APPENDIX C

DEIS Public Comments and Responses



In the response to comments, every effort was made to address all points that were brought up by
the person or group submitting the letter. Some comments are considered “non-substantive” as
defined in the BLM NEPA Handbook and are not conducive to a response because they are:

Comments in favor of or against the Proposed Action or alternatives that do not provide
a reasonable basis to question the accuracy, adequacy, methodology, or assumptions
within the EIS; present new information relative to the analysis; present new and
reasonable alternatives; or cause changes or revisions to the EIS analysis, Proposed
Action or alternatives;

Comments that only agree or disagree with BLM policy or resource decisions without
justification or supporting data that meet the criteria listed above (such as “more grazing
should be permitted”);

Comments that do not pertain to the project area or the project (such as “the government
should eliminate all dams,” when the project is about a grazing permit); and

Comments that take the form of vague, open-ended questions.

In cases such as the above, the BLM response will be “statement noted” indicating the letter or
point was acknowledged, but no specific response was warranted.
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Ely, NV 89301-9408
RE: Bald Mountain Mine North Operations Area Project DEIS
Dear Ms. Bjorklund,

Thank you for the opportunity to read and review Barrick’s proposed Bald Mountain
Mine North Operations Area Project. The Nevada Department of Wildlife has enjoyed
working with Barrick and the BLM to address issues through the NEPA process and the
development of this document.

The Nevada Department of Wildlife would like to take this opportunity to endorse the
Partial Backfill Alternative, as described in section 2.5.2 of the DEIS. The Partial
Backfill Alternative maximizes the post-mining habitat for wildlife use. Large open pits
left on the landscape not only reduce the quantity of habitat present for wildlife post-
mining, but can pose as obstacles in terrestrial wildlife migration. Mule deer have been
documented to use the proposed action area as transitional habitat between summer and
wintering ranges. The Partial Backfill Alternative will increase the amount of transitional
habitat present, as opposed to the Proposed Action, after mining ceases in the project
area. As such, this alternative will minimize the long term impacts to Nevada’s wildlife.

If you have any questions about my comments, please contact me.

Sincerely,

,L/ M (/C&///

Katie Erin G. Miller
Eastern Region Mining Biologist .
Nevada Department of Wildlife
60 Youth Center Road

Elko, NV 89801

775-777-2368
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Response No. A-1: Statement noted.



Bald Mountain Mine North Operations Area Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Draft EIS Public Meeting Comment Form
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To Return via US Mail: Fold in thirds so BLM address (on reverse) is showing, add postage, tape bottom of fold, and
mail. Please have comments postmarked by February 2, 2009.

To provide comments via email: Please email comments to: Lynn_Bjorklund@blm.gov by February 2, 2009.

Comments, including names, street addresses, e-mail addresses, and phone numbers (if provided) of respondents will be available for public review
at the BLM Ely District Office during regular business hours (7:30 am to 4:30 pm), 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 made 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.




Response No. B-1: Statements noted.









Response No. C-1: All resources identified in the South Fork Band Resolution No. 07-SF-19
(such as grazing-Section 3.10, water resources-Section 3.2, pine nut areas-Section 3.12, etc.)
have been identified and addressed in the FEIS. Environmental Justice is discussed in Section
3.18.1 and Section 3.18.2 and identifies the Proposed Action is not expected to have a
disproportionate effect on any particular population. Section 3.20 indicates no traditional
cultural properties have been identified within the Proposed Action area that might be impacted
by the Proposed Action or any of the alternatives.

Response No. C-2: Statements noted.

Response No. C-3: BLM will continue ongoing consultation with Native American Tribes and
governmental representatives in accordance with the American Indian Religious Freedom Act of
1978, Executive Order 13007, Indian Sacred Sites, and Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act.






Response No. D-1: The South Fork Band Council Resolution 07-SF-19 that was attached to this
letter is addressed in Responses C-1 through C-3. All substantive comments have been
considered and responded to in this Final Environmental Impact Statement.






Response No. E-1: This reference information has been changed in the FEIS, as suggested
except for the date. The date was kept as 2007 as this is the preferred reference listed in the
publication. The information in the new publication was reviewed. As it did not present
information that changed the evaluation or conclusion of this document, no further changes were
deemed necessary.
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Response No. F-1: Potential impacts of the Proposed Action on surrounding areas have been
analyzed in Section 3 of the FEIS. The property in question was analyzed in its current
undeveloped state. On March 2, 2009, JBR spoke with Mr. Bob Bishop, White Pine County
Assessor’s office. According to the Assessor’s office, no plans for development have been
submitted to White Pine County for consideration for this property. It is also noted the property
identified in the letter does not border the North Operations Project plan of operations border,
but is approximately 3,300 feet (0.63 mile) from the Plan of Operations border. Implementation
of the proposed project will result in the Saga Rock Disposal Area being 5,100 feet (0.97 mile)
from the subject parcel; Saga Pit being 8,000 feet (1.52 miles) from the subject parcel; and the
Mooney Heap Leach Pad being 4,800 feet (0.91 mile) from the subject parcel.

Response No. F-2: The text of the FEIS has been revised to address these issues and they have
been addressed throughout Chapter 3 of the FEIS.



G-1

Lynn Bjorklund

Environmental Protection Specialist/Minerals Egan Field Office, Ely

District Bureau of Land Management

775 289-1893

————— Forwarded by Lynn Bjorklund/EYFO/NV/BLM/DOI on 01/28/2009 ©9:19 AM

"Steve Tuttle"
<stuttle@klune.co

m>

01/28/2009 09:18

AM

To
<Lynn Bjorklund@nv.blm.gov>

CccC

Subject
Specific Comments on DEIS Bald
Mountain

In my opposition to this expansion, these are specific issues and
questions I have with this draft of the DEIS Bald Mountain Mine North

Operation Area Project.
To: Lynn Bjