host diatomite. The remote hamlet of Three Creek is
situated in between two blocks of SFAs within Polygon 15. No historical activity is known, but the area
was ranked as moderate mineral potential in the USGS study.
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Area Proposed for Withdrawal

The area proposed for withdrawal under this alternative is shown on Figure 2-8, Idaho Alternative. The
total acreage represented by the Idaho Alternative is 9,410,832. The acreage within ldaho is 3,423,185.

Reasonably Foreseeable Future Mining and Exploration

The Idaho Alternative put forth by the Governor’s Office proposed that the Secretary modify the
withdrawal by excluding known mining operations, mining districts, and areas of higher mineral potential
(as well as some acreages surrounding these areas to maintain state access and for geographic and
administrative simplicity) within the state of Idaho. The reasonably foreseeable future mining and
exploration activity within the SFA boundaries under the Idaho Alternative would be the same as the
Proposed Action except for activity within the state of Idaho. The state of Idaho has proposed excluding
from the withdrawal 92 percent of the high mineral potential lands that were identified within the SFAs in
Idaho. Similarly, the state of Idaho has proposed excluding from the withdrawal 66 percent, 18 percent,
and 3 percent of the moderate, low, and not determined or no mineral potential lands, respectively, that
were identified in the state. The number of mines and exploration projects expected to occur under the
Idaho Alternative is shown in Table 2-14.

Table 2-14. Number and Size of Future Mines and Exploration Projects for the Idaho Alternative

Number NLljsztbuerreof Size of Mines Size ogigs(l;t)sratlon Total
State of Future - ) Disturbance
Mines Explo_ratlon L S L M S (acres)
Projects
Idaho 4 13 0 4 1 0 12 927
Montana 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 81
Nevada 1 32 1 0 5 14 13 2,285
Oregon 1 0 1 1 66
Wyoming 0 0 0 0 1
Utah 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 7 48 2 5 8 14 26 3,360

Note: the numbers of mines or exploration projects in this analysis can be less than 1 but in reality partial mines or partial
exploration projects cannot occur. Therefore data are rounded up or down to whole numbers. Differences in the total row from
the sum of the numbers within each of the state rows are due to rounding.

Using the same logic described above for the Proposed Action, the distribution of the mines and
exploration projects anticipated under the Idaho Alternative is shown by mineral potential in Table 2-15.

Table 2-15. Distribution of Future Mines and Exploration Projects by Mineral Potential for the Idaho
Alternative

Mineral Potential Future Mines | Exploration Projects
High 4 39
Moderate 2
Low 1
Not determined or no potential 0 0
TOTAL 7 48
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Table 2-16 shows a summary of the estimated future mineral development projects that could occur over
the 20-year withdrawal period under the Idaho Alternative.

Table 2-16. Estimated Future Mineral Development Projects under the Idaho Alternative

Idaho Alternative — Activity Levels Quantity
Predicted number of future exploration projects 48
Acres disturbed for exploration 510
Predicted number of future mining projects 7
Acres disturbed for mining 2,850
Total acres disturbed for exploration and development 3,360

2.4 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis

This section briefly describes alternatives to the proposed withdrawal that were considered but not carried
forward for further analysis in this EIS. The management actions proposed by these alternatives were
recommended by members of the public during scoping or by resource specialists. The management
actions are described below, along with the rationale for excluding them from further consideration.

2.4.1 Eliminated Alternative 1: Withdraw Additional Areas of High Value Habitat

In order to maximize the conservation of greater sage-grouse habitat, it was suggested that additional
areas of greater sage-grouse habitat beyond the SFAs be withdrawn. The SFAs (also identified by the
USFWS as stronghold areas essential for greater sage-grouse survival) are specific areas that have been
identified within PHMA. PHMA s are larger management areas of valuable greater sage-grouse habitat
surrounding the SFAs. Greater sage-grouse PHMASs are themselves surrounded by even larger
management areas referred to as greater sage-grouse GHMA. BLM determined that a recommendation to
withdraw more area (such as the PHMAs and/or GHMAS) was excessive to meet the purpose and need
since the USFWS has stated that strong, durable, and meaningful protection in stronghold areas

(i.e., SFAs) will help obtain confidence for long-term greater sage-grouse persistence (USFWS 2014). In
addition, selecting additional greater sage-grouse habitat areas (i.e., PHMA and/or GHMA) for potential
withdrawal without data to justify the additions or the scientific need to do so is speculative.

2.4.2 Eliminated Alternative 2: Remove from the Withdrawal Areas of High Mineral
Potential Associated with Current Mining Activities

Based on the assumption that areas that are in close proximity to, or associated in some way with, current
mining operations are the most likely places for future mines to be proposed, an alternative was suggested
during scoping to exclude these areas associated with high mineral potential areas from the withdrawal.
This alternative was recommended under the assumption that it would reduce the potential social and
economic impacts. This alternative was eliminated from further detailed analysis because it is
substantially similar in design and would have similar effects as the HMP Alternative, albeit with
potentially fewer acres excluded from the withdrawal proposal.

2.4.3 Eliminated Alternative 3: Remove Areas of Non-Habitat from the Withdrawal

It was suggested that areas of non-habitat within the SFAs be excluded from the withdrawal area. It is
acknowledged that there may be some areas within the defined SFAs that may not appear to be greater
sage-grouse habitat, per se, but are important for habitat connectivity and thus were included in the SFAS
that were designated in the September 16, 2015 BLM and Forest Service RODs for the LUP amendments
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(see Section 1.1 in Chapter 1). The exclusion of non-habitat would only marginally reduce the total
acreage within the withdrawal proposal, and, in that respect, this alternative would not substantially differ
from the Proposed Action.

2.4.4 Eliminated Alternative 4: Shorten Duration of the Withdrawal

It was suggested that an alternative be considered that reduced the duration of the proposed withdrawal to
something less than 20 years. Withdrawals are made for the purpose of limiting activities on the
withdrawn lands in order to maintain other public values in the area, or for reserving the area for a
particular public purpose or program. In this particular case, the Proposed Action would withdraw federal
land from location and entry under the Mining Law in order to protect greater sage-grouse habitat.
Congress has granted the Secretary authority to withdraw federal lands under section 204 of FLPMA.
Section 204 authorizes the Secretary to establish a withdrawal of this size, however, for no longer than
20 years without another public review process. However, such withdrawals may be renewed, at the
Secretary’s discretion, if warranted, and so long as the process required under section 204 is completed.

In this instance, a proposed 20-year withdrawal seems most appropriate, because it can take many years
for any results of management decisions regarding greater sage-grouse habitat to be realized and
population recoveries can take even longer. Therefore, the proposal to withdraw these lands for up to

20 years would allow for meaningful long-term studies to be conducted to assess the efficacy of the
withdrawal on protecting greater sage-grouse habitat. The 20-year period maximum for withdrawals of
the size proposed also means that, although each of the action alternatives described specifically
addresses a 20-year withdrawal, the Secretary has the option to establish a withdrawal of shorter duration;
therefore, there is no need to evaluate in detail shorter withdrawal periods, as this possibility is included
in the range of alternatives evaluated in this EIS. Further, should the Secretary determine in the future
based on monitoring or other data, that any withdrawal established in this initiative is no longer
warranted, the Secretary may, under the authority of section 204 of FLPMA, modify or revoke the
withdrawal, in whole or in part. In fact, the Secretary may determine that a shorter period of withdrawal is
appropriate in some areas proposed for withdrawal, rather than others, so long as that determination is
supported by the evaluation.

2.45 Eliminated Alternative 5: Remove from the Withdrawal Lands with Existing
Mining Claims

An alternative was suggested to consider excluding from the withdrawal all lands encumbered by mining
claims existing when the notice of proposed withdrawal was published on September 24, 2015. This
alternative could exclude substantial acreage within SFAs from withdrawal, including lands underlying
former mining claims that were abandoned or forfeited since September 24, 2015. For instance, in
Montana this would result in the exclusion from the withdrawal proposal of 38,412 acres of lands
encumbered by 746 mining claims that were active on September 24, 2015. This alternative would not
meet the purpose and need as it does not provide regulatory certainty for non-discretionary activities
within the large amount of acreage subject to mining claims on September 24, 2015 that would be
excluded under this alternative. As to such lands, this alternative would result in substantially similar
effects to the No Action Alternative.

2.4.6 Eliminated Alternative 6: Withdraw a Minimum Number of Acres to Accomplish
the Purpose and Need

An alternative was suggested that only a minimum number of acres be withdrawn to accomplish the
purpose and need. Specifically, it was suggested to withdraw the minimum amount of acres for greater
sage-grouse habitat protection equal to the amount of acres that, after applying protection measures,
would still result in a net loss of PHMA greater sage-grouse habitat from locatable mineral exploration
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and mining. Protection measures include: greater sage-grouse protective measures identified in the LUP
amendments, project design features, avoidance, minimization, and creating and utilizing tools such as the
CCSs to address net habitat loss. It was also suggested that the BLM and Forest Service should partner
with states to implement programs like the CCS to mitigate habitat loss and result in a net conservation
gain. This suggestion appears to mischaracterize the possible effect of the protective measures. Section
202(e)(3) of FLPMA authorizes land use planning, but land use planning restrictions cannot withdraw
lands from the public land laws, including the mining laws. Withdrawals can only be made under section
204 of FLPMA. This means that none of the protection measures suggested above that were part of the
land use planning process would be sufficient to stop members of the public from being able to locate and
develop mining claims under the Mining Law on the lands included in the withdrawal proposal.
Therefore, this alternative would not meet the purpose and need as it does not provide regulatory certainty
for non-discretionary activities.

2.4.7 Eliminated Alternative 7: Withdraw Areas from Surface Mining Activities Only

An alternative was suggested to eliminate from the withdrawal proposal lands where mining is largely
underground. The reasoning is that underground mining may have less impact on greater sage-grouse
habitat compared to surface-mining activities. However, withdrawals from the Mining Law prevent the
disposal of locatable minerals by all means, and do not differentiate between above and below ground
mining activity.

This alternative essentially appears to propose leaving the lands open to the Mining Law but restricting
activity through a rulemaking, which would be a separate proposed action that has not, in fact, been
proposed, and is outside the scope of the proposed action.

2.4.8 Eliminated Alternative 8: Exclude Strategic Minerals from the Withdrawal

A suggestion was made by stakeholders to exclude areas from the withdrawal that contained strategic
minerals. “Strategic minerals” (or sometimes critical materials) are generally defined as ones that are at
risk for supply shortage and are critical or essential components to national defense equipment,
electronics, and other important economic uses. A recent report by the U.S. Government Accountability
Office (GAO), Strengthened Federal Approach Needed to Help Identify and Mitigate Supply Risks for
Critical Raw Materials (GAO-16-699, Washington, D.C.: September 2016) recommended that, among
other things, federal agencies should strengthen their approach to addressing critical materials supply
issues through enhanced interagency collaboration and enhance the federal government’s ability to
facilitate domestic production of critical materials. The report does not state that withdrawals should be
avoided.

The GAO report points out that there is no single federal government-wide definition or list of what
constitutes a critical material. Different assessments have demonstrated that there are a wide variety of
materials that are critical to U.S. economic and national security interests. Moreover, a determination that
a mineral or other type of material is critical is generally based on some measure of the material’s
importance, combined with a measure of the supply risk for the material. Supply risks include potential
physical interruptions in the supply chain, market imbalances, and government interventions. Since
characterization of minerals as “strategic” is an informal one and not based on statute or regulation, and
since minerals that are deemed strategic or critical can change over time, implementation of this
alternative would be based on speculation.

In the event that specific strategic or critical minerals are identified as being present in a particular area,
and of immediate need for defense or other purposes, the Secretary of the Interior may propose a
modification of the withdrawal to open such area to location and entry of those minerals under the Mining
Law and thus fulfill the recommendations of the GAO report. In addition, to the extent that certain
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minerals are deemed critical or essential in the future, the objective of allowing development of such
minerals could be achieved by Congressional action amending the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 to
authorize disposal of these under the Mineral Leasing Act rather than the Mining Law — a suggestion
outside the scope of the Proposed Action.

The Defense Logistics Agency, Strategic Materials, in the U.S. Department of Defense, is the leading
U.S. agency for the analysis, planning, procurement, and management of materials critical to national
security. The Mineral Potential Report, prepared in support of the proposed withdrawal, includes tables
listing the elements of the non-fuel mineral-based commaodities held as stock by the Defense Logistics
Agency, as of September 30, 2015 as well as proposed additions of non-fuel mineral commaodities in
fiscal year 2016 (Day et al. 2016). The commaodities listed in those tables that have the potential to be
found within the withdrawal area include: lithium, mercury, molybdenum, titanium, rare earth elements
(thorium, niobium, tantalum, zirconium, hafnium, and uranium), tungsten, and zinc. None of these
commodities are currently produced in significant amounts and (or) as the primary source of revenue
from mines operating within the assessment area; however, they may be produced as minor byproducts
(Day et al. 2016).

2.4.9 Eliminated Alternative 9: State Recommended Withdrawal Boundaries

A recommendation was made to solicit from each state a recommended withdrawal that better suits the
purpose to protect greater sage-grouse and its habitat from adverse effects of locatable mineral
exploration and mining, while at the same time accommodating the unique social and economic needs of
each state. Depending on the boundaries provided, this alternative would not necessarily respond to the
purpose and need of the proposed withdrawal to protect essential greater sage-grouse habitat. The BLM
requested, on several occasions, all states potentially affected by this Proposed Action, and all
cooperating agencies, to bring forward alternatives they would like to have considered in the EIS. Of the
six states involved in the project, only Nevada and Idaho did so. Therefore, implementation of this
alternative is remote and speculative since specific alterations in withdrawal boundaries have not been
suggested by any of the states with the exception of Nevada and Idaho, which are being analyzed under
separate alternatives listed above.

2.4.10 Eliminated Alternative 10: Modified Boundary for the SFAs

A recommendation was made for the BLM to modify the proposed withdrawal boundary using new
(post-LUP amendment ROD) scientific information based on (high or low) mineral potential and (high or
low) habitat value. This alternative would allow the BLM to modify the proposed withdrawal boundaries
as needed based on high or low mineral potential, high or low quality greater sage-grouse habitat, or for
other reasons. This recommendation did not provide specific boundary changes. To the extent to which
this recommendation suggests different areas not be withdrawn, for different reasons, this alternative is
similar in design to the Nevada Alternative, the HMP Alternative, and the Idaho Alternative where
specific boundary changes were recommended. This recommendation would likely have substantially
similar effects to the action alternatives considered in this EIS. That said, in the event that specific
scientific information regarding mineral potential or habitat value in a particular area becomes available,
the Secretary may propose a modification of the withdrawal to open such area to location and entry.

2.4.11 Eliminated Alternative 11: Area of Critical Environmental Concern Designation

A recommendation was made for the BLM to accomplish the purpose and need by designating the SFAs
as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) in lieu of the withdrawal. As discussed above,
land use planning under section 202 of FLPMA cannot withdraw lands from the public land laws,
including the mining laws. Consequently, designation of ACECs is an administrative designation used by
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the BLM as part of land use planning and thus would need to be accomplished as part of a RMP
amendment or revision. A separate process would have to occur to protect NFS lands being designated for
withdrawal. Designating lands as an ACEC does not withdraw those lands from location and entry under
the mining laws, although some ACECs include lands that have been withdrawn pursuant to section 204
of FLPMA or other executive or legislative action. Although the BLM’s regulations do require approved
plans of operations for all mining operations in ACECs, including exploration projects that would
otherwise occur under a notice, mere designation as an ACEC, cannot be used to effectively manage non-
discretionary uses, unless the BLM has also filed a withdrawal application for those lands with the
Secretary under section 204 of FLPMA. Therefore, this suggestion would not meet the purpose and need
for the proposed withdrawal. The use of ACECs for protection of sage-grouse habitat was also considered
early in the LUP process, but rejected.

2.4.12 Eliminated Alternative 12: Remove Areas of Low Mineral Potential from the
Withdrawal

Under this alternative, all areas of low or undetermined mineral potential would not be withdrawn. Areas
of low or undetermined mineral potential, or lands not permissive for deposits, as defined by the Mineral
Potential Report, account for over 8 million acres of the SFA boundaries (Day et al. 2016). Not
withdrawing these lands, however low the mining potential might be, does not provide the regulatory
certainty over non-discretionary activities in these LUP areas, which represent 90 percent of the total SFA
and thus would not meet the purpose and need. Additionally, this alternative would result in only high or
moderate mineral potential lands being withdrawn and the social and economic impacts of such a
withdrawal would not substantially differ from the Proposed Action.

2.4.13 Eliminated Alternative 13: Remove Areas of High and Moderate Mineral Potential
from the Withdrawal

In order to further minimize the potential social and economic impacts of any withdrawal, it was
suggested that all areas within the SFAs that contain lands with high and moderate mineral potential, as
defined by the Mineral Potential Report (Day et al. 2016), be excluded from the withdrawal proposal.
Under this alternative, approximately 1,084,000 acres of high and moderate mineral potential lands would
not be withdrawn. Approximately 504,000 acres of these lands are located in Nevada, 87,000 in Oregon,
101,000 in Montana, 242,000 in Idaho, 37,000 in Utah, and 111,000 in Wyoming. This alternative would
result in approximately 8.86 million acres being withdrawn from SFAs in Idaho, Montana, Nevada,
Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming. This alternative would reduce the conservation benefits of the project but
also decrease the social and economic impact compared to the HMP Alternative where only high mineral
potential lands are considered for exclusion from the withdrawal. Because this alternative lies along the
spectrum between the HMP Alternative and the No Action, evaluating it in detail would not contribute
appreciably to the analysis.

2.5 Regulatory Framework Common to the Proposed Action and
Alternatives

This section includes a narrative describing the operating requirements for locatable mineral exploration
and development common to all alternatives considered in this EIS. Requirements for mining companies
to comply with environmental regulations administered by other federal and state agencies would apply to
all alternatives. Many of these compliance requirements are expressed as project design features intended
to reduce or minimize environmental impacts. Some aspects of the requirements, such as the procedures
for determining valid existing rights, are generally only relevant to the alternatives that include a
withdrawal since new exploration or mining could only occur on valid existing rights.
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251 Federal Surface Management Regulations

Locatable mineral exploration and development on lands managed by BLM is subject to the surface
management regulations at 43 CFR 3715 and 3809. Mineral development projects on NFS lands are
regulated under 36 CFR 228A.

On BLM lands, mineral development projects beyond “casual use” require compliance with 43 CFR
subparts 3715 and 3809. Casual use is generally defined as “activities ordinarily resulting in no or
negligible disturbance of the public lands or resources” (43 CFR 3809.5).

Major provisions for use and occupancy regulations found at 43 CFR 3715 and surface management
regulations found at 43 CFR 3809 include the following:

e All activity must prevent unnecessary or undue degradation, which requires complying with
applicable state and federal environmental protection laws (discussed in more detail below); meeting
the performance standards in the BLM regulations for the protection of air, cultural, water, and
wildlife resources; and isolating and controlling toxic or deleterious materials.

e Surface use must be reasonably incident to mining, prospecting, and processing operations.

o If the area is withdrawn, the mining claims involved must be determined to have valid existing rights
before new operations are authorized.

e Exploration disturbing 5 acres or less can usually be conducted under a notice. If extraction of
presumed ore for testing is proposed, the quantity cannot exceed 1,000 tons.

e All mining, above notice-level impacts, requires approved plans of operations involving NEPA
analysis and public comment.

e Exploration- and development-related disturbance must be reclaimed in accordance with the
reclamation plan.

e All operators must provide the BLM with a financial guarantee covering the full cost of reclaiming
the operation in accordance with the reclamation plan.

e The BLM inspects operations for compliance with the regulations and issues administrative
enforcement orders in cases of noncompliance.

On NFS lands, for most mineral development projects, “a notice of intent to operate is required from any
person proposing to conduct operations which might cause significant disturbance of surface resources”
(36 CFR 228.4(a)). The requirement is further defined and clarified in the regulations at 36 CFR 228
subpart A. If the operation is likely to cause significant disturbance of surface resources, plans of
operations must be submitted in lieu of the notice of intent. The determination of the significance of
surface disturbance is made by the District Ranger, in accordance with Forest Service Manual 2810,
section 2817.11. In either case, “if the District Ranger determines that any operation is causing or will
likely cause significant disturbance of surface resources, the District Ranger shall notify the operator that
the operator must submit proposed plans of operations for approval and that the operations cannot be
conducted until plans of operations are approved” (36 CFR 228.4(a)(4)). Major provisions for surface
management regulations found at 36 CFR 228A include the following:
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e Surface use must be reasonably incident to mining, prospecting, and processing operations.

o Operators proposing exploration or small-scale mining submit a notice of intent and may be allowed
to conduct operations without plans of operations if the proposed disturbance is not considered
significant.

e Mining operations that will likely cause significant disturbance require approved plans of operations
involving NEPA analysis and public comment.

o All activity must comply with applicable state and federal environmental protection laws
(discussed in more detail below); meeting the performance standards in the Forest Service regulations
for the protection of air, cultural, water, and wildlife resources; and isolating and controlling toxic or
deleterious materials.

e Exploration- and development-related disturbance must be reclaimed in accordance with the
reclamation plan.

o When required by the authorized officer, operators who filed plans of operations must provide the
Forest Service with a reclamation bond covering the full cost of reclaiming the operation in
accordance with the approved reclamation plan.

e The Forest Service can inspect operations for compliance with the regulations and issue
administrative enforcement orders in cases of noncompliance.

Notice and Notice of Intent

On federal lands where lands are not withdrawn from the Mining Law, exploration projects can occur
under a notice (BLM) or notice of intent (Forest Service). There is no approval process for notices or
notices of intent. Where lands are withdrawn from the Mining Law, notices or notices of intent are not
allowed and a plan of operations must be developed.

The BLM’s regulations specify that operations under a notice can only disturb 5 acres or less, must be
limited to exploration, and cannot occur in certain special-category lands (43 CFR 3809.11(c)). Also, if
extraction of presumed ore for testing is proposed, the quantity cannot exceed 1,000 tons, even if
disturbance is less than 5 acres. Within 15 days of receiving a notice, the BLM will advise the operator
either that the notice is complete or what information is required to complete the notice. The BLM will
advise the operator of any measures that must be incorporated into the notice in order to prevent
unnecessary or undue degradation. The operator may not begin operations until the required reclamation
financial guarantee is received and accepted by the BLM.

Similarly, the Forest Service will review a notice of intent and notify the operator whether a plan of
operations is required to be filed or whether the activity can proceed under the notice of intent. A notice
of intent can be filed for minimal exploration or mining surface-disturbing activities where the activity
will not likely cause significant disturbance of surface resources; there is no 5-acre rule as there is on
BLM land. In general, the majority of locatable exploration drilling and mining projects on NFS lands
require a plan of operations and a corresponding reclamation bond.

Plan of Operations Approval Process

BLM requires plans of operations for exploration activities disturbing more than 5 acres and all mining
and mine development operations, regardless of size (43 CFR 3809.21(a)). As noted above, BLM also
requires plans of operations in certain special status areas even for exploration on 5 acres or less. The
Forest Service allows some mining under a notice of intent (i.e., a small underground operation within an
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existing adit that will not cause significant surface disturbance), but requires a plan of operations
whenever the District Ranger determines that there will likely be significant surface resource disturbance.
BLM mine plans do not generally contain expiration dates. The approval for plans of operations remains
in place until the miner decides to close the mine. Plans of operations provide detailed information on the
operator, a description of the operations, a reclamation plan, a monitoring plan, and an interim
management plan in the event that operations are halted temporarily.

Upon receipt, plans of operations are reviewed for completeness. A completeness review involves
identifying any additional data that the operator must provide to allow assessment of impacts or any
commitments that must be made by the operator to minimize adverse environmental impacts on surface
resources (Forest Service) and prevent unnecessary or undue degradation (BLM). Guidance and
authorities used during the completeness review process include conformance with the appropriate
resource management plan or forest plan, surface management regulations (43 CFR 3809 and 36 CFR
228A), and internal agency guidance documents. Any deficiencies identified during a completeness
review are enumerated to the proponent, who then revises the plans of operations as appropriate and
resubmits it to the agency for another completeness review. The cycle of completeness review by the
agency, with subsequent modification of the plans of operations by the applicant, continues until the plan
is declared “complete.”

After complete plans of operations are received, the environmental analysis is prepared, in accordance
with NEPA requirements. After the environmental analysis is complete and the public comments have
been considered, the agency issues its decision. Any operating or reclamation requirements determined
necessary to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation and to comply with the performance standards are
required as terms and conditions of the approval. A reclamation bond amount is estimated based on an
engineering evaluation of what it would cost the agency to hire a third party to reclaim the operation, as
described in the approved reclamation plan. The bond must be posted before ground-disturbing activity
can begin. Amendments to existing plans of operations are processed in a similar manner.

The approved plans of operations and accepted notices are subject to compliance monitoring by the BLM
or Forest Service to ensure that the operator is following the approved plan and accepted notice.
Operations conducted under a notice, notice of intent, or approved plans of operations must comply with
all applicable state and federal laws and regulations related to environmental protection.

Requirements during Operations and Reclamation
BLM Performance Standards

The BLM performance standards are divided into two types—general and specific performance standards.
These performance standards apply to notices and plans of operations. The guiding principle is BLM’s
obligation to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation. Operators must prevent unnecessary or undue
degradation while conducting operations on public lands by operating in accordance with the
requirements in 43 CFR 38009.

As defined in 43 CFR 3809.5, unnecessary or undue degradation means conditions, activities, or practices
that:

o Fail to comply with one or more of the performance standards in 43 CFR 3809.420, the terms and
conditions of approved plans of operations, operations described in a complete Notice, and other
federal and state laws related to environmental protection and protection of cultural resources;

e Are not “reasonably incident” to prospecting, mining, or processing operations as defined in 43 CFR
3715.0-5; or
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Fail to attain a stated level of protection or reclamation required by specific laws in areas such as the
California Desert Conservation Area, Wild and Scenic Rivers, BLM-administered portions of the
National Wilderness System, and BLM-administered National Monuments and National
Conservation Areas.

To prevent unnecessary or undue degradation, operators must comply with the performance standards in
43 CFR 3809.420; follow their accepted notice or approved plans of operations; and comply with other
applicable federal and state laws related to environmental protection and protection of cultural resources.

The regulations (43 CFR 3809.420) establish procedures and standards so that operators and mining
claimants meet their responsibility to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of the land and reclaim
disturbed areas. The standards are generally outcome-based and do not contain specific design or
operational requirements for operations. The general performance standards require that operators:

Use appropriate technology and practices,

Undertake activities in a logical sequence,

Comply with the applicable BLM land use plan sections consistent with the mining laws,
Take mitigation measures specified by BLM (see specific standards listed below),

Initiate and complete reclamation at the earliest economically and technically feasible, and

Comply with all pertinent state and federal laws.

The specific performance standards address issues related to:

The planning, construction, and use of access routes,
Disposal of mining wastes,

Reclamation,

Disposal of solid wastes,

Air and water quality,

Disposal and treatment of solid wastes,

Prevention of adverse impacts to fisheries, wildlife, and related habitat (specifically threatened and
endangered species),

Prevention of disturbance, alteration, or destruction of cultural and paleontological resources,
Protection of survey monuments,
Fire prevention and suppression,

The handling and treatment of acid-forming and toxic materials,
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e The operation, design, and construction of leaching operations, and
e The maintenance and safety of structures and equipment.

In addition to meeting the performance standards, all activity conducted under a notice or plans of
operations must be reasonably incident to prospecting, mining, or processing operations and uses, as
defined in 43 CFR 3715.0-5. This means that even the best-managed activity cannot be conducted under
the 3809 regulations if the activity is not related to mineral exploration or development.

Forest Service Performance Standards

Forest Service regulations (36 CFR 228.8) require that all operations, where feasible, shall be conducted
to minimize adverse environmental impacts on NFS surface resources, including the following required
environmental protection measures:

e Air quality, including compliance with applicable federal and state air quality standards, including the
requirements of the Clean Air Act.

o Water quality, including compliance with applicable federal and state water quality standards,
including regulations issued pursuant to the federal Water Pollution Control Act.

o Solid wastes, including compliance with federal and state standards for the disposal and treatment of
solid wastes. All garbage, refuse, or waste shall either be removed from NFS lands or disposed of or
treated to minimize its impact on the environment and the forest surface resources. All tailings,
dumpage, deleterious materials, or substances and other waste shall be deployed, arranged, disposed of,
or treated to minimize adverse impacts on the environment and forest surface resources.

e Scenic values. The operator shall harmonize operations with scenic values through such measures as
the design and location of operating facilities, including roads and other means of access, vegetative
screening of operations, and construction of structures and improvements that blend in with the
landscape.

o Fish and wildlife habitat. In addition to compliance with water quality and solid waste disposal
standards required by this section, the operator shall take all practicable measures to maintain and
protect fish and wildlife habitat that may be affected by the operations.

¢ Roads. Operator shall construct and maintain all roads to ensure adequate drainage and to minimize
or, where possible, eliminate damage to soil, water, and other resource values.

o Reclamation. Upon exhaustion of the mineral deposit or at the earliest practicable time during
operations, or within 1 year of the conclusion of operations, unless a longer time is allowed by the
authorized officer, the operator shall, where practicable, reclaim the surface disturbed in operations
by taking measures that will prevent or control on- and off-site damage to the environment and forest
surface resources.

Monitoring Plans

A monitoring plan must be included in the plans of operations submitted to the BLM pursuant to 43 CFR
3809. Similarly, the Forest Service requires that plans of operations for mining activities on NFS lands
include post operations monitoring and maintenance plans pursuant to 36 CFR 228A. Monitoring plans
are intended to demonstrate compliance with the plans of operations and other federal or state laws and
regulations; provide early detection of potential problems; and supply information to assist in directing
corrective actions.
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Reclamation Requirements

All operators on public lands are required to reclaim disturbed areas in accordance with the performance
standards and their reclamation plans. Reclamation is defined as follows:

Reclamation means taking measures required by this subpart following disturbance of
public lands caused by operations to meet applicable performance standards and achieve
conditions required by BLM at the conclusion of operations (43 CFR 3809.5).

43 CFR 301(b)(3) and 43 CFR 401(b)(3) specify that both notices and plans of operations must include
reclamation plans. 43 CFR 3809.420 provides the reclamation performance standards. On BLM lands,
components of reclamation include the following, where applicable (43 CFR 3809.420(b)(3)):

Isolation, control, or removal of acid-forming, toxic, or deleterious substances,

Regrading and reshaping to conform to adjacent landforms, facilitate revegetation, control drainage,
and minimize erosion,

Rehabilitation of fish or wildlife habitat,

Placement of growth medium and establishment of self-sustaining revegetation,

Removal or stabilization of buildings, structures, or other support facilities,

Plugging of drill holes and closure of underground workings, and

Providing for post-mining monitoring, maintenance, or treatment.
On NFS lands, reclamation specifically requires the following (36 CFR 228.8):

e Control of erosion and landslides,

Control of water runoff,

Isolation, removal, or control of toxic materials,

Reshaping and revegetation of disturbed areas, where reasonably practicable, and

Rehabilitation of fish and wildlife habitat.

Enforcement Provisions

At any time, the BLM may inspect operations on BLM-managed public lands. An inspection may include
any physical aspect of the operation, including all structures, equipment, and workings located on public
lands. An inspection may also include an examination of any pertinent files the operator may have related
to the permitting of the operation and the storage of chemicals and supplies. Permits, approvals, and
authorizations that are subject to verification include any documents issued or required by local, state, or
federal authorities that are, or may be, required for lawful operation.

The BLM can issue various types of enforcement orders if an operator does not meet the requirements of
the surface management regulations. The BLM may issue enforcement orders under either 43 CFR 3809
(noncompliance or suspension) and/or 43 CFR 3715 (immediate suspension, cessation, or notice of
noncompliance) (BLM 2011a). The BLM may also ask the United States Attorney to institute a civil
action to prevent operators from conducting operations in violation of 43 CFR 3715 or 3809.
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On NFS lands, forest officers or minerals administrators shall periodically inspect operations to determine
whether the operator is complying with the regulations and approved plans of operations (36 CFR 228.7).
If an operator fails to comply with the regulations or the approved plans of operations, the authorized
officer shall serve a notice of noncompliance on the operator. Such notice shall describe the
noncompliance and shall specify the action with which to comply and the time within which such action
is to be completed, generally not to exceed 30 days.

2.5.2  State Environmental Regulations

State permitting processes play an important role in regulating mining operations and impacts. Both the
BLM and Forest Service require compliance with all applicable federal and state environmental laws and
regulations. While federal land management agencies have a mandate to maintain and protect public
lands, state agencies often require more detailed and specific mine plans and mitigation measures for
compliance with federal and state environmental laws, state mining laws, regulations, and guidance. Over
time, state mining divisions act as repositories for best management practices and lessons learned over
many years and different commaodities; thus, they are able to direct mine operators to make refinements in
their activities that significantly improve environmental protection.

The state permitting process typically occurs on a separate yet concurrent track from approval of the plans
of operations by the BLM or Forest Service. Both the BLM and Forest Service require that operators
comply with all applicable federal, state, and local environmental protection requirements as a condition
of maintaining the approved plans of operations.

The regulatory framework that governs mining operations differs by federal land management agency and
by the specific state acts, laws, regulations and guidance that state agencies are responsible for
implementing, yet the list of permits and plans that must be in place prior to operating a mine within the
analysis area is likely to be similar. The following two tables (Tables 2-17 and 2-18) provide lists of the
typical federal and state permits and plans required prior to mining.

2.5.3 State Greater Sage-grouse Conservation Plans and Strategies

In addition to the permits and approvals listed in Tables 2-17 and 2-18, each state within the proposed
withdrawal area has developed a conservation plan or strategy specific to greater sage-grouse. These
plans are summarized below. Each state’s greater sage-grouse conservation plan or strategy provides
different approaches to addressing potential impacts to greater sage-grouse from potential mining
activities or activities similar to mining.

Idaho

The primary goal of the Conservation Plan for the Greater Sage-grouse in ldaho is to maintain, improve,
and, where possible, increase greater sage-grouse populations and habitats in Idaho while considering the
predictability and long-term sustainability of a variety of other land uses. In EO 2015-04, “Adopting
Idaho’s Sage-Grouse Management Plan,” Idaho's Governor directed that foundational elements of 1daho’s
Sage-Grouse Plan (2006) applies to all land ownerships across the state.

The plan presents a discussion of 19 threats to greater sage-grouse and their habitats, together with a
toolbox of conservation measures designed to address each individual threat. The recommended
conservation measures associated with each threat are designed to eliminate, reduce, or mitigate threats to
greater sage-grouse or to ensure the long-term sustainability of greater sage-grouse habitat in Idaho. Local
working groups are encouraged to adopt these conservation measures or others that are more locally
appropriate.
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Table 2-17. Typical Federal Permits and Plans Required Prior to Mining

Permit/Plan

Issuing Agency

Purpose

Federal Permit Requirements Administered b

Federal Agencies

Plan of Operations

BLM/Forest Service

Compliance with federal land management
agency requirements, typically subject to
NEPA review.

Clean Water Act Section 404 permit

U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers

Necessary for discharge of dredged or fill
materials into jurisdictional waters of the
U.S., including wetlands, e.g. disturbance of
wetlands.

Endangered Species Act Section 7

U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service

Consultation between lead federal agency
and the USFWS regarding possible effects to
federally listed species and/or their critical
habitat.

Tribal Consultation per the National
Historic Preservation Act, American Indian
Religious Freedom Act, Archeological
Resources Protection Act, Native American
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act

Federally recognized tribes in
consultation with BLM

Government-to-government consultation
with Native American tribes, and
compliance with the specified authorities
would be managed by the lead federal
agency.

Mine Safety and Health Administration
(MSHA) Mine Registration; MSHA
Training Plan, Escape and Evacuation Plan,
Ventilation Plan

U.S. Department of Labor

Prevention of death, illness and injury from
mining and promote safe and healthful
workplaces for U.S. miners.

Road use or transportation permit; BLM/Forest Service For BLM - verify compliance with federal
transportation plan and state transportation requirements, e.g.,
transportation of hazardous wastes.
For Forest Service - review and approve use
of NFS roads
Dust control plan BLM Evaluate potential dust-related impacts to the
community and possible mitigation measures
Weed management plan BLM Compliance with the federal Plant Protection

Act and state noxious weed acts as well as
identify appropriate mitigation measures to
prevent the spread of noxious weeds.

Explosives license or permit

U.S. Department of Justice,
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco,
Firearms and Explosives

Ensure proper storage, handling, and use of
explosives

Federal Permit Req

uirements Often Administer

ed by State Agencies

National Historic Preservation Act

State Historic Preservation
Officer

Consultation between lead federal agency
and State Historic Preservation Officer
regarding possible affects to historic
properties.

Clean Air Act permit

State environment department
or similar agency

Compliance with federal and state ambient
air quality standards.

Clean Water Act Section 401 Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System permit

State environment department
or similar agency

Water quality certification associated with
Clean Water Act section 404 permit and
compliance with surface water discharge
standards.

Clean Water Act Section 402 Permit and
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan

State environment department
or similar agency

Eliminate or minimize stormwater-related
pollution.

