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Letter Number  Commenter 

 Federal Agencies  

1 USEPA 

2  USFWS 

 Nevada State Agencies  

3 NDOW 

4 SHPO 

5 Division of State Lands 

Local Agencies  

6 Nye County Board of Commissioners 

 7 Round Mountain Town Board 

Tribal 

8 Duckwater Shoshone Tribe 

  Organization 

9  Great Basin Resource Watch 

  Business 

 10  Schmueser & Associates, Inc. 

  Individuals 

11 Randy Burggraff 

12 Sheila Beery-Burggraff 

13   Audry Casey 

 14  Barbara (Darrough) Culbertson 

15 Felix Ike 

16   Melanie Jensen 

17 Dave Konsbruck 

18   Darlene (Darrough) Murphy 

19 Jim Shilling 

20   Karla Snider 

21   Dan Wooton 

22   Mary Wooton 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTl0N AGENCY 
REGION IX 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105·3901 

., i l 2009 

Thomas Seley, Field Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Tonopah Field Office 
P.O. Box 911 
Tonopah,}fV 89049 

Subject: Round Mouniain Expansion Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS), Nye County, Nevada [CEQ # 20090256] 

Dear Mr. Seley: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above 
referenced document. Our review and comments are provided pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA 
Implementation Regulations at 40 CFR 1500-1508, and our NEP A review authority 
under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. 

We have appreCiated the opportunity to work closely with you during the 
preparation of this Draft EIS consistent with the draft Memorandum of Understanding 
between the Nevada Bureau of Land Management and EPA on mining-related NEPA 
projects. We believe this process was helpful in early resolution of some issues during 
the EIS preparation process. Several outstanding issues remain, however, and we 
recommend they be addressed in the Final EIS. We have, therefore, rated this Draft EIS 
as EC-2 (see enclosed "Summary of Rating Definitions and Follow-Up Action"). Our 
rating of this document is based on our concerns regarding the project's potential impacts 
to groundwater and surface water quality and quantity, riparian areas, air quality, and the 
potential need for long-term financial assurance to protect groundwater quality. We 
recommend the Final EIS provide additional information regarding these issues, and 
include additional mitigation measures as well as financial assurance for reclaination and 
post-closure monitoring and mitigation. 

Prinud on Rrcydel 

 Letter - 1 Responses to Letter - 1
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We request a copy ofthe Final EIS when it is filed with our Washington, D.C. 
office. If you have any questions, please call me at (415) 972-3521, or have your staff 
call Jeanne Geselbracht at (415) 972-3853. 

Sincerely, 

~JL .. ~
Kathleen M. Goforth, Manager 
Environmental Review Office 

004928 

Enclosures: EPA's Summary of Rating Definitions and Follow-Up Action 
EPA's Detailed Comments 

Cc: David Gaskin, Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 
Kristine Hansen, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
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Letter - 1 (Continued) Responses to Letter - 1 

SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS 
This rating system was developed as a means to summarize EPA's level of concern wi til a rrorosed action. 
The ratings are a combination of alpilabetical categories for evaluation of the environmental impacts of the 
rroposal and numerical categories for evaluation of tile adequacy of tile EIS. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OFTHE ACTION 

"LO" (Lack ofObjectiolts) 
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental.impacts r<:<juiring. substantive changes to the 
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be 
.accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal. 

"EC" (Eltviroltmelttai ColtceTltS) 
The EPA review has identified environmental iinpacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the 
environment Corrective measures may r<:<juire changes to the preferred alternative or application of 
mitigation measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency 
to reduce these impacts. 

"EO" (Eltviroltmelttai ObjectioltS) 
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide 
ad<:<juate protection for tile environment Corrective measures may r<:<ju.i!e substantial changes to the 
preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative 
or a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. 

"EU" (EltvirOltmelttally UltS(liisfactory) 
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are 
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work 
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at 
the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ. 

ADEOUACYOFTHEIMPACTSTATEMENT 

Category 1" (Adequate) 
EPA believes the draft ErS ad<:<juately sets forth the environ.mental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and 
those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection .is 
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifYing language or information. 

"Category 2" (IltSufflCient Information) 
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient infomlation for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should 
be avoided .in order to fully protect die' environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably 
available alternatives that are wi!h.in the spectrum of alternatives analysed in th!, draft ErS, which could reduce 
the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion 
should be included in the final ErS. . 

"Category 3" (Inadequate) 
EPA does not believe that the draft ErS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the 
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum 
of alternatives analysed in the'draft ErS, which should be analysed in order to reduce the potentially significant 
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identifi'ed additional information, data, analyses, or discussions' 
are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the 
draft EIS is adequate for d,e purposes of the NEPA andlor Section 309 review, and dlus should b~ fOmlally 
revised and made available for public 'comment in a supplemental or revised draft E!S. On d,e basis of the 
potential significant impacts involved, dlis proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ. 

'From EPA Manual 1640, «Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment." 
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Letter - 1 (Continued)
 

1-1 

1-2 

1-3 

Responses to Letter - 1 

1-1	 Please see Table 3.3-12. Since the proposed project would be a zero-
discharge facility, no solution monitoring would be required. 

1-2	 Please see Figure 2.4-14. Please refer to Section 2.6 regarding 
reclamation of storm water diversions. 

1-3	 As indicated in Section 3.7.3, it may be difficult to discern whether global 
climate change is already affecting resources in the proposed project 
area. In most cases, there is more information about potential or projected 
effects of global climate change on resources. It is important to note that 
projected changes are likely to occur over several decades to a century. 
Therefore, many of the projected changes associated with climate change 
may not be measurably discernible within the reasonably foreseeable 
future. However, the groundwater modeling includes a	sensitivity	 
analysis, which varies parameters similar	to	an expected 	variation caused	 
by changing climatic conditions. 

In order to characterize potential impacts to riparian vegetation from 
groundwater drawdown, please see	 Sections	3.14 and	4.14 regarding 
riparian baseline conditions within the maximum 10-foot drawdown 
isopleth and potential impacts from groundwater drawdown on riparian 
vegetation. Also, please see revised mitigation measure V-1 in 
Section 4.14.6 regarding	riparian vegetation mitigation resulting from	 
groundwater drawdown 	and	 surface disturbance-related activities.	 
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Letter - 1 (Continued) Responses to Letter - 1 

1-4	 No Section 404 Permit would be required since jurisdictional waters do not 
occur within the proposed project area. 

1-5	 Based on a letter from the USACE 	dated	 September 29,	2009, no	waters 
of the U.S. occur within the project area or vicinity. As a result, no impacts 
to waters of the U.S. would occur as a result of the proposed project. 

1-6	 Please see response to comment 1-3. 

1-7	 As discussed in Section 2.4.4.7, culverts would be constructed along 
the transportation/haulage road at Jefferson Creek in accordance with 
Nye County standards. The construction of a bridge or “conspan” over 
Jefferson Creek would result in significantly more surface disturbance and 
loss of wildlife habitat than a culvert crossing. In addition, two box	culvert 
underpasses would be constructed for wildlife and cattle passage under 
the proposed haul road. As a result, the BLM has determined that a culvert 
crossing at Jefferson Creek	is	the 	appropriate	 construction method 	for the	 
Jefferson Creek crossing. 

1-8	 The proposed expansion of the Round Mountain Pit and the development 
of the Gold Hill Pit would not affect surface water flows. Surface water flow 
in streams within and near the project boundaries is controlled by snowmelt 
and rainfall. Groundwater dependent springs are a minor component of 
surface water flow. Although there is a possible temporary reduction in 
flow at selected springs within the maximum 10-foot drawdown contour, 
this reduction in flow is not expected to have a significant effect on stream 
flows. Also, please see response to comment 1-3. 

1-9	 Please see Figure 2.4-14. The BLM has determined that proposed 
configuration of the diversion channels are not expected to affect wildlife 
connectivity and movement in the project area. 

1-4 

1-5 

1-7 

1-8 

1-9 

1-6 
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Letter - 1 (Continued) Responses to Letter - 1 

1-10	 Please see response to comment 1-3. 

1-11	 Please see response to comment 1-3. 

1-12	 The potential to emit for criteria pollutants is listed in Table 4.7-1; actual 
emissions would be less than the potential to emit. NAAQS does not 
consider criteria pollutant emissions, rather concentrations of pollutants in 
areas where the public has access. Facility-wide PM2.5 emission estimates 
are included	 in Section 4.7. Projected 	emissions	of	 criteria	 pollutants 
and	HAPs	 are provided 	in	 the	 Air	Quality Report.  The Final EIS 

              text has been revised to respond to this comment and to include the results
 of additional air quality modeling. 

1-9 
(cont’d) 

1-10 

1-11 

1-12 
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1-13 

1-14 

1-15 

Letter - 1 (Continued) Responses to Letter - 1 

1-13	 RMGC already uses low-sulfur diesel fuel for their existing operations 
and will continue to do so for the Proposed Action. RMGC also currently 
minimizes construction-related trips for both cost and efficiency reasons, 
through both bulk transport and detailed scheduling. All of RMGC’s mobile 
equipment is regularly maintained, to include tuning and appropriate 
emission controls to maintain specifications. Trap control is not necessary 
to include in the Final EIS because vehicles	will	be	required to	be 	certified to	 
any Environmental Protection Agency transportation emission standards 
prior to being sold in the United States market. Traps will be included 
by vehicle manufacturers if applicable to meet diesel particulate matter 
standards. 

1-14	 As provided for in 43 CFR 3809.552c, BLM previously identified the 
need for a Long Term Trust Fund 	(LTTF) for RMGC’s	existing	 
operations at the site to ensure the continuation of long-term monitoring 
and management of any issues identified during monitoring. The primary 
purpose of the LTTF is	to	provide a	contingency fund for long-term 
monitoring of the project (after reclamation and bond release) and for 
remediation of future environmental issues. The fund would remain 
in place and would be increased to meet the potential monitoring and 
mitigation needs associated with the proposed Round Mountain Expansion 
Project. As part of the proposed reclamation plan, reclamation permit, and 
reclamation closure bond, monitoring of the environmental performance 
of reclamation and closure activities for the proposed project would be 
required for a minimum of 3 years for revegetation and 30 years for 
groundwater drawdown (see Section 2.6.9, Post-reclamation Monitoring 
and Mitigation). The LTTF would	address long-term environmental 
monitoring and potential impacts in the post-closure period after bond 
release. 

It is not the BLM’s policy to include the reclamation cost estimate for 
financial assurance in NEPA documents. The reclamation and closure 
techniques are presented in the EIS to allow for review and comment on 
their adequacy. Reclamation and closure cost are time-sensitive, which 
is why the BLM Authorized Officer has the authority to review and require 
cost updates at any time to ensure bond adequacy. In addition, the BLM 
Authorized Officer has the regulatory authority to require additional bonding 
and/or long-term	trust if	these needs become 	necessary.	 As long	as a	plan	 
of operations remains open, the operator of record is liable for post-mining 
environmental issues. In the case of the Round Mountain Expansion 
Project, a long-term	trust will	be	established. BLM,	as	the 	beneficiary,	will 
have access to the funds for environmental remediation and monitoring if 
the company is no longer solvent. 
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Letter - 1 (Continued) Responses to Letter - 1 

1-15	 Based on the geologic information and hydrologic modeling that is presented 
in Section 4.3 of the EIS, it is not expected that waters of the state will be 
degraded by the Gold Hill Pit Lake and BLM has determined that additional 
mitigation is not required.  However, additional monitoring is warranted to refine 
available information and confirm that conclusion. The monitoring network 
for the Gold Hill Pit would (1) evaluate the impact of drawdown in the bedrock 
and alluvial aquifer from dewatering of the Gold Hill Pit, (2) provide additional
 geologic structure information, and (3) serve to determine the potential 
of a post-mining flow-through pit lake after the pit lake water level reaches 
approximately steady state. BLM, in coordination with NDEP, will continually 
evaluate the monitoring data and analysis through the life of the project, including

 the post-mining stage, to further understand the groundwater surface water 
hydraulics and any potential impacts to waters of the State. Based on further 
monitoring and evaluation, additional mitigation measures and bonding 
requirements can be implemented at any time during the life of the project 
if conditions warrant. RMGC would remain financially responsible for any 
additional mitigation that might be required. 

1-15 
(cont’d) 
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u.~ 

United States Department of the Interior 
Pacific Southwest Region 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Nevada Fish and Wildlife Office 

ij
1340 Financial Blvd. , Suite 234 

Reno, Nevada 89502 
Ph: (775) 861-6300 - Fax: (775) 861-6301 

September 22, 2009 
File No. 2009-FA-0137 

To: Field Manager, Tonopah Field Office, Bureau of Land Management 
Tonopah, Nevada 

From: State Supervisor, Nevada Fish and Wi ldlife Office, Reno, Nevada 

Subject: Comments Regarding the Round Mountain Expansion Project Oraft 
Environmental Impact Statement (OEIS). 

The U.S Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the subject OEIS dated July 2009 
received in our office on July 30, regarding the Round Mountain Expansion Project located in 
the Big Smokey Valley approximately 55 miles north of Tonopah, Nevada. We understand that 
the Proposed Action would require new surface disturbance of approximately 4,698 acres, 
including 4,581 acres ofpublic land administered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). 
If approved, the life of the project would be approximately 13 years followed by several years of 
ongoing ore processing, reclamation and site closure. The notice states that the BLM is 
distributing the DEIS for the proposed project for a 30-day review period. Our comments and 
recommendations are provided below pursuant to the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as 
amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.); Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), 16 U.S.C. 703; and the 
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, 16 U.S.C. 668. Wetlands are afforded protection under 
Executive Orders 11990 (wetland protection) and 11988 (floodplain management), as well as 
section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Other fish and wildlife resources are considered under the 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, 48 Stat. 401, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 661 e/ seq. and the Fish 
and Wildlife Act of 1956, as amended, 70 Stat. 1119, 16 U.S.C. 742a. 

General Comments 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed project. We found the 
design, structure and scope of the OEIS substantive and informative. Chapter 2, "Proposed 
Action and Alternatives" provides sufficient information to adequately characterize the proposed 
alternatives. We agree with Round Mountain Gold Corporation's (RMGC's) environmental 
protection measures, especially concerning: water resources, hazardous materials and sol id 

TAKE PRIDE"fi.'£:::.;' 
INAMERICA~ 

 

Letter - 2 Responses to Letter - 2
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Letter - 2 (Continued) Responses to Letter - 2 

2-1	 Thank you for your comment. 

2-2	 Thank you for your comment. 

2-3	 Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 2.5.10 for RMGC’s 
environmental protection measures that have been developed to protect 
breeding birds. 

2-4	 Please see response to comment 1-3. 

2-5	 Comment noted. Approximately 10 years of flow data would be needed 
to adequately develop baseline flows within these intermittent drainages. 
As a result, no monitoring of these drainages is recommended. However, 
reductions in surface water in these drainages would be evaluated through 
riparian vegetation monitoring. Also, please see the responses to	comments 
1-3 and	1-14. 
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Letter - 2 (Continued) 

2-6 

2-7 

2-8 

2-9 

Responses to Letter - 2 

2-6	 Thank you for your comment. Known records for the Sterile Basin Pryg 
occur in Ralston Valley, approximately 12 miles southeast of the 10-foot 
drawdown isopleth for the proposed project. As a result, no impacts to 
known populations of this snail species would occur. Johnson springs 1 
and	2	occurs within	the	10-foot drawdown isopleth,	and	Ink House	 
and Healy springs occur 0.5 mile outside of the 10-foot drawdown 
isopleth. However, all four springs have been substantially altered from 
natural conditions and developed as private and public water sources. 
Development of these springs has resulted in the loss of potential suitable 
Sterile Basin Pryg habitat. As a result, the BLM determined that no further 
mitigation for springsnails would be necessary. 

2-7	 Text and Table 4.17-3 in Section 4.17 have been modified to address the 
comment. The EIS assumes that bats would be present and obtain food 
and water resources from the proposed pit lakes nine months (275 days) 
out of the year. This assumption is based on the expected migratory and 
hibernation patterns of bats likely to be present in the project area. During 
the winter months temperate-zone bats are expected to either migrate to 
warmer regions where food resources are readily available or hibernate 
locally. 

2-8	 Please see the responses to comments 1-3 and 1-14. 

2-9	 Comment noted. As discussed in Section 3.18, surveys for the pygmy rabbit 
occurred within the project area in 2001 and 2003. No pygmy rabbits (or its 
sign) or preferred habitat (tall, dense sagebrush) was found during these 
surveys. As a result, the BLM has determined that no further mitigation for 
pygmy rabbits would be necessary. 
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Letter - 2 (Continued) Responses to Letter - 2 

2-10 On March 5, 2010, the USFWS determined that listing the greater 
sage-grouse as threatened or endangered under the ESA was

 warranted but precluded at this time. The USFWS determined that 
the greater sage-grouse will be added to the list of candidates for

 listing under the ESA. 

Where appropriate, RMGC would follow greater sage-grouse
 guidance outlined in the Greater Sage-grouse Conservation Plan
 for Nevada and Eastern California (2004), BLM National
 Sage-grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy (2004), and 
BLM Management Guidelines for Sage Grouse and Sagebrush

 Ecosystems in Nevada (2000). 

2-10 

2-9 
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Letter - 2 (Continued) Responses to Letter - 2 

2-11	 Comment noted. Please see the responses to comments 1-3 and 2-10. 

2-12	 Thank you for your comment. 

2-11 

2-12 
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Field Manager File No. 2009-FA-O I J 7 

Figure 1. Location of the Round Mountain Mine in relation to the Hunts Canyon location 
of the Sterile Basin l'yrg (Pyrgulopis sferilis). 
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Letter - 3 Responses to Letter - 3 

3-1	 The text has been modified in the Executive Summary to address the	comment. 

3-2	 The text has been modified in the Acronyms section to address the	comment. 

3-3	 The text has been modified in Section 2.5.10 to address the	comment. 

3-4	 A footnote has been added to Table 2.6-1 to	address the comment. 

3-1 

3-2 

3-3 

3-4 
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Letter - 3 (Continued)
 

3-5 

3-6 

3-7 

3-8 

3-10 

3-9 

3-4 
(cont’d) 

3-11 

Responses to Letter - 3 

3-5	 A footnote has been added to Table 2.6-1 to	address the comment. 

3-6	 Please see Sections 2.6.7.3 and	2.5.6 regarding	the configuration and 
potential development of surface features for waste rock dumps. 

3-7	 The text has been modified to address the comment. 

3-8	 The text has been modified to address the comment. 

3-9	 Thank you for your comment, The ecological risk assessment concluded 
that it is unlikely that adverse effects would occur as a result of wildlife 
exposure to the chemical of concern (COC) in the proposed pit lakes. As a 
result, the BLM determined that no additional mitigation is recommended. 

3-10	 Please see the response to comment 1-14. 

3-11	 Comment noted. 
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Letter - 3 (Continued) Responses to Letter 3 

3-12	 The text has been modified to address the comment. 

3-13	 Please see the response to comment 1-3. 

3-11 
(cont’d) 

3-12 

3-13 
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Letter - 4 Responses to Letter - 4 

4-1	 Comment noted. The SHPO has all of the cultural surveys for the proposed 
project and has concurred with each of the reports. SHPO has not reviewed 
the follow-up report for the treatment of sites impacted by the Gold Hill 
Exploration Project. These treatment results 	will	be	 incorporated	into a	new	 
treatment plan that will be developed to mitigate adverse effects to National 
Register eligible sites that will be impacted by the Proposed Action. 

There are five cultural resources inventory reports relevant to the Proposed 
Action. They are: 

BLM 6-2229 SHPO concurred 12-21-2001, 

BLM 6-2229-1 SHPO concurred 07-27-2004, 

BLM 6-2229-2 SHPO concurred 02-27-2008, 

BLM 6-2229-4 SHPO concurred 02-27-2008, and 

BLM 6-2229-5 SHPO concurred 02-27-2008. 

Note: There is no 6-2229-3. 

SHPO concurrence on the treatment plan for the Gold Hill Exploration 
Project was	received 01-09-2004. 

4-2	 The status of the Gold Hill area as a National Register District and any 
impacts to it from the Proposed Action will be evaluated and mitigated 
as part of a treatment plan that will be developed in consultation with the 
SHPO to mitigate impacts to National Register eligible sites. 

4-1 

4-2 
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Letter - 5 Responses to Letter - 5 

5-1	 Please see Section 4.12 and Appendix E for impacts to visual resources. 

5-2	 Comment noted. A mitigation measure to address night lighting has been 
added to the Final EIS (see mitigation measure VR-2 in	Section 4.12.6). 

5-1 

5-2 
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Letter - 5 (Continued) Responses to Letter - 5 

5-3	 Mitigation measure VR-3 in Section 4.12.6 has been developed to address 
color contrast issues within the viewshed. 

5-2 
(cont’d) 

5-3 
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August 19, 2009 

Board of County Commissioners 
NyeCounty 

Tonopah, Nevada 

Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 911 
Tonopah, NY 89049 

Tonopah Office 
Nye County Courthouse 

William P. Beko Justice Facility 
PO Box 153 

Tonopah, NV 89049 
Phone (775) 482-81 91 

Fax (775) 482-8 198 

AUG 2 4 2009 
I~JJf-:H'U 01 ~.n;i"J ,1/.- flOC':';' 

r;">",)r)"~~1 ; .!~J C/~::c:~ 

Subject: Environmental Impact Statement for the Round Mountain Gold Corporation 
Expansion 

DearTo~ 
The Nye County Board of Commissioners hereby submits this letter to the Bureau of 
Land Management in support ofthe Environmental Impact Statement for the Round 
Mountain Gold Corporation Expansion. Round Mountain is an important economic 
resource for Nye County and Nevada. 

The Round Mountain Mine has been in operation since 1976 and has a proven track 
record for responsible mining and community support. 

Round Mountain Gold Corporation pays in excess of$9 million annually in Property and 
Net Proceeds taxes. 

The Round Mountain mine is an important resource for central Nevada, providing critical 
jobs, economic strength, and community outreach. 

Sincerely, 

\Jt~L C E C1Ity 
J oni Eastley, ' 
Chairman 

09.j)264JE 

6-1 

Letter - 6 Responses to Letter - 6 

6-1	 Thank you for your comment. 
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TOWN OF ROUND MOUNTAIN 

P.O. Box 1369 

Round Mountain, Nevada 89045-1369 

(775) 377-2508 Fax (775) 377-2631 

Bureau of Land Management 
Attn: Thomas Seley, Manager 
Tonopah Field Office 
PO Box 91 
Tonopah, NV 89049-0911 

Dear Mr. Seley: 

RECEIVED 
SEP 02 2009 

Bureau of land Management 
Tonopah Field Office 

On behalf of the Round Mountain Town Board, I hereby submit this letter, to the Bureau of Land 

Management, in support of the Environmental Impact Statement for the Round Mountain Gold 

Corporation expansion. 

Round Mountain Gold Corporation is an important economic resource for Nye County and Nevada, as it 
is the largest taxpayer in Nye County and is the main employer in Round Mountain. Supporting the 
Round Mountain Gold Corporation expansion ensures economic stability and growth potential for Round 

Mountain. 

It is in the best interest of our community and Nye County to support any endeavor that allows Round 
Mountain Gold Corporation to continue responsible mining. 

~YA"""I7!a.(}:I~ 
ound Mountain Town Board 

cc: Round Mountain Town Board 
Bill Goodhard, Round Mountain Gold Corporation 

7-1 

Letter - 7 Responses to Letter - 7 

7-1	 Thank you for your comment. 
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Letter - 8 Responses to Letter - 8 

8-1 	 Thank you for your comment. 

8-2 	 This comment contained information that the BLM determined, that 
if disclosed to the public, could potentially result in Native American 
traditional values, uses, and/or sites becoming compromised. Therefore, 
those portions of the comment have been redacted from Final EIS comment/ 
response section. All Native American comments, including the comments 
determined to be redacted, will be responded to by the BLM through 
letter correspondence. The sensitive comment/responses have been 
included in the Administrative Record but have been designated 
as confidential and not available to the public. 

8-3 	 Old Indian Allotments exist throughout Big Smoky Valley.  One former 
Allotment is located in close proximity to the project area, but will not be 
affected by the proposed project. 

8-4 	 The tribes were given an opportunity to provide input on the CESA through 
review of the Draft EIS. To date, no comments on the CESA boundary have 
been received from the tribes. 

8-5 	 Please see response to comment 8-2. 

8-6 	 Please see response to comment 8-2 

8-7 	 Please see response to comment 8-2. 

8-8 	 Comment noted. Please refer to the Section 4.5, Native American 
Traditional Values. 

8-1 

8-2 

8-3 

8-4 

8-5 

8-6 

8-7 

8-8 
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~
. Gmt 

'.," Basin 

~h!:si::m 
8S Keystone Ave., Suire K 
Reno, NV 89S(l:\ 
77 5-348-1980 
www.gbrw.org 

J Forkil{~ It/ito COlllllllfllilie.f 10 

Prolf'd Tl;eir 1.fIlld Air aNd 
1v((ler 

September 14, 2009 

Attention: Thomas J. Seley 
Field Manager 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
Tonopah Field Office 
1553 S. Main St. 
Tonopah, Nevada 89049 

Western Shoshone Defense Project 
P.O. Box 211308 
Crescent Valley, NV 89821 
www.wsdp.org 

RE: &und Mountain Expansion Project, Draft Environmental Impact Statement (NV065-EIS06-163) 

Dear Mr. Seley 

Great Basin Resource Watch (GBRW) appreciates the opportunity to comment of this project, and the 
advanced documents provided by Round Mountain Gold Corporation (RMGC), which were very 
helpful in this review. 

In general, there are a number of issues that need to be addressed to fully understand the impacts of 
this expansion on the local and regional environment. In the review that follows GBRW notes 
deficiencies in the hydrologic and geochemical analysis that calls into question the conclusions drawn in 
the DEIS regarding both water quantity and quality as a result of the Project. There is a serious 
concern that this project will degrade the "waters of the state' as well. Furthermore, analysis of 
mercury is incomplete and non-compliance to federal regulations also render the DEIS inadequate, 
which must be dealt with in a revised DEIS. 

Great Basin Resource Watch is a tax-exempt (50f(e)3) organization 

Letter - 9 Responses to Letter - 9
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Letter - 9 (Continued) Responses to Letter - 9 

9-1	 Responses to bulleted items for mine dewatering are provided in responses 
to the detailed comments. 

9-2	 Responses to bulleted items for the Gold Hill Pit lake are provided in 
responses to the detailed comments. 

9-2 

9-1 
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Letter 9 (Continued) Responses to Letter - 9 

9-3	 Responses to bulleted items for acid mine drainage from proposed waste 
rock dumps are provided in responses to the detailed comments. 

9-4	 The Stebbins Hill Formation is a local siliceous lacustrine unit found 
primarily on the west side of the Round Mountain Pit. Dewatering since 
1990 has generated water levels in the underlying volcanics that are 450 
to 630 feet below the water levels in the basin alluvial aquifer. The vertical 
hydraulic conductivity of the Stebbins Hill Formation is approximately 2.8 
x 10-4 feet/day. The past 16 years of dewatering at Round Mountain have 
demonstrated that the Stebbins Hill is an aquitard separating the basin 
alluvial aquifer from the underlying Tertiary volcanic bedrock aquifer.	 

9-3 

9-4 
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9-5 

9-6 

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

Letter - 9 (Continued) Responses to Letter - 9 

9-5	 The Sinter Unit at Gold Hill has a local extent, as shown in Figure 3.3-24. 
This unit lies mostly below the projected pit bottom of the proposed Gold 
Hill Pit. A pump test conducted in the Sinter using well GHB-BPW showed 
that the	 Sinter Unit	is	very permeable	and probably a	bounded, fractured 
aquifer. For this reason, when the Sinter Unit is pumped it acts as a drain 
on the surrounding Mt. Jefferson Tuff volcanic bedrock and groundwater in 
the volcanic bedrock flows into the Sinter Unit during pumping. Thus, the 
Sinter Unit is a potential “drain” during dewatering of the proposed Gold 
Hill Pit area because of its high permeability and its hydraulic connection 
with the adjacent volcanic bedrock. Groundwater modeling of the proposed 
dewatering of the Gold Hill Pit has supported the statement that the Sinter 
Unit acts as a “drain” during dewatering. 

9-6	 A fractured bounded aquifer will dewater quickly due to the limited storage 
capacity of fractures. However, this aquifer will recharge slowly because it 
receives its recharge water from the surrounding volcanic bedrock that has 
a low hydraulic conductivity and thus, a low groundwater influx rate into the 
dewatered fractured Sinter Unit aquifer. This has been supported by the 
WMC (2008) pump and recovery tests using well GHB-BPW. As stated, 
conventional hydrogeologic methods for analyzing drawdown and recovery 
are not suitable for bounded, fractured aquifers like the Sinter Unit at Gold Hill. 

The Sinter Unit acts as a drain during dewatering because of its high 
permeability due to fracturing. This applies only to the west side of the 
proposed Gold Hill Pit in the area of the Sinter Unit, as shown in Figure 3.3-24. 
The Sinter Unit	lies	at	a depth	mostly below	the projected bottom of	 
the proposed Gold Hill Pit, as shown in Figures 3.3-24 and 3.3-25. Pumping 
of the Sinter Unit will lower the bedrock water levels below the bottom of 
the Gold Hill Pit long before the Sinter Unit is fully dewatered. Thus, the 
modeled connection between the Sinter Unit and the volcanic bedrock used 
by WMC (2008) is considered reasonable. 

Figure 4.3-22 shows the conceptual model for refilling of the proposed Gold 
Hill Pit based on aquifer tests by WMC (2008) and groundwater modeling 
by WMC (2008). Flow to the pit from the west will initially utilize the Sinter 
Unit, until the water level in the pit lake is above the elevation of the Sinter 
Unit. Most flow into the pit will come from the Mt. Jefferson Tuff and will 
come primarily from the east, upgradient of the pit. 
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based on the drawdown in the sinter to establish a gradient from adjacent formations - thereby 
effectively dewatering the surrounding formations4 

WMC (page 5-53) extrapolates the 50 to 60 gpm recharge observed during the pump test to from 44 to 

122 gpm during the first year to 179 to 206 gpm during the sixth year of dewatering. During this time 
period the effective drawdown reaches 730 feet (WMC, appendix S.A), therefore the calculation 
assumes the hydraulic connection remains so that the gradient remains effective. It also appears that 
the calculation assumes the cross-section berween volcanics and sinter remains constant. Considering 
that the sinter formation slopes downward from about 5900 ft amsl to 5300 ft amsl from the southeast 
to northwest (WMC Figure 5.S and Figure S.2) and that dewatering lowers the water table from about 
6200 ft amsl to about 5500 ft amsl, much of the sinter will be dewatered and the connection berween 
the sinter and surrounding formations lost. The gradient, connection, and cross-section assumed by 
WMC berween the sinter and surrounding formations cannot be maintained throughout the entire six
year period of dewatering. 

The proposed Gold Hill pit would cut through several volcanic formations. These have lower 
conductivity than the sinter, but there would be a large cross-section with the pit and gradient drawing 
groundwater into the pit. The pit will be upgradient of the sinter and be excavated to 5600 ft amsl 
(WMC Figure 8.2). The pit could intercept flow fro m the east of the proposed pit before it reaches the 
sinter. This could be more important when considering the refill of rhe pit lake. As discussed below, 
RMGC considers that the sinter will be the primary source of inflow, but due to its slow recharge rate, 
small cross-sectional area next to rhe pit, and location downgradient from the pit, this assumption is 
doubtful. 

The BLM should reconsider the assumptions concerning the sinter and dewatering the Gold 
Hill pit. They are based on dubious assumptions and unrealistic extrapolations of pump test 
data. 

Impacts of Delvatering (in Section 4.3) 

The DEIS relies on a groundwater model (WMC, 200S) to estimate the dewatering rates and drawdown 
for and caused by each mine. WMC used the MODFLOW-SURFACT code. This section considers 
issues as presented in the DEIS (section 4.3) wirh references to rhe issues as described in WMC, as 
necessary. 

Conceptual Model for the Round Mountain Mine: A conceptual model is a qualitative description of 
the sources and parhways for groundwater flow through an area. The general description of the 
recharge as infiltration to bedrock in the mountains and seepage of streamflow at the point the streams 
cross the pediment is correct. Also, rhe general discharge to the playa and phreatophytes northwest of 
the site and as interbasin flow out of the model area is also correct. Details of flow around the 
proposed pit and pit expansion are questionable. 

4 The idea is that the sinter is easy to drain which will create a gradient with the surrounding formations. Because there is a 
sufficient contact area between the sinter and surrounding formations, much of the drawdown will occur across that contact. 
But this assumption is dubious and the results of relying on it may cause the dewatering predictions at Gold Hill to be grossly 

Letter - 9 (Continued) Responses to Letter - 9
 

9-6 
(cont’d) 

29



	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

Letter - 9 (Continued)
 

9-7 

9-8 

9-9 

9-10 

9-11 

9-12 

Responses to Letter - 9 

9-7	 Figure 3.3-19 was not intended to show water levels east of the Round 
Mountain Pit or to show the “stair-stepping” of water levels in the Toquima 
Range granite to the east of the pit. Figure 5.4 of WMC (2008) shows 
the “stair-stepping” of water levels. The statement in the EIS referencing 
“stair-stepped” water levels in the bedrock granite east of the Round 
Mountain Pit was from WMC (2008) and is based on monitoring of water 
levels east of the Round Mountain Pit over the past 15 years of pumping 
and dewatering at the mine. The water levels in the bedrock granite do not 
change continuously from east to west toward the Round Mountain Pit, but 
rather follow a “stair-stepped” pattern controlled by faults and dikes in the 
granite. Table 5.2 in WMC (2008) provides water level data to support the 
“stair-stepped” pattern of water levels east of the pit. 

9-8	 Groundwater flow in the granite is controlled by the natural gradient, which 
in turn is a function of recharge to the granite. The groundwater flow is also 
controlled by faults, dikes, and pumping of groundwater around the Round 
Mountain Pit. Recharge to the granite and its importance to groundwater 
flow in the granite is implicit in the determination of the groundwater 
gradient in the granite. Recharge to any individual structural compartment 
within the granite comes from precipitation, and also from flow uphill 
(i.e., upgradient) within	the	granite. 

9-9	 Comment noted. As shown in Figure 4.3-14, the maximum extent of the 
10-foot drawdown isopleth	does not	reach either the north or south model 
boundaries. Modeling has shown that the decrease in flow out of the model 
domain along the southern boundary is around 100 to 500 gpm, while 
the recharge to the southern model boundary is around 9,000 gpm from 
Peavine Creek and the Toiyabe Range (Rush and Schrorer 1970). 

9-10	 Figure 4.3-13 shows that the modeled 10-foot drawdown isopleth is not 
near the northern model boundary. Thus, the position of the northern model 
boundary does not affect evapotranspiration in the basin north of the model 
domain. Modeled flows show that on average the boundary flow change is 
a decrease by 2 to 3	percent. 

9-11	 Figure 4.3-14 shows that the maximum extent of the 10-foot drawdown 
isopleth is 2.5 miles north of the southern model boundary. This model 
boundary does not affect drawdown. 

9-12	 The geology of the modeled area is very complex . The five layers, which 
represent a conceptualization of the groundwater flow and are thus 
“conceptualized” hydrostratigraphic units, are designed to represent the 
complex geology in a fashion that allows for modeling the key aspects of 
groundwater flow that may be impacted by pit dewatering and eventual pit 
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Responses to Letter - 9 (Continued) 

9-12	 refilling at the end of mining. The five layers are not intended to	represent 
(cont’d)	 every aspect of the geology of the basin or the project area, only those 

components of the geology and hydrogeology that will be affected by 
the Proposed Action.	 To	 that	end, the	model adequately addresses the 
hydrogeology of the basin and the project area. 
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Letter - 9 (Continued) Responses to Letter - 9 

9-13	 The Stebbins Hill Formation (Figure 3.3-19 of the EIS) is incorporated into 
Layer 2	of the	groundwater 	model. The 	hydraulic conductivity	distribution in	 
Layer 2	reflects the geologic	location 	of	the	 Stebbins Hill Formation. 

9-12 
(cont’d) 

9-13 
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 Letter - 9 (Continued) Responses to Letter - 9

9-14 	 Layer 1 in the groundwater model represents the entire basin alluvial fill in 
the southern part of Northern Big Smoky Valley. The model is designed to 
estimate the total drawdown in the basin alluvial aquifer, not the drawdown 
in individual layers within the alluvial fill. As shown in Handman and Kilroy 
(1997), the lower part of the basin fill has few monitoring wells and thus, 
little hydraulic data. The purpose of the groundwater model is to estimate 
total impacts to the basin alluvial aquifer. Because most of the pumping 
at Round Mountain is in the upper part of the basin alluvial aquifer, the 
drawdown estimated by the groundwater model is primarily to the upper 
part of the basin alluvial fill. 

9-15 	 Layer 2 hydraulic conductivity zones are shown in Figure 7.10 of WMC 
(2008). This figure shows the extent of the Stebbins Hill Formation by the 
area of low hydraulic conductivity values of 2.0 x 10-5 feet/day. The Sinter 
Unit at Gold Hill is included in this zone of low hydraulic conductivity for 
Layer 2. Thus, the low hydraulic conductivity zone in Layer 2 west of the 
Round Mountain/Gold Hill area is designed to represent the Stebbins Hill 
Formation and Sinter Unit in the model. The thickness of Layer 2 does 
not exactly match the thickness of the Sinter Unit or Stebbins Hill Formation , 
but the combination of the thickness and the hydraulic conductivity is designed 
to represent the transmissivity of both units. Outside of the geologic extent 
of the Stebbins Hill Formation , Layer 2 is “a dummy layer” in that is has the 
same hydraulic parameters as the layer underlying it.

9-14 

9-15 
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Letter - 9 (Continued)
 

9-15 
(cont’d) 

9-16 

9-17 

9-18 

Responses to Letter - 9 

9-16	 Comment noted. 

9-17	 Comment noted. Transmissivity is the product of hydraulic conductivity 
and thickness. By varying the hydraulic conductivity, the variation in 
transmissivity due to thickness changes can be accommodated in a model. 

9-18	 Figure 4.3-4 does not suggest that the Round Mountain Pit is only in Layer 1. 
It	shows the	approximate areal location	of the	pit	in	the cross-section, 
not the depth of the pit. The pit will extend vertically into	 Layer 4	of	the 
model for Round Mountain and into	 Layer 3	for 	Gold	Hill.	 Thus, the	comment	 
is incorrect – groundwater flows into the pit from Layers 1-4 at	Round 
Mountain and Layers 1-3 at	Gold Hill. 
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 Letter - 9 Continued)
 

9-18 
(cont’d) 

9-19 

9-20 

9-21 

Responses to Letter - 9

9-19	 The volcanic tuff is above the Sinter Unit at Gold Hill and between the 
Sinter Unit and the basin alluvium. Pumping of the Sinter Unit will not affect 
the groundwater in the basin alluvium. 

9-20	 The issues raised in this comment have been addressed previously in 
responses to comments 9-4 	through 9-19. The groundwater model is	designed 
to: (1) estimate impacts to the basin alluvial aquifer, (2) estimate drawdown 
in the bedrock aquifer, and (3) estimate the long-term drawdown in the 
alluvial and bedrock aquifers due to pit lake formation and evaporation. 

9-21	 Estimating recharge to a basin, especially a desert basin, is	a	difficult 
exercise. The methodology for use in estimating recharge to basins 
is currently in a state of flux – there is no agreement among various 
hydrologists as to which method is the best. The method of Maxey and 
Eakin, developed in 1949 for White Pine County in Nevada, has been 
tested and still is a standard method used. The report by Handman and 
Kilroy (1997) relied on this proven method for estimating recharge to 
Nevada basins. Other methods exist, as discussed in this comment, but the 
method of Maxey and Eakin is a standard method that has been in use for 
many decades and is still considered adequate for estimating recharge for 
a groundwater model. 
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Letter - 9 (Continued)
 

9-21 
(cont’d) 

92-22 

9-23 

Responses to Letter - 9 

9-22	 Most of the area modeled for evapotranspiration (E/T) is either grass or 
grass plus rabbitbrush (Figure 3.3-8). Greasewood is the third vegetation 
type and it is found on the fringe of the modeled area. The E/T for grass 
and for grass/rabbitbrush is very similar (around .4 to .5 acre-feet/year), so 
that modeling both with one E/T value in the groundwater model will not 
lead to an error in the model water balance. The total E/T simulated in the 
model agrees with the water budget from Handman and Kilroy (1997). 

9-23	 The maximum error of 10 percent for an	acceptable calibration is	a	standard 
used in many EISs	and	modeling protocols. It is	an	accepted industry 
standard. The transient calibration to alluvial wells is quite good, as stated 
in the EIS. 
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Letter - 9 (Continued)
 

9-23 
(cont’d) 

9-24 

9-25 

9-26 

Responses to Letter - 9 

9-24	 The bedrock calibration of the groundwater model is affected by a number 
of factors, including compartmentalization, cell size, hydraulic conductivity 
and storage coefficients. The drawdown in the bedrock will affect mainly the 
project area and the pits. Past pumping at Round Mountain and attempts 
to match that pumping history have aided the model design and calibration 
in the Round Mountain Pit area. Any adjustments needed during mining to 
ensure adequate drawdown will be made by RMGC. The potential effect	 
on water resources from a possible increase in pumping to accommodate 
needed drawdown would be minimal and limited to the project area. 

9-25	 The pumping test in the Sinter Unit using well GHB-BPW (discussed in 
Appendix 5.D of WMC [2008]) shows that the Sinter Unit is a fractured 
bounded aquifer with a wedge shape (based on geology). It is in fracture 
communication with some bedrock wells, but not all wells. The groundwater 
model treats the	Sinter Unit	as	a	porous medium 	and	use	porous media 
flow in rectangular cells. Consequently, the groundwater model does not 
exactly replicate the pumping test, but the model does show the influence 
of the Sinter Unit on groundwater flow during pumping and the potential 
for the Sinter to act as a focus (i.e., drain)	for groundwater	flow during 
dewatering. 

9-26	 Please see response to comment 9-25. 
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 Letter - 9 (Continued) 

9-27 

9-28 

9-29 

9-30 

9-31 

Responses to Letter - 9

9-27	 Comment noted. Figures have been corrected. 

9-28	 Screened intervals are provided in Table 5.2 (WMC 2008). The simulated 
screen intervals match the levels listed in the table. Fracture wells are 
screened over multiple model layers and include a specified bottom 
elevation. 

9-29	 The EIS is concerned with maximum probable impacts, rather than a range 
of impacts. To that end, the EIS presents the modeled maximum extent of 
the 10-foot drawdown to provide the reader with an estimate of the extent of 
drawdown and the water resources that may be affected. Also, the Gold Hill 
Pit is in model Layers 1	through 3	and the	Round Mountain Pit is	in	 Layers 1 
through 4. 

9-30	 The EIS presents the modeled maximum extent of the 10-foot drawdown 
in Figure 4.3-14. This maximum drawdown assumes that the basin alluvial 
aquifer is a single aquifer throughout the basin, rather than a number of 
separate aquifers in individual layers within the basin alluvium. Dewatering 
of the alluvial aquifer near the Round Mountain Pit encompasses the entire 
thickness of the alluvial aquifer near the pit. Westward in the basin, the 
alluvial aquifer thickens. By assuming that pumping of the alluvial aquifer 
near the Round Mountain Pit will affect the entire thickness of the basin 
alluvial aquifer to the west, WMC was stating that the drawdown modeled 
was “conservatively high.” 

9-31	 Please see response to comment 9-30. 
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Letter - 9 (Continued)
 

9-36 

9-33 

9-34 

9-35 

9-32 

Responses to Letter - 9 

9-32	 Comment noted. The statement by WMC (2008) that bedrock drawdown 
predicted by the model is “probably too high” is not found in the EIS. That 
statement is also not found in WMC (2008) on page 7-50 or any other page 
in the WMC report. 

9-33	 The EIS deals with impacts to the basin alluvial aquifer and to the bedrock 
aquifer within and near the Round Mountain and Gold Hill pits. The EIS 
does not address impacts to individual layers. 

9-34	 Comment noted. The method used to model pit lake inflow after cessation 
of mining is consistent with industry practice and provides an adequate 
estimate of total pit inflow. 

9-35	 The E/T package was not used to simulate pit lake evaporation. Please 
see page 7-42 of WMC (2008) for an explanation of pit lake simulation 
methodology. Evaporation is part of the overall pit lake water balance and 
the values presented are consistent with other components and the total 
water balance for the pit lakes. 

9-36	 The current pit lake area is correct. It is larger than the expanded pit for 
Round Mountain. Please see page 7-46 of WMC (2008). Appendix 7B in 
WMC (2008) was checked and found to be in error. A correct Appendix 7B 
will be submitted to replace the incorrect version. The E/T rates listed in 
Appendix 7B are correct. The E/T of 46.5 inches/year yields 107 gpm for 
a surface area of 1.94 x 106 ft2 	(Year 2) and 920	gpm for a	surface area of	16.7 
million ft2 at equilibrium. 
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Letter - 9 (Continued)
 

9-36 
(cont’d) 

9-37 

9-38 

9-39 

Responses to Letter - 9 

9-37	 Comment noted. 

9-38	 Comment noted. If the Gold Hill Pit lake becomes a flow-through pit lake, 
pit lake water would flow into the bedrock volcanic aquifer, an aquifer that is 
not used for human consumption and one that is not used by wildlife. 

9-39	 Figure 4.3-22 shows the conceptual model for expected flow to the Gold 
Hill Pit lake during pit lake formation. Most of the groundwater flow to the 
pit would come from the east or from below the pit. Groundwater flow along 
the west side would initially be focused along the Sinter Unit because of its 
high permeability. As the pit fills, flow from the Sinter Unit would decrease. 
As stated in the EIS, the Gold Hill Pit lake may become a flow-through pit 
lake after about 200 years of filling. 
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Letter - 9 (Continued)
 

9-40 

9-41 

9-42 

9-43 

9-44 

9-45 

Responses to Letter - 9 

9-40	 Figure 4.3-22 shows no discharge into the Gold Hill Pit above the lake 
water level. If a seepage face develops along the east side of the pit, any 
erosion that may occur would be minor and would result in pit wall rocks 
falling into the pit. This would not result in a water quality change in the pit 
lake. 

9-41	 Comment does not adequately summarize the 10 steps used in 
geochemical pit lake modeling as presented in the EIS. These 10 steps 
explain in summary from how loadings are derived and then mixed to form 
the estimated pit lake chemistry for each time step in the modeling of the 
pit lake filling. Additional details on the geochemical modeling can be found 
in Section 9.1.4 (Round Mountain Pit) and Section 9.2.2 (Gold Hill Pit) in 
WMC (2008). 

9-42	 Comment is incorrect. Step 4 explains that groundwater inflow water quality 
is combined with the estimated average chemistry of the altered pit wall 
rock (i.e., damaged zone or DRZ) in proportion to the surface area of the 
wall rock unit exposed. The chemistry of the altered wall rock is derived 
from the HCT tests. As stated in the EIS, geochemical modeling of pit lake 
water quality assumed that 3 pore volumes of pore water in the altered wall 
rock would be flushed and mixed with inflowing groundwater for each time 
step in the base case scenario and all other modeled scenarios, except the 
high pit wall loading scenario where 10 pore volumes were used. Page 9-11 
of WMC (2008) also explains the geochemical modeling in detail. 

9-43	 Please see response to comment 9-42. 

9-44	 Please see response to comment 9-42. 

9-45	 The assumed thickness for the pit lake wall rock altered zone, or DRZ, is 
derived from published studies of wall rocks from various open pit mines. 
Also, the assumed thickness is a reaction thickness, which	is	the	thickness 
of the fractured and altered wall rock that is expected to react with inflowing 
groundwater. It is not the total fractured thickness that would be measured 
in the field. 
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Letter - 9 (Continued)
 

9-46 

9-47 

9-48 

9-49 

9-50 

Responses to Letter 9 

9-46	 The groundwater inflow water quality for the proposed Gold Hill Pit is based 
on the upgradient well to the east of the proposed pit. This well contains 
groundwater that represents bedrock water quality in the volcanic bedrock 
to the east of the pit that will be the source of groundwater flowing into the 
proposed Gold Hill Pit, as shown in Figure 4.3-22. Most of the groundwater 
inflow to the Gold Hill Pit will come from east or beneath the pit and will be 
derived from the Mt. Jefferson Tuff. Only 4 percent of the pit wall surface 
area consists of the Sinter Unit. 

9-47	 Table D-1 provides the average solution chemistry used in geochemical 
modeling. Flow rates come from the groundwater model for pit refilling. 
Chemical loadings are a combination of the solution chemistry, flow rates, 
pore volumes flushed, and the mixing of components such as wall rock 
runoff and the flushing of the altered wall rock, before the water enters the 
pit lake. 