Clean Water Act Section 311 Spill
Prevention, Control and Countermeasures
Plan

State environment department
or similar agency

To prevent discharge of oil into navigable
waters, wetlands or waters of the U.S.

Groundwater discharge permit

State environment department

or similar agency

Compliance with ground water discharge
standards
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Table 2-18. Typical State Permits and Plans Required Prior to Mining

. Agency States”
FEC e (Purpose) ID [MT | NV | OR | UT WY
Mine and reclamation | State mining division
plan/permit (compliance with state mining requirements) X X X X XX
Held by state mining division and BLM/Forest
Reclamation bond Service (verify availability of funds for site X X X X X | X
reclamation)
Stream alteration State water quality or water rights division
. (to complete work in a stream channel, e.g., for X X X X X X
permit : .
culvert installation)
. State water rights division and/or water quality
Wate_r right or well division (allocation of water for industrial use, X X X X X | X
permit . o
e.g., for dust suppression, drinking water)
Potable water svstem State drinking water division (to provide drinking
ermit Y water for mines with a certain number of X X X X X | X
P employees)
Water dam certificate | State water rights division
of approval (safe construction and operation of a water dam) X X X X XX
Tailings impoundment | State water rights division (safe construction and X X X X X X
certificate of approval | operation of a tailings impoundment)
Pesticide application State department of agriculture
licensing (regulate noxious weed control) X X X X XX

*Additional permits may be required by certain states for potential mining activities. This table is intended to present the most
common state-level permits required for most types of locatable mining development activities.

The Idaho Plan identifies 13 greater sage-grouse planning areas and associated local working groups.
The local working groups are responsible for developing local plans to identify threats and appropriate
conservation measures at the mid-and fine-scale.

Although mining is identified as a threat to greater sage-grouse in the plan, the extent and distribution of
mines was neither quantified nor mapped due to limited available information. Local working groups are
encouraged to do so in the development of their plans, to the extent that these factors are of concern
locally.

The plan identifies the following key conservation issues associated with mines:

e Habitat loss: Mines and landfills, by their nature, result in direct habitat loss and fragmentation.
Indirect effects (i.e., establishment of invasive plants) may occur in disturbed areas.

¢ Disturbance to important seasonal habitats: Human activity and noise associated with machinery
or heavy equipment in proximity to occupied leks or other important seasonal habitats may disturb
greater sage-grouse.

e Predation: Infrastructure associated with mines or landfills may also facilitate avian predation.

The plan identifies the following conservation measures for mines:

o Discourage the establishment of new mines within greater sage-grouse breeding or winter habitat.
Where possible, avoid leks by at least 2 miles.
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o If the placement of new mines and landfills in or near breeding habitat is unavoidable, ensure that
reclamation plans incorporate the appropriate seed mix and seeding technology to restore suitable
breeding habitat characteristics.

o During activities associated with the exploration, operation, and maintenance of mines or landfills,
ensure that adequate measures are implemented to control invasive plant species.

e Ensure adequate weed control measures are implemented during the life of the operation.

o  Off-site mitigation should be employed to offset unavoidable alteration and losses of greater sage-
grouse habitat. Off-site mitigation should focus on acquiring, restoring, or improving habitat within or
adjacent to occupied habitats, and ideally should be designed to complement local greater sage-grouse
conservation priorities.

o Apply seasonal-use restrictions on activities associated with the exploration, operations, and
maintenance of mines or landfills, including those associated with supporting infrastructure.

The Idaho Conservation Plan includes an MOU with the state of Idaho, the DOI, and the Department of
Agriculture. The purpose of the MOU is to recognize the importance of the 2006 Conservation Plan for the
greater sage-grouse in Idaho as a backdrop for conserving greater sage-grouse in Idaho. To fully capture
the value of the Idaho Plan, the MOU aims to illustrate the roles and responsibilities of the parties.
Additionally, the MOU is intended to both emphasize the benefit contributed by the local work groups and
encourage the efforts of the government agencies in supporting these vital groups (Idaho Sage-grouse
Advisory Committee 2006).

Montana

In 2015, Governor Bullock issued EO 12-2015, “Amending and Providing for Implementation of the
Montana Sage Grouse Conservation Strategy,” and EO 21-2015 (erratum for EO 12-2015) to recognize
passage of the Montana Greater Sage-grouse Stewardship Act. Montana Legislature also passed the
Greater Sage-grouse Stewardship Act, which created the Montana Sage Grouse Oversight Team as well
as the $10 million Sage Grouse Stewardship Fund to provide competitive grant funding to create market-
based incentives to conserve greater sage-grouse habitat. The funding authorization is directly tied to the
implementation of the EO and provides certainty of implementation. Taken together, EO 12-2015 and the
Sage Grouse Stewardship Act establish Montana’s Conservation Strategy, and are key to addressing
threats to greater sage-grouse in Montana by establishing the necessary regulatory mechanisms and
addressing threats to greater sage-grouse habitat. Montana’s Conservation Strategy is regulatory on lands
where state permits or authorizations are required. It requires that state agencies adhere to the
requirements and stipulations of the Sage Grouse Habitat Conservation Program (Montana Governor’s
Office 2015).

The Conservation Strategy includes core area stipulations, including surface disturbance and vegetation
removal limits; seasonal use and surface occupancy restrictions; requirements associated with the siting of
roads, pipelines, and transmission lines; limitations on noise levels; guidance for expansion of existing
land uses; and exclusion of wind energy projects in core areas (Montana Governor’s Office 2015).
Industry-specific stipulations for core areas are identified for mining, which include:

e For development of drilling or ore body delineation drilling on tight centers (approximately 50 feet x
50 feet), the disturbance area will be delineated by the external limits of the development areas. For
widely-spaced patterns (greater than 50 feet x 50 feet), the actual disturbance footprint will be
considered the disturbance area.
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o  Greater sage-grouse monitoring results will be reported in the mine permit annual report and to the
state program. Pre-disturbance surveys will be conducted, as required, by the appropriate regulatory
agency.

e The number of active mining development areas are not to exceed an average of one area per square
mile (640 acres), as defined by the Density/Disturbance Calculation Tool.

e Surface disturbance and surface occupancy stipulations will be waived when implementing
underground mining practices that are necessary to protect the health, welfare, and safety of miners,
mine employees, contractors, and the general public. Any surface disturbance or surface occupancy
necessary to provide access for implementation of the safe mining practices will also be exempt from
any stipulation.

e Mining permits will include requirements for mitigation, including off-site mitigation that enhances
or promotes greater sage-grouse genetic diversity, critical habitat, connectivity, and population
viability.

Unless specifically excluded, all state actions, including those prescribed for greater sage-grouse
conservation, require review under the Montana Environmental Policy Act, which is analogous to NEPA
at the state level.

Nevada

The goal of the Nevada Greater Sage-grouse Conservation Plan is to provide for the long-term
conservation of greater sage-grouse by protecting the sagebrush ecosystem upon which the species
depends. Redundant, representative, and resilient populations of greater sage-grouse will be maintained
through amelioration of threats; conservation of key habitats; mitigation for loss of habitat due to
anthropogenic disturbances; and restoration or rehabilitation of habitat degraded or lost due to acts of
nature (Nevada Sagebrush Ecosystem Council 2014).

The guiding principles that create the balanced foundation and vision for a coordinated management
approach to conserve greater sage-grouse and the sagebrush ecosystem in Nevada are as follows:

o Conserve greater sage-grouse and their habitat in Nevada while maintaining the economic vitality of
the state;

o Due to the broad reach of greater sage-grouse habitat, effective management and implementation of
greater sage-grouse conservation actions must be conducted through a collaborative, interagency
approach that engages private, non-governmental, local, state, Tribal, and federal stakeholders to
achieve sufficient conservation of the greater sage-grouse and their habitat; and

e Monitoring and adaptive management will be employed at all levels of management to acknowledge
potential uncertainty upfront and establish a sequential framework in which decision making will
occur in order to learn from previous management actions.

The Nevada plan created the CCS, which creates financial incentives for private landowners to conserve
greater sage-grouse habitat for use as compensatory mitigation. Nevada's plan requires that any
development that affects greater sage-grouse habitat in Nevada will need to acquire credits to compensate
for those effects before the development proceeds (USFWS 2015).
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The plan directs project proponents to avoid disturbances with the spatial extent of the greater sage-
grouse management area in Nevada. If the project proponent wishes to demonstrate that avoidance cannot
be reasonably accomplished within these areas, exceptions will be granted to this restriction as part of
consultation with the Sagebrush Ecosystem Technical Team (SETT). The project proponent must
demonstrate that all of the following criteria are met as part of the SETT consultation process in order to
be granted an exception:

o Demonstrate that the project cannot be reasonably accomplished elsewhere (the purpose and need of
the project could not be accomplished in an alternative location) or that locating the project elsewhere
is not technically or economically feasible;

e Demonstrate that the individual and cumulative impacts of the project would not result in habitat
fragmentation or other impacts that would cause greater sage-grouse populations to decline through
consultation with the SETT;

o Demonstrate that greater sage-grouse population trends within the specific population management
unit where the project would occur are stable or increasing over a 10-year rolling average;

e Demonstrate that project infrastructure will be co-located with existing disturbances to the greatest
extent possible;

o Develop site-specific consultation based design features to minimize impacts through consultation
with the SETT; and

¢ Mitigate unavoidable impacts through compensatory mitigation via the CCS; mitigation rates will be
higher for disturbances within this category (Nevada Sagebrush Ecosystem Council 2014).

Oregon

The Oregon Sage-Grouse Action Plan (2015) is intended to promote the conservation of greater sage-
grouse and intact functioning sagebrush communities in Oregon. The Oregon Sage-Grouse Action Plan
ensures regulatory protection and enhancement of greater sage-grouse and their habitat on state and
private lands in Oregon. The Action Plan was adopted by EO 15-18, and includes the direction for state
agencies to update their regulatory program to be consistent with the Oregon Land Conservation and
Development Commission and Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife rules by July 1, 2016.

The Action Plan provides a coordinated framework for action and accountability among private,
nongovernmental, local, state, and federal partners. To achieve the state’s greater sage-grouse population
and habitat objectives, the Action Plan builds upon and enhances past and ongoing efforts, including the
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Greater Sage-grouse Conservation Assessment and Strategy
for Oregon.

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife and Oregon Land Conservation and Development
Commission rules (OAR-635-140-0000 and OAR 660-023-0115, respectively) protect against adverse
development-based impacts to greater sage-grouse and their habitat, and the new regulatory mechanisms are
applicable to mining activities. The rules require that new mining proposals follow the sequential mitigation
hierarchy of avoidance, minimization, and compensatory mitigation for actions proposed in significant
greater sage-grouse habitat (Sage-Grouse Conservation Partnership 2015). The rules direct development
activity away from greater sage-grouse PACs using an avoidance test and limit the total amount of direct
development impacts from activities, such as mining, to 3 percent or less of the acreage within any PAC
and no more than a 1 percent increase over baseline conditions in any 10-year period (Sage-Grouse
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Conservation Partnership 2015). Valid existing rights under the Mining Law on federal lands and existing
mining operations permitted by the state of Oregon on all land ownerships are not subject to development
limits. Minimization and compensatory mitigation of adverse impacts are also required for all proposals
subject to the rules, whether in PACs, low-density, or other occupied habitat (Sage-Grouse Conservation
Partnership 2015).

The new Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission rules apply to development in
significant greater sage-grouse habitat that exceeds either 5 acres in size, 50 feet in height, generates more
than 50 vehicle trips per day, or produces noise greater than 70 decibels (Sage-Grouse Conservation
Partnership 2015). In addition to future proposed mining activity of this type, rules are applicable to the
re-permitting of existing activities that are proposing new impacts beyond current conditions
(Sage-Grouse Conservation Partnership 2015).

Under the Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries’ state agency coordination program
rules, all of the agency’s regulatory programs must comply with statewide land-use planning goals and
rules adopted by the Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission.

Utah

The Conservation Plan for Greater Sage-grouse in Utah (2013) is designed to protect high-quality habitat,
enhance impaired habitat, and restore converted habitat to support, in Utah, a portion of the range-wide
population of greater sage-grouse necessary to eliminate threats to the species and negate the need for the
listing of the species under the provisions of ESA.

The Plan is designed to eliminate threats facing greater sage-grouse while balancing the economic and
social needs for the residents of Utah through a coordinated program. The plan lists extractive mineral
development as one of the threats to greater sage-grouse within Utah.

Management of activities on state and federal lands within the Sage Grouse Management Areas
designated in the plan is based on a hierarchical protocol that provides for avoidance of disturbance to
habitat and birds by an activity as the preferable option. Minimization of the disturbance is desired if the
disturbance cannot be avoided in greater sage-grouse habitat, with mitigation for the effects of the
minimization decision. Mitigation of the disturbance from an activity within greater sage-grouse habitat is
required if a disturbance cannot be avoided.

The provisions of Utah’s plan include, under certain circumstances, a general limit on new permanent
disturbance of five percent of habitat on state or federally managed lands within any particular Sage
Grouse Management Area. The fundamental purpose of this provision is to limit the effects of a large
amount of disturbance to the existing habitat or activities of the greater sage-grouse. The cumulative
calculation of permanent disturbance is the aggregate of the various project, land use, or natural event
disturbances, as defined by the plan and as modified by the effects of rehabilitation, restoration, or other
mitigation actions (Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 2013).

EO 2015-002 directs the Utah Division of Qil, Gas, and Mining to coordinate with the Utah Division of
Wildlife Resources on all regulatory actions proposed for issuance by the Division of Oil, Gas, and
Mining with Sage Grouse Management Areas to assure compliance with the requirements of the State’s
Conservation Plan. The Division of Qil, Gas, and Mining shall implement the recommendations of
Wildlife Resources, subject to the statutory requirements to avoid waste of the mineral resource and
protect correlative rights on private property during resource production.

2-51



=

QOO ~NOOITE,WN

21
22
23

24
25

26
27
28
29

30
31
32

33
34
35
36
37

38
39
40
41

SFA Withdrawal Draft EIS

Wyoming

Wyoming’s Greater Sage-Grouse Core Area Protection Conservation Strategy (2015) is established under
Wyoming EO 2015-4, “Greater Sage-grouse Core Area Protection.” The strategy includes population
management objectives within and outside greater sage-grouse core areas. The Wyoming Plan encourages
projects to be located outside of core areas. Where projects cannot be located outside of core areas, the
Plan identifies stipulations, such as timing restrictions, surface disturbance limits, development buffers,
limits on noise levels, and no surface occupancy (NSO) stipulations based on the proposed activity. Per
EO 2015-4, state agencies are directed to prioritize the maintenance and enhancement of greater sage-
grouse habitats and populations inside the core population areas, connectivity areas, and winter
concentration areas.

The Wyoming Core Area Strategy includes protective stipulations for greater sage-grouse (limitations on
development activities), based upon their biological needs and a geographical information system (GIS)-
based procedure for determining levels of anthropogenic (man-made) disturbance on the landscape within
the core areas. Per EO 2015-4, these disturbances are primarily limited in core areas to minimize
anthropogenic activities and disturbances within high density population areas. Habitats and populations
outside core areas are monitored and managed for future rehabilitation (Wyoming Governor’s Office
2015).

General stipulations are recommended to apply to all activities in core population areas, with the
exception of exempt actions or specifically identified activities. General stipulations, briefly summarized,
include the following:

e Surface disturbance limitations — within core population areas, surface disturbance will be limited
to five percent of suitable greater sage-grouse habitat per an average of 640 acres over the entire
Density and Disturbance Calculation Tool assessment area.

e Surface occupancy — within 0.6 miles of the perimeter of occupied greater sage-grouse leks, there
will be no surface occupancy, meaning no permanent surface facilities including roads.

e Seasonal use — within core population areas, activities will be allowed from July 1 to March 14
outside of the 0.6-mile perimeter of an occupied lek in core population areas where breeding, nesting,
and early brood-rearing habitat is present. In areas identified as winter concentration areas, activities
will be allowed March 14 to December 1.

e Noise — new noise levels, either individual or cumulative, should not exceed 10 decibels above
baseline noise at the perimeter of the lek from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. during the breeding season
(March 1 to May 15).

e Vegetation removal — vegetation removal should be limited to the minimum disturbance required by
a project. All topsoil stripping and vegetation removal in suitable habitat is limited between July 1
and March 15 in areas that are within 4-miles of an occupied lek. Production and maintenance
activities (surface mining) outside seasonal stipulations are considered permissible once the
vegetation is removed outside the seasonal stipulations.

¢ Reclamation - reclamation should re-establish native grasses, forbs, and shrubs during interim and
final reclamation to achieve cover, species composition, and life form diversity commensurate with
the surrounding plant community or desired ecological condition to benefit greater sage-grouse and
replace or enhance greater sage-grouse habitat to the degree that environmental conditions allow.
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¢ Monitoring and Adaptive Response — proponents of new projects are expected to coordinate with
the permitting agency and local Wyoming Game and Fish Department biologist to determine which
leks need to be monitored and which data should be reported by the proponent. If declines in affected
leks are determined to be caused by the project, the operator will propose adaptive management
responses to increase the number of birds. If the operator cannot demonstrate a restoration of bird
numbers to baseline levels within three years, operations will cease until such numbers are achieved.

The following stipulations would be applied to potential mining activities in addition to the general
stipulations listed in EO 2015-4, Appendix B:

o For development drilling or ore body delineation drilled on tight centers, (approximately 100 feet x
100 feet), the disturbance areas will be delineated by the external limits of the development area.
Assuming a widely-spaced disturbance pattern the actual footprint will be considered the disturbance
area.

e Monitoring results will be reported annually in the mine permit annual report and to Wyoming Game
and Fish Department. Pre-disturbance survey will be conducted as required by the appropriate
regulatory agency.

e The number of active mining development areas (e.g., operating equipment and significant human
activity) is not to exceed an average of one site per square mile within the Density and Disturbance
Calculation Tool.

o Surface disturbance and surface occupancy stipulations will be waived within the core population
area when implementing underground mining practices that are necessary to protect the human
health, welfare, and safety of miners, mine employees, contractors and the general public. Any
surface disturbance or surface occupancy necessary to access the sites to implement these mining
practices will also be exempt from any stipulation.

2.5.4  County Requirements

Many counties and municipalities require additional permitting for mines proposed in their jurisdictional
boundaries. For example, in Sweetwater County, Wyoming, typical county permits and approvals required
for proposed mining operations can include a zoning consistency review, construction/use permit,
conditional use permit, county road access permit and road crossing license, a health permit, a hazardous
materials inventory, and noxious weed control plan (Sweetwater Board of County Commissioners 2016).
In Oregon, the Haney County zoning ordinance includes the Mineral and Aggregate Resource Overlay
Zone found in section 3.150, which guides the local review and conditions of approval for proposed
mining operations (Harney County 2014). In Fergus County, Montana, most permitting for a proposed
mining operation is completed at the state level, except for developments within a designated floodplain
(Carl Seilstad, Fergus County, personal communication with Mark Mackiewicz, BLM, July 28, 2016).
County permits and zoning do not supersede valid existing rights under the Mining Law.