9-48	 GHB-03-04 was chosen to represent the estimated water quality of 
groundwater flowing into the Gold Hill Pit because it lies upgradient of the 
pit and is screened in bedrock that is not altered or mineralized. Wells 
in the area of the proposed pit have water quality reflective of alteration 
and mineralization and would not be representative of the post-mining 
groundwater inflow. 

9-49	 The average alkalinity of groundwater entering the Gold Hill Pit would be 
around 177 mg/L at the end of dewatering (WMC 2008). This should be 
sufficient to neutralize the acidity predicted to be released from the pit 
walls, based on HCT tests. Also, evapoconcentration will increase alkalinity 
over time as the pit fills and the pit lake reaches its equilibrium water level. 

9-50	 The data in Table 3.3-6 is from Handman and Kilroy (1997) and was 
used to show the overall water balance for the basin under pre-mining 
conditions. Current pumping rates for agricultural wells in the basin were 
used in the groundwater model (WMC 2008). 
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 Letter - 9 (Continued) 

9-51 

9-52 

9-53 

Responses to Letter - 9

9-51	 Comment noted. Water rights presented in the EIS are current water rights 
and were obtained from NDWR. 

9-52	 RMGC will coordinate with the State Engineer to ensure that sufficient 
water rights are dedicated to cover evaporative losses for both Round 
Mountain and Gold Hill. Evaporative losses from pit lakes estimated by 
WMC (2008) and presented in the EIS would be reported to the Nevada 
State Engineer’s Office. RMGC’s dedication of water rights or acquisition of 
the appropriate permits to offset evaporative losses from pit lakes would be 
done under applicable Nevada law with the approval of the State Engineer. 
However, the appropriation of water rights for evaporative losses would not 
need to occur until immediately prior to pit lake formation (i.e., before	the 
evaporative losses begin). RMGC would coordinate with the State Engineer 
to dedicate water rights to maintain the water balance in Northern Big 
Smoky	Valley,	accounting for water 	losses	 due	to	pit	 lake	evaporation. 

9-53	  Please see	response to	comment 1-15. 
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Letter - 9 (Continued)
 

9-54 

9-55 

9-56 

Responses to Letter - 9 

9-54	 Table 3.3-14 presents a summary of ABA testing for Gold Hill waste rock. 
This table shows that 75 percent of the Mt. Jefferson Tuff is potentially PAG 
waste rock based on 71 samples analyzed. 

9-55	 The proposed alluvial cover for the	Gold 	Hill waste	rock is designed	to 
prevent the infiltration of precipitation. The effectiveness of this cover will	be 
evaluated with a pilot test over a period of at least 5 years. The BLM will 
re-evaluate the alluvial cover design after the	field	test and	make required 
adjustments to the thickness of the cap to ensure that water does not 
infiltrate into the PAG waste rock. 

9-56	 Table 3.3-14 shows that 71 samples were taken from the Mt. Jefferson Tuff 
in the proposed Gold Hill Area and that the Mt. Jefferson Tuff is potentially 
acid generating. This is sufficient to demonstrate the expected acid-
generating nature of the Mt. Jefferson Tuff. 
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Letter - 9 (Continued)
 

9-56 
(cont’d) 

9-57 

Responses to Letter - 9 

9-57	 As stated in the EIS, RMGC is committed to a field pilot test of the 
proposed alluvial cover 	for the	Gold	Hill	waste	rock. 	Following this	5-year	field 
test, the potential for infiltration of precipitation will be re-evaluated by the 
BLM and adjustments will be made to the alluvial cover 	design,	as	needed, to	 
ensure that water will not infiltrate into the underlying PAG waste rock.	 
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 Letter - 9 (Continued)
 

9-58 

9-59 

9-60 

9-61 

9-62 

9-63 

9-64 

Responses to Letter - 9 

9-58	 Please see Table 4.7-2, in Section 4.7.1.1. 

9-59	 As discussed in Section 4.7.1.1, mercury emissions would be in compliance 
with NVMACT standards to control mercury emissions at Gold Hill. 

9-60	 As indicated in Table 4.7-2, the current emission rate is 8.3 pounds per 
year. This value is not expected to increase under the proposed expansion 
since the amount of ore processed will remain the same. Please see 
response to comment 9-59 relative to Gold Hill mercury emissions. 

9-61	 Mercury emissions from waste rock dumps, heap leach pads, and tailings 
impoundments would be primarily particle bound. All forms of mercury 
deposition from these sources is accounted for in the model results shown 
in the report (Figures 4.7-1, 4.7-2, and 4.7-3). 

9-62	 Please see the responses to the individual comments that follow. 

The BLM has complied, and will comply, with all applicable laws in 
considering the impacts of the proposed project. 

9-63	 Please see the response to comment 9-62. There is no new information or 
deficiencies in the Draft EIS that would require a revised Draft EIS. 

9-64	 The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) and the 3809 
regulations require that BLM prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of 
public lands by operations authorized under the mining laws, and anyone 
intending to develop mineral resources on public lands must prevent 
unnecessary or undue degradation of the land and reclaim disturbed areas. 
“Unnecessary or undue degradation” is defined at 43 CFR § 3809.5. 

As discussed in Section 1.5.2 of the EIS, in order to use public lands 
managed by the BLM’s Battle Mountain District Office, RMGC must comply 
with the BLM Surface Management Regulations (42 CFR 3809) and other 
applicable statutes,	including the	Mining and 	Mineral	Policy Act 	of	 1970	(as 
amended) and FLPMA. Also as discussed, the BLM must review RMGC’s 
plans for expanding and developing the proposed project to ensure: 
(1) adequate provisions are included to	prevent unnecessary or undue 
degradation of Federal lands; (2) measures are 	included	to	 provide for 
reclamation of disturbed areas; and (3) proposed project 	activities	 comply 
with all applicable state and Federal laws. 

In assessing compliance with the unnecessary or undue degradation 
standard, BLM looks at the law, the regulations, and agency guidance. The 
federal district court decision referred to in the comment, Mineral Policy 
Center v. Norton, 292 F.Supp. 2d 30 (D.D.C. 2003), affirmed the 
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 Letter - 9 (Continued) 
9-64 

(cont’d) 

9-65 

9-66 

9-67 

9-68
 

9-69
 

9-70
 

9-71 

Responses to Letter - 9 (Continued)

9-64	 regulations, including the definition of “unnecessary or undue degradation” (cont’d) 
adopted in those regulations. Subsequent to the decision, BLM instruction 
memoranda have been updated to include the court’s direction on this 
issue. BLM’s analysis of RMGC’s draft Amendment to the Round Mountain 
Plan of	Operations (BLM NVN-072662) for the	Round Mountain 
Expansion Project (RMGC 2008) complies 	with	 the	statute, the	regulations,	 
and applicable guidance. 

9-65	 The performance standard referenced in this comment refers to 
unauthorized disturbance of historic resources. Not all historic resources, 
including properties eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, 
involve preservation in situ. Some properties, eligible under Criterion d, 
are eligible only for the information that they contain. In such instances, 
excavation, documentation, and curation are the preferred mitigation 
measure. A large portion of the eligible properties in the study area are 
eligible only under Criterion d. 

As discussed in Section 4.4, the treatment	plan	 intended	 to 
mitigate 	effects	of	the 	Proposed	 Action 	on	 historic properties would	be	 
developed by the BLM in coordination with and 	SHPO. BLM’s	Record of	 
Decision would require RMGC to implement the finalized HPTP. 

Please see the response to comment 9-62 relative to unnecessary or 
undue degradation. 

9-66	 Comment Noted. Please see the responses to	comments 	9-62 and	9-65. 

The NHPA does not prohibit effects to historic properties after the BLM 
has considered the effect of an undertaking on such resources. The 
commenter’s implication that the unnecessary or undue degradation 
standard requires permanent preservation of cultural Round Mountain 
Expansion Project Final EIS resources is not consistent with the NHPA. 

9-67	 Comment noted. Please see the response to comment 9-64. 

9-68	 Comment noted. Please see the response to comment 9-64. 

9-69	 Comment noted. Please see the response to comment 9-64. 

9-70	 Comment noted. Please see the response to comment 9-64. 

9-71	 Comment noted. Please see the responses to	comments 9-64 and 9-72. 
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 Letter - 9 (Continued)
 

9-71 
(cont’d) 

9-72 

9-73 

9-74 

9-75 

Responses to Letter - 9

9-72	 Please see the response to comment 9-64. The 3809 regulations require 
a validity examination only when an applicant: (1) proposes operations on	 
lands that have been segregated or withdrawn from the operation of the 
Mining Law	or (2) applies 	for a	patent. 

Neither of these conditions apply to the proposed project; therefore, BLM 
is not required to conduct a validity examination. This question also was 
addressed by a Solicitor’s Opinion in 2005, which concluded that no law 
requires a claim validity determination before mine plan approval on lands 
open to the operation of the Mining Law (Solicitor’s Opinion M-37012, 
November 14, 2005). 

As clarification, the Mineral Policy Center decision cited in the comment 
does not require that BLM perform mineral validity examinations of 
unpatented mining claims or millsites, except where a plan of operations 
has been located on segregated or withdrawn lands, or an examination 
is necessary to determine whether the minerals are uncommon varieties 
(BLM Instruction Memorandum 2004-113 [March 11, 2004]). 

9-73	 Comment noted. Please see the response to comment 9-72. 

9-74	 Please see response to comment 1-12. 

9-75	 The BLM mailed information on the proposed Round Mountain Mine 
expansion to the Timbisha, Duckwater, Yomba and Ely tribes in December 
2006. Tribal representatives and individuals attended scoping meetings 
for the project in January 2007. Several informal meetings were held at 
the Round Mountain Mine attended by tribal representatives and members 
of the newly formed Western Shoshone Descendents of Big Smoky 
Valley. Some of the meetings included field trips to inspect cultural sites 
discovered during cultural surveys of the proposed project area. Individual 
Native Americans participated in more intensive cultural surveys of selected 
areas adjacent to the proposed Transportation-Utility Corridor connecting 
the Round Mountain and Gold Hill mining areas. The above tribes and 
some Native American individuals received copies of the Draft EIS for the 
proposed mine expansion. Some tribal representatives and individuals 
attended the two BLM-hosted public meetings on the Draft EIS held on 
August 18 and 19, 2009. Written comments from Native Americans were 
received at the meetings and by mail during the public comment period 
(July 31 to September 14, 2009).