2.6 Impact Summary Comparison

Table 2-19 provides a comparison of the potential environmental effects of the alternatives presented in
this chapter. A detailed description of the environmental effects is provided in Chapter 4.
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Table 2-19. Summary of Potential Environmental Impacts by Alternative

Resource Category / Issue

No Action Alternative

Proposed Action

Nevada Alternative

HMP Alternative Idaho Alternative

Geology and Mineral Resources

Acres of federal locatable
mineral estate subject to
withdrawal

9,949,448

9,852,971

9,390,530 9,410,809

Acres of high and moderate
locatable mineral potential
proposed for withdrawal

1,084,109

892,595

525,191 915,586

Predicted number of future
exploration projects

114

38

54

72 48

Predicted number of future
mining operations

26

Reduction in domestic mineral
production that could result
from the withdrawal

Mineral development
could take place over the
next 20 years on all
lands in the study area
that are otherwise open

Domestic mineral production may be reduced as a result of all action alternatives. Major
commodities that may be impacted include:

. Barite

*  Gemstone (Sunstone)

to location and entry . Gold

under the Mining Law, o

subject to compliance | *  Lithium

with all applicable laws
Cumulative acres of lands 1,889,359 11,256,050 11,160,186 10,697,132 10,720,953
withdrawn (existing withdrawals)
Social and Economic Conditions
Projected annual economic
output directly and indirectly - - - - .-
supported by future mines in $845 million $151 million $284 million $307 million $190 million
proposed withdrawal areas
Estimated number of jobs from
future economic activity from 2,031 326 594 676 435
mineral development
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Table 2-19. (continued)

Resource Category / Issue

No Action Alternative

Proposed Action

Nevada Alternative

HMP Alternative

Idaho Alternative

Estimated annual labor income
from future economic activity
from mineral development

$141 million

$24 million

$45 million

$50 million

$32 million

Estimated annual state and
local tax revenues from future
economic activity from mineral
development

$27 million

$5 million

$8 million

$9 million

$6 million

Impacts to Way of Life
(Tangible Social Effects)

No effect (baseline for
comparison)

Ranges from no impact to
major adverse impacts in
communities
experiencing long-term
declines in population
and employment and in
communities with
substantial, existing
mining sectors (varies by
location). Minor adverse
impacts at the statewide
level.

Ranges from no impact to major adverse impacts in communities
experiencing long-term declines in population and employment and in
communities with substantial, existing mining sectors (varies by
location). Minor adverse impacts at the statewide level.

Perceptual Impacts (Intangible
Social Effects)

No impact from public
perceptions of proposed
withdrawal

Short-term, adverse impact on intangible social conditions from public perceptions of proposed

withdrawal

Economic Values from
Recreation and Non-market
Economic Values

No effect (baseline for
comparison)

Potential minor beneficial impact on recreation values in areas proximate to future mines under each
action alternative. No effect to potential minor beneficial impact on non-market values associated

with species preservation.

Environmental Justice

No impact

Potential disproportionate adverse social and economic impact on minority communities in Malheur
County, OR and Fremont County, WY

Vegetation, Including Special Status Plant Species

Acres disturbed for future
exploration projects

1,251

448

631

836

510
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Table 2-19. (continued)

Resource Category / Issue No Action Alternative Proposed Action Nevada Alternative HMP Alternative Idaho Alternative
Acres disturbed for future 8,303 2,172 3,001 4,067 2,850
mining
Total acres of future 9,554 2,620 3,632 4.903 3,360

disturbance

Disturbance of vegetation and
loss of productivity

No lands would be
withdrawn and all ~10
million acres of the
proposed withdrawal
area would be open to
future mineral
development projects.
Up to 9,554 acres of
vegetation disturbance
and/or loss could occur
with future mineral
development projects.
Without the known
location of any future
projects it is not possible
to quantify any effects to
special status plant
species or general
vegetation that might
occur.

Impact duration: More
than 5 years.

Approximately 9.95
million acres of lands
would be withdrawn,
offering protection from
future mineral
development projects.
This would result in a
beneficial impact to all
vegetation species
occurring within the
SFAs. Up to 2,620 acres
of vegetation disturbance
and/or loss could occur
with future mineral
development projects.
Although less acres of
impact would occur under
the Proposed Action
compared to the No
Action Alternative, it is
not possible to quantify
any effects to special
status plant species or
general vegetation that
might occur because the
location of any future
projects is unknown.

Impact duration: More
than 5 years.

Impacts to vegetation
from this alternative
would be similar to
those presented under
the Proposed Action,
except 9.85 million
acres would be
withdrawn and up to
3,632 acres of
vegetation could be
disturbed and/or lost.

Impact duration: More
than 5 years.

Impacts to vegetation
from this alternative
would be similar to
those presented under
the Proposed Action,
except 9.39 million
acres would be
withdrawn and up to
4,903 acres of
vegetation could be
disturbed and/or lost.

Impact duration: More
than 5 years.

Impacts to vegetation
from this alternative
would be similar to
those presented under
the Proposed Action,
except 9.41 million
acres would be
withdrawn and up to
3,360 acres of
vegetation could be
disturbed and/or lost.

Impact duration: More
than 5 years.
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Table 2-19. (continued)

Resource Category / Issue

No Action Alternative

Proposed Action

Nevada Alternative

HMP Alternative

Idaho Alternative

Wildlife and Special Status Animal Species, Including Greater Sage-Grouse

Disturbance of habitat for
greater sage-grouse and other
wildlife species.

No lands would be
withdrawn and all ~10
million acres of the
proposed withdrawal
area would be open to
future mineral
development projects.
Up to 9,554 acres of
wildlife habitat used for
breeding, nesting,
foraging and general
survival could be
disturbed.

There is the potential for
direct impacts to 961
greater sage-grouse and
108 leks.

Future mineral
development projects
could occur but without
the known location of
any future projects it is
not possible to quantify
any effects to special
status wildlife species or
general wildlife.

Impact duration: More
than 5 years.

Approximately 9.95
million acres of lands
would be withdrawn,
offering protection from
future mineral
development projects.
This would result in a
beneficial effect to all
wildlife species,
compared to the No
Action.

Up to 2,620 acres of
wildlife habitat could be
disturbed and/or lost from
future mineral
development projects.
There is the potential for
direct impacts to 267
greater sage-grouse and
30 leks under the
Proposed Action.
Although less acres of
impact would occur under
the Proposed Action
compared to the No
Action Alternative, it is
not possible to quantify
any effects to special
status wildlife species or
general wildlife that
might occur since the
location of any future
projects is unknown.

Impact duration: More
than 5 years.

Impacts to wildlife
would be similar to
those presented under
the Proposed Action,
except 9.85 million
acres would be
withdrawn and up to
3,632 acres of wildlife
habitat could be
disturbed and/or lost.

There is the potential
for direct impacts to
499 greater sage-
grouse and 52 leks.

Impact duration: More
than 5 years.

Impacts to wildlife
would be similar to
those presented under
the Proposed Action,
except 9.39 million
acres would be
withdrawn and up to
4,903 acres of wildlife
habitat could be
disturbed and/or lost.

There is the potential
for direct impacts to
991 greater sage-
grouse and 69 leks.

Impact duration: More
than 5 years.

Impacts to wildlife
would be similar to
those presented under
the Proposed Action,
except 9.41 million
acres would be
withdrawn and up to
3,360 acres of wildlife
habitat could be
disturbed and/or lost.

There is the potential
for direct impacts to
784 greater sage-grouse
and 59 leks.

Impact duration: More
than 5 years.
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3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

3.1 Introduction

This chapter describes the affected environment, with a focus on the existing resources and uses that
could be affected by the Proposed Action and alternatives presented in Chapter 2. The affected
environment represents the baseline conditions against which the effects that may result from the
proposed withdrawal are evaluated under each of the alternatives. The information presented in Chapter 3
does not describe impacts, but rather describes the existing environment with an emphasis on the present
values of these resource indicators.

The affected environment discussed in this chapter is divided into sections covering the following:
geology and minerals resources; social and economic conditions; vegetation, including special status
plants; and wildlife and special status animal species, including greater sage-grouse. The affected
environment is presented by first defining the analysis area considered for each resource, followed by a
description of the resources. Relevant environmental conditions and human uses in the withdrawal area
have been identified and described using GIS data, literature searches, electronic searches, interviews, and
information provided by the BLM, Forest Service, USGS, USFWS, other federal and state agency
managers and resource specialists, county officials, and other sources as identified in this chapter and
Chapter 5 and the References section.

3.2 General Setting

The proposed withdrawal encompasses approximately 10 million acres of federal lands in Idaho,
Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming. The lands proposed for withdrawal have been identified
as containing high quality sagebrush habitat that is vital to the greater sage-grouse’s persistence as a
species. The major plant communities contained in the withdrawal area are essential for providing greater
sage-grouse habitat. Greater sage-grouse are sagebrush obligate species and rely on a variety of
sagebrush-dominated communities to meet various needs throughout their lifecycle. Conservation
measures were developed as part of the LUP amendments completed by the BLM and Forest Service
because the USFWS recommended the strongest levels of protection for the habitat contained in the
proposed withdrawal area (USFWS 2014).

3.3 Analysis Areas

As stated above, the affected environment represents the baseline conditions against which the impacts
that may result from the alternatives are evaluated. The analysis area for the affected environment
descriptions varies by resource as described below.

3.3.1  Analysis Areas for Direct and Indirect Effects

The analysis areas identified for each resource, for which direct and indirect effects are presented, are
briefly described below:

e Geology and Mineral Resources (see Section 3.4) — The analysis area for the geology and mineral
resources’ analysis includes the lands that would be withdrawn for each alternative as well as a buffer
area surrounding them, as defined by the Mineral Potential Report (Day et al. 2016), that takes into
account the variability inherent in developing mining and exploration projects.

¢ Social and Economic Conditions (see Section 3.5) — The analysis area for the social effects analysis
includes all counties containing lands that would be withdrawn for each alternative. It also includes
adjacent counties that have strong economic ties to the counties where the withdrawal would take
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place based on published data documenting county-to-county worker commuting flows. The
economic analysis areas consist of two levels of geographic detail. Functional economic areas
associated with each SFA are defined based on the counties in which the SFA is located and
published data documenting county-to-county worker commuting flows to and from surrounding
counties. Economic effects are also analyzed on a state by state basis. Results are reported for each
SFA/functional economic area and for each state.

e Vegetation, including Special Status Plants (see Section 3.6) — The analysis area for vegetation is
the proposed withdrawal area for each alternative.

o Wildlife and Special Status Animals, including Greater Sage-Grouse (see Section 3.7) — The
analysis area for wildlife is the proposed withdrawal area for each alternative.

3.3.2  Analysis Area for Cumulative Effects

Cumulative impacts are project-induced impacts that, when added to the effects of other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions, results in an incremental effect on the resource. The analysis area
for cumulative effects will vary by resource and is not confined to the proposed withdrawal area for all
resources, as described below; The analysis area for each resource is described further in the cumulative
effects sections of Chapter 4.

e Geology and Mineral Resources —There are two cumulative effects analysis areas for geology and
mineral resources because the analysis is split into two parts. The cumulative effects analysis area for
the lands withdrawn from the Mining Law is the maximum extent of all action alternatives with the
addition of areas that are currently withdrawn that intersect with the proposed withdrawal (i.e., have
some amount of overlap with the action alternatives). The cumulative effects analysis area for the
domestic locatable mineral resources is the full extent of the United States, because the analysis
focuses on the availability of the subject commaodities to the domestic markets.

e Social and Economic Conditions — The cumulative effects analysis area for the tangible social and
economic effects analysis is each county containing proposed withdrawal areas (SFA counties), and
additional counties with strong economic links to the SFA counties. The cumulative intangible social
effects analysis area includes the same area mentioned above, as well as additional nearby areas in
proximity to other existing restrictions on the use of federal lands (shown in Chapter 4, Figure 4-1).

e Vegetation, including Special Status Plants — The cumulative effects analysis area for vegetation is
the proposed withdrawal area for each alternative.

o Wildlife and Special Status Animals, including Greater Sage-Grouse — The cumulative effects
analysis area for wildlife is the proposed withdrawal area for each alternative.

3.4 Geology and Mineral Resources
3.4.1 Introduction

The Proposed Action would withdraw approximately 10 million acres across six states in the western
United States. For withdrawals of more than 5,000 acres, the BLM must complete a mineral resource
assessment to identify mineral resources within the proposed area of withdrawal (43 CFR 2310.3-2).

The analysis must provide information on the general geology, known mineral deposits, past, and present
mineral production, mining claims, mineral leases, evaluation of mineral potential, and review of mineral
economics. The BLM contracted with USGS to prepare an independent Sagebrush Mineral Resource
Assessment (SaMiRA) with the primary focus of providing qualitative mineral resource assessments for
the significant locatable mineral commodities present in the vicinity of the withdrawal area.
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The USGS Sagebrush Mineral-Resource Assessment (SaMiRA) project was initiated in
November 2015 and supported by the BLM to (1) assess locatable mineral-resource
potential and (2) to describe leasable and salable mineral resources for the seven SFAs
and Nevada additions. Because of the limited duration of the SaMiRA project, the effort
focused on publically available geoscience data. Additionally, the State geological
surveys of ldaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming provided valuable
mineral resource and geologic data, as well as scientific expertise. Information was
solicited directly by the USGS from the mineral industry, as well as through BLM’s
public comment process, regarding any information the mineral industry wished to make
public and have considered in the assessment (Day et al. 2016).

This Mineral Potential Report is the source for the information presented in this section. Each of the five
chapters within the SaMiRA is referenced individually below:

e Overview with Methods and Procedures of the U.S. Geological Survey Mineral-Resource Assessment
of the Sagebrush Focal Areas of Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming (Day et al.
2016).

e Geology and Mineral Resources of the Sheldon-Hart Mountain National Wildlife Refuge (NWR)
Complex, Oregon, the Southern Idaho and Northern Nevada, and the Southeast Oregon and North-
Central Nevada Sagebrush Focal Areas (Vikre et al. 2016).

e Geology and Mineral Resources of the North-Central Idaho Sagebrush Focal Area (Lund et al. 2016).

e Geology and Mineral Resources of the North-Central Montana Sagebrush Focal Area (Mauk et al.
2016).

o Geology and Mineral Resources of the Southwestern and South-Central Wyoming Sagebrush Focal
Area, Wyoming, and the Bear River Watershed Sagebrush Focal Area, Wyoming and Utah (Wilson et
al. 2016).

The timeframe for data considered in the SaMiRA analysis was extensive but is difficult to quantify given
the wide variety of source material incorporated. No definitive analysis starting date was chosen; historic
resources were evaluated based on their quality and incorporated with more current analysis, as
scientifically applicable. “Amongst valuable sources of data on active mines in the SaMiRA region are
State agency data for mine permits and BLM and Forest Service Plans of Operations” (Day et al. 2016).

Because of the self-initiated nature of the Mining Law, the miner—and not BLM or the Forest Service—
determines when and where it proposes to mine locatable minerals. Consequently, it is not possible to
predict the exact timing or location of a future mine or exploration project. Factors that influence a
miner’s determination of the optimal time or place to explore or mine may include historic exploration
records, estimated ore body geometry, surface topography, regional hydrology, land ownership,
permitting constraints, and access to necessary infrastructure. Because there are so many unknowns
related to these various factors that come into play in determining where a mine could occur, the analysis
area for this geology and mineral resources assessment goes beyond the proposed withdrawal area and
covers a larger, more contiguous area compared to the Proposed Action and alternatives. The analysis
area is split into the following four regions: Nevada, southern Idaho, Oregon, and western Utah; north-
central Idaho; Montana; and eastern Utah and Wyoming (Figure 3-1). An overview of each region’s
topography and geology and mineral resources is provided below. Subsequently, information is provided
on market demand for locatable minerals and resource impact indicators.

3-3



2

SFA Withdrawal Draft EIS

Path: Z\ClentsESPUSBLM\E81 25_SagebnishE|5\Sudies\Geospatial DataFies\ArcDocs\EISMaps\SFA_EIS_Figd-X_GeologicSetting. mxd _ajreither 10/52018

Physiographic Provinces
| BASIN AND RANGE
g CASCADE-SIERRA MOUNTAINS
' COLUMBIA PLATEAU
| GREAT PLAINS !
MIDDLE ROCKY MOUNTAINS
[ | NORTHERN ROCKY MOUNTAINS
| | PACIFIC BORDER
[ | SOUTHERN ROCKY MOUNTAINS
WYOMING BASIN

WASHINGTON

Spokane

82 IDAHO

¥bortiand NORTHERN ROC

OREGON

Montana

INTERIOR BFAINS

MO TRINA
s

ROCKY MOQUN/ TAIN SYSTEM

e

COLUMBIA'PLATEAU

NEESY(SITIE

N

INTERMONTANE
PLATEAUS

2 ol
CAUWFORNIA

North-Central
Idaho

ACIFIC MOUNTAI

MIDDLE ROCKY MOUNTAINS

WYOMING

-

& AMIOH NHIHLAOS

-

SNIVLNNG

(o)
=
&,

= ] M ([
e D

Redding
BASINARDIRANGE . [Eio 23
NEV Em-’-e' N
Figure 3-1: SFA Withdrawal EIS - Geologic Analysis Areas
Geologic Analysis Area W City
Physiographic Division B Town
|| USGS SaMiRA Study Area Interstate Highway
State River
0 20 40
Septe

Ne warmanty i made by w Bureau of Land Managemaent (BLM). The accuracy, rekabdity, or completeness. of these data for indaidual use o aggregate use with other data is nol guaranised

mber 2016

Figure 3-1. Geologic Analysis Areas

34



O©oo~Noohk~,whN =

=
o

11

12
13
14

15
16
17
18

19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

SFA Withdrawal Draft EIS

3.4.2 Topography and Geologic Setting

The analysis area for geology and mineral resources is a mix of rugged topography mixed with relatively
flat plateaus and plains that is covered by three physiographic divisions: Intermontane Plateaus; Rocky
Mountain System; and Interior Plains (Figure 3-1). The geologically complex analysis area is composed
of many different rock units that locally contain potential mineral resources, which resulted from
sedimentary and igneous rock-forming processes. In addition, many of the rocks were affected by
secondary geologic events and related metamorphic processes that produced additional mineral deposits
in the pre-exis