 Also, please see response to comment 8-2.

 As outlined in page 3.5-1, official tribal representatives were initially provided
 the opportunity to consult on September 27, 2004, and April 28, 2005. 
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 Letter - 9 (Continued) Responses to Letter - 9 (continued)

9-75	 Several informal meetings were held between the project proponent and 
(cont’d) tribal representatives. These informal meetings were not part of the formal 

government-to-government consultation between BLM and the tribes. 

The informal meetings were held on the following dates: 

March 18, 2009, 

November 6, 2008, 

May 13, 2008, 

November 1, 2007, 

July 12, 2007, and 

May 7, 2007. 
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 Letter - 9 (Continued) Responses to Letter - 9

9-76	 Proposed surface disturbance in the Round Mountain and Gold Hill mine 
areas would not affect pinyon pine vegetation, which	is	present east	of	 
the mine in the Toquima Range. The maximum extent of the 10-foot 
groundwater drawdown isopleth, caused from the long-term effects of mine 
dewatering, may affect groundwater availability to trees at the westernmost 
edge 	of pinyon-juniper 	woodland	 in	the	 Toquima Range.		Groundwater 
modeling predicts this maximum effect in the year 2048. More precise 
groundwater modeling and estimation of potential drawdown impacts will be 
possible during and at the close of mining (and pit dewatering). 

9-76 
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	 	 	 	E'SCHMUESER-=- CIVIL & INDUSTRIAL CONSTRUCTORS ER 
~AS=-S=-O=-C=-I:-::A-::TE=S=-':-=-

September 1, 2009 

The Bureau of Land Management-Tonopah Field Station 

P.O. Box 911 
Tonopah, Nevada 89049-0911 

Attn: Tom Seley 

Re: Round Mountain Mine Expansion 

Dear Mr. Seley; 

REC Ei ver-
SEP 08 2009 

Bureau of Land Management 
Tonopah Field Office 

Schmueser & Associates Inc. is a Colorado based Industrial Genera l Contractor. From our branch 

office in Winnemucca, Nevada we have been providing direct hire construction services to the 

mining industry in northern Nevada for the past twenty years. 

The mining industry is our mainstay in Nevada and is the life blood of the economy in the region. 

We have had the opportunity to provide our services to the operators of the Round Mountain 
Mine and know them to be conscientious and responsible business partners. 

Our company, but more importantly its 100 employees who live in northern Nevada, strongly 
encourage the Bl M to move forward quickly to issue the final EIS. We support this project 
because it makes sense, provides significant tax base in Nye County and will offer employment 

opportunities for people in Nevada. 

Sincerely Yo rs, 

President 
Schmueser & Associates Inc. 

CC: Tinker Evans, Kinross Round Mountain 
Bob Grimmett, Schmueser & Associates Inc. Nevada Division Manager 

SCHMUESER & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
L-____ ___ 1901 RAILROAD AVE. · RIFLE. CO 81650 · (970) 625-5554· FAX (970) 625-2610 _______ --.l 

10-1 

Letter - 10 Responses to Letter - 10 

10-1	 Thank you for your comment. 
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U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 

Tonopah Field Office 

r lrieCrr.'VE~ 
AUG 202009 U 

August 18-19, 2009 
Bureau of lar;d Man ~'" 

TonopQ,'l Peld Oo,:,wTnenl 
, ff;ce 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Public Meeting f 
Round Mountain expansion Project 

Environmental Impact Statement 

PLEASE LEAVE YOUR COMMENTS AT THE REGISTRATION TABLE OR MAIL THEM TO: 
Thomas J. Seley, Field Office Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Tonopah Field Office, 
1553 South Main Street, Tonopah, NV 89049...J(omments must be postmarked or otherwise 
delivered by 4:30 p.m. on September 14,qlJ09 

Please Read Carefully 
Comments, including names and street addresses of respondents, will be availabte for public review at the Tonopah 
Field Office, Tonopah, NV during regular business hours Monday through Friday, except holidays. Sefore including 
your address, phone number, e·mail address, or other personal Identifying Infonnation in your comment, you should 
be aware that your entire comment - including your personal identifying information - may be. publicly available at 
any time. While you can ask us in your comment to withhold your personal identifying infonnatlon from public review, 
we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so. / ' --/ 

Name/Organization: &11 J r g \1.j' I q ~ 'it=' !...-C 
Date: g-/9-0'1 
Address: ;JtJ & &$5 

1h.e... 

Please feel free to use the beck of thIs sheet for Bdc!.itiOllflI sammonts. 

11-1 

Letter - 11 Responses to Letter - 11 

11-1	 Thank you for your comment. 
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We spprecistrryoui'comments/ 

Thomas J, Seley 
Bureau of Land Management 

Tonopah Field Office 
1553 South Main Street 

Tonopah,NV 89049 

11111111111111111111111111111111 

Fold 2 

",o¢'POs,,

~/-.r~&'5'~ 
~ '4t\.r -"'Do' l'flM ~ »<)'tV( 

02 'M' $ 00.4 
OOC4'zal516 >\UG i 1 
MAilED fROM ZIP CODE 

 Letter - 11 (Continued) Responses to Letter - 11
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u.s. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 

Tonopah Field Office 

vc·f6,:;U 0; Land Managem 
Tonopah Held Office 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Public Meeting for the 
Round Mountain Expansion Project 

Environmentallmpa(:t Statement 

August 18-19, 2009 

PLEASE LEAVE YOUR COMMENTS AT THE REGISTRATION TABLE OR MAIL THEM TO: 
Thomas J . Seley, Field Office Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Tonopah Field Office, 
1553 South Main Street, Tonopah, NV 89049. Comments must be postmarked or otherwise 
delivered by 4:30 p.m. on September 14, 2009 

Please Rea9-Carefully 
Comments, including names and street addresses of respondentS';'YIill be available for public review at the Tonopah 
Field Office, Tonopah, NV during regular business hours Monday through Friday, except holidays. Before including 
your address, phone number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying information in your comment, you should 
be aware that your entire comment - including your personal identifying information - may be publicly available at 
any time. While you can ask us in your comment to withhold your personal identifying information from public review, 
we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so. 

Name/Organization: She ; \(A 1Se-ecj -()ld;JjCCA.-f'f 
Date: (} Itf . /9" )001 . 

Address: PO&K /S6o leaL/ad 11(M;1,kifl Zip Code: 

tfMGC dl11dd ..19 tJlhud 10 IYUJ1IM 
, i 

(HUll"' OA Hut, ~ U; q I ,d 4I.L FrY'''' ~.I ;wud icr,uYJd/ 

~;;!t~~;;?tfr!gf1:5Jfk:;Yfa' 
$¥~~~ji 
Please feel free to use the back of this sheet for additional comments. 

12-1 

 Letter - 12 Responses to Letter - 12


12-1	 Thank you for your comment. 
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	 	 	 	10/20/ 2009 23: 59 17754827810 BlJREAUG..ANDMANAGEMET 

~jilci;:$ti:n ..... n ...... !~.l .... n .......... . 

Thomas J. Seley 
Burn ... · af J.and·ManaglM1'lent 

Tonopah Fll!ld Office 
15~3 South Main SirMt

Tonopah, NV 89049 

PAGE 132/132 

---------"-............ -.--.. ---.-- ................... -"F~id2-"---···"···························-------------------". 

Letter - 12 (Continued) Responses to Letter - 12
 

12-1	 Thank you for your comment. 

12-1
 
(cont’d)
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Letter - 13 Responses to Letter - 13 

13-1	 The Indian Claims Commission determined that Western Shoshone title 
had been extinguished. This issue and associated compensation have 
been the subject of numerous lawsuits. While all courts addressing the 
issues have rejected Western Shoshone claims to continued ownership 
of these lands, some Western Shoshone still maintain that title to their 
ancestral lands has not been extinguished. 

13-1 
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We appreciate your comments/ 

Fold 1 

Audrey Casey 
HC 60 Box 50902 
Round Mountain, NV 89045 

Thomas J. Seley 
Bureau of Land Management 

Tonopah Field Office 
1553 South Main Street 

Tonopah,NV 89049 

Fold 2 

Letter - 13 (Continued) Responses to Letter - 13
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14-1
 

14-2
 

14-3
 

14-4
 

Letter - 14
 Responses to Letter - 14
 

14-1 Please see response to comment 8-2. 

14-2 Please see response to comment 8-2. 

14-3 Please see response to comment 8-2. 

14-4 Thank you for your comment. 
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Letter - 15 Responses to Letter - 15 

15-1	 Please see response to comment 9-75.
 

15-2	 Comment noted. Please see the response to comment 1-12.
 

15-1 

15-2 

60



	 	 	 	

U.s. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 

Tonopah FIeld Offtce 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Public Meeting lor the 
Round Mountain expansion Project 

Environmental Impact Statement 

Auguat 13-19, 2009 

PlEASE LEAVE YOUR COMMENTS AT THE REGISTRATION TABLE OR MAil THEM TO: 
Thomas J. Seley, Field Office Manager, Bureau of land Management, TOflopah Reid Office, 
1553 South Main Stroot, Tonopah, NY 89049. Comments must be postmarked or othe"""sa 
delivered by 4:30 p.m. Ofl September 14, 2009 

P ..... RNd Ctlnlfuny 
CommerIta, Including mllnea and alre&! addrassas 01 respondents, wilt be availllbio lor public 'oYi.w atth, Tonopah 
Filiid 0ffIw, Tooopah, NV during regular blJ&ln_ hours 1.10ndayltu'oogtl FMay, ~ept holiday •. a.torelncluding 
you, add'fl5', phone I1IXJ'Iber. e-mailaddresa, or oIhet ptII"ICJn.IIda~lIlnformation in yourOOlMMlnl, you !Ihould 
be iIW_!haI )'Our «IIlre ~ -Ioclvdiog your pet1ICJnallctentllying Information - may bft publiot)' available al 
allY lime. While you can ask UII in yow commenl to withhold YOU' plr.onalldenlifying Inlonnallon 110m public review, 
_ cannot guan!u'llM that we will be able to 00 SO, 

NamelOrgenlutlon: U!ir& i!F: 
Dolo, 1l,,!,iJ-IK iY[,cz 
Add ... ., /£ff1&!::z<f/f6//rJ kd' ~ ZlpCoda, ,.[9$ 

a ~.d . ..t __ ",= r,7 C/b I/~// /~k 

n? ~/ ffi' . rV G. (,z,I'/ Me 
<.j.£ . ..<- ",""",n, '.". dfl/) f~ An 

, I ( v 

16-1 

1

Lette - 16 Responses to Letter - 16
 

6-1	 Thank you for your comment. 

61



	 	 	 	

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 

Tonopah Field Office 

Draft EnVironmental Impact Statement Public Meeting for the 
Round Mountain expansion Project 

Environmental Impact Statement 

August 18-19, 2009 

PLEASE LEAVE YOUR COMMENTS AT THE REGISTRATION TABLE OR MAIL THEM TO: 
Thomas J. Seley, Field Office Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Tonopah Field Office, 
1553 South Main Street, Tonopah, NV 89049. Comments must be postmarked or otherwise 
delivered by 4:30 p.m. on September 14, 2009 

Please Read Carefully 
Comments, including names and street addresses of respondents, will be available for public review at the Tonopah 
Field Office, Tonopah, NV during regular business hours Monday through Friday, except holidays. Before including 
your address, phone number, e·mail address, or other parsonal identifying information in your comment, you should ' 
be aware that your entire comment - including your personal identifying information - may be publicly available at 
any time. While you can ask us in your comment to withhold your personal Identifying information from public review, 
we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so. 

Name/Organization: ~ j(oV.s8lZ00/L 

Date: B ~ !8 -01 

Address: 'B6f. JL\S.3 Kcmlt> jV\r~ 01/ 8'C()LlS Zip Code: ____ _ 

Comments: ----=::1-::::£:J..(-",:5:.-' _D-,=,,-,=o~J;T~(~L:........----.::,@~'. ___ ~ _______ _ 

Please feel free to use the back of this sheet for additional comments. 

17-1 

Letter - 17 Responses to Letter - 17
 

17-1	 Thank you for your comment. 
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Thomas J. Seley 
field Manager 
U.S. Dept. of tile [n~rior 
fiLM 
Tonopah Fit>.ld Office 
P.O. BoxlJ:tt 
Tonopah, NV 89049 

RE: NV065-EI9JI>163 1790, NVN.a72662 3809 
and Reference to Figure 2.4-1 map 

Dear Mr. Seley: 

RECl!IVel:' 
,. SEP 1 4 ZOOS 

a..u-aou oIland MOoogetT\enl 
TOI'IOpOh ReId 0ITIce 

Letter - 18	 Responses to Letter - 18 

18-1 	 Please see response to comment 8-2. 

18-2 	 Please see response to comment 8-2. 

18-3 	 Please see response to comment 8-2. 

18-4 	 Please see Section 4.5.6 for monitoring measures to be implemented 
during construction. 

18-5 	 Please see response to comment 8-2. 

18-1
 

18-2
 

18-3
 

18-4
 

18-5
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cc: Senator Harry Reid. Senate Majority Leader 

Sincerely, 

;~A~ 7l1-<'J7 
DarfeM Darrough Murphy 
f:lJl Wialaki St. 
c.mo., Oty, NV 8971D 
",.....", 

18-5 

Letter - 18 (Continued) Responses to Letter - 18 

(cont’d) 
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U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 

Tonopah Field Office 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Public Meeting for the 
Round Mountain Expansion Project 

Environmental Impact Statement 

August 18-19, 2009 

PLEASE LEAVE YOUR COMMENTS AT THE REGISTRATION TABLE OR MAIL THEM TO: 
Thomas J. Seley, Field Office Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Tonopah Field Office, 
1553 South Main Street, Tonopah, NV 89049. Comments must be postmarked or otherwise 
delivered by 4:30 p.m. on September 14, 2009 

Please Read Carefully 
Comments, including names and street addresses of respondents, will be available for public review at the Tonopah 
Field Office, Tonopah, NV during regular business hours Monday through Friday, except holidays. Before including 
your address, phone number, e·mail address, or other personal identifying information in your comment, you should 
be aware that your entire comment - including your personal identifying Information - may be publicly available at 
any time. While you can ask us In your comment to withhold your personal identifying information from public review, 
we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so. 

Name/Organization: 0JH f;HILLiAl't:.. 

Date: "l! t &'! 07 

Address: LH,-,c--,b",O""--'="""~""""L..Co.LL.....1.'-'LI'-1::L-'='-.!.....L<LIL"",-,".lll:L>L.. 

Please feel free to use the back of this sheet for additional comments. 

19-1 

Letter - 19 Responses to Letter - 19 

19-1 Thank you for your comment. 
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U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 

Tonopah Field Office 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Public Meeting for the 
Round Mountain Expansion Project 

Environmental Impact Statement 

August 10-19, 2009 

PLEASE LEAVE YOUR COMMENTS AT THE REGISTRATION TABLE OR MAIL THEM TO; 
Thomas J. Seley, Field Office Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Tonopah Field Office, 
1553 South Main Street, Tonopah, NV 89049. Comments must be postmarked or otherwise 
delivered by 4:30 p.m. on September 14, 2009 

Please Read Carefully 
Comments, Including names and street addresses of respondents, will be available for public review at the Tonopah 
Field Office, Tonopah, NV during regular business hours Monday through Friday, except holidays. Before including 
your address, phone number, e·mail address, or other personal identifying Information in your comment, you should 
be aware that your entire comment - including your personal identifying information - may be publicly available at 
any time. While you cen ask us In your comment to withhold your personal Identifying Information from public review, 
we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so. 

Name/Organization: KARLA 5;t)1~ 

Date: __ --'"??''--·....:../..:::KO-. ··-=-O_q-'---_______________ _ 

Address: f/) g ut l '::5qg J?tJU/J/) MdWJTfHiJ ,if V Zip Code: gq~(!!3 
.£ nsrf/vG 

Comments: THE EfjJAtJSlt)N (')tUTH;E'0t?Ei'V' PIT rJNl) aO!...L) rlIL( 
t1l2E-!T IS C££A-7 TO/.!. THE. EGOII..!CJ!!? Y 11 /Vb Suf'Pu Fe /'Y,1r1-NY 

JDBS ,coc< ;rH£ (/t?m/J1t(!J(TYc ~/() c(r R()f1.//Jlp,r;r-/J-L DOES 
,4 Gff'.A-T T06 KE£I?/AlC- &14C- EAJVIIYW/,4.6f/T/'lLLY r;;t?/E' 
wcrd fI1J FK{!E«MI T U(l&@,. G{!tJLUT!{ 15 d- C-e&97 
@I'!'OI277ANIT,Y /'t:JR WE EC!O(l.l(),-YI K 

Please feel free to use the back of this sheet for additional comments. 

20-1 

Letter - 20 Responses to Letter - 20 

20-1	 Thank you for your comment. 
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U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 

Tonopah Field Office 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Public Meeting for the 
Round Mountain Expansion Project 

Environmental Impact Statement 

August 18-19, 2009 

PLEASE LEAVE YOUR COMMENTS AT THE REGISTRATION TABLE OR MAIL THEM TO: 
Thomas J. Seley, Field Office Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Tonopah Field Office, 
1553 South Main Street, Tonopah, NV 89049. Comments must be postmarked or otherwise 
delivered by 4:30 p.m. on September 14,2009 

Please Read Carefully 
Commenls, including names and slreel addresses of respondenls, will be available for public review althe Tonopah 
Field Office, Tonopah, NV during regular business hours Monday through Friday, except holidays. Before including 
your address, phone number, e-mail address, or other p&rsonalldentifying infonnallon in your commenl, you should 
be aware thaI your entire comment - Including your personal Identifying infonnation - may be publicly available at 
any time. While you can ask us in your commenl to withhold your personal idenlifying Infonnalion from public review, 
we cannot guarantee thaI we will be able 10 do so. 

Name/Organization: JJttrJ (}..)~ 
tj]Ah 

Please feel freB to use the back of this sheet for additional comments. 

21-1 

Letter - 21 Responses to Letter - 21 

21-1	 Thank you for your comment. 
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U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 

Tonopah Field Office 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Public Meeting for the 
Round Mountain Expansion Project 

Environmental Impact Statement 

August 18-19, 2009 

PLEASE LEAVE YOUR COMMENTS AT THE REGISTRATION TABLE OR MAIL THEM TO: 
Thomas J. Seley, Field Office Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Tonopah Field Office, 
1553 South Main Street, Tonopah, NV 89049. Comments must be postmarked or otherwise 
delivered by 4:30 p.m. on September 14, 2009 

Please Read Carefully 
Comments, including names and street addresses of respondents, will be available for public review at the Tonopah 
Field Office, Tonopah, NV during regular business hours Monday through Friday, except holidays. Before including 
your address, phone number, e·mail address, or other personal Identifying Information in your comment, you should 
be aware that your enti re comment - including your personal identifying information - may be publicly available at 
any time. While you can ask us in your comment to withhold your personal identifying Information from public review, 
we cannot guarantee that we will b. able to do so. 

Name/Organization: lYlar-j Ii )w/irw 
Date: /}t,!} ~/D 9 
Address: po &x /55<.J &fldl21lJLidlllh Zip Code: S9t)t.J5 

Comments: ____ .-____ ~,_--~--~,_--~~--,,_.._~~---------------
I "'? 'I pond till t?ru !O d MQ/)n Ja I (l Cc ld bXf?aO S (Q (\ 

Please feel free to use the back of this sheet for addiUonal comments. 

Letter - 22 Responses to Letter - 22
 

22-1	 Thank you for your comment. 

22-1
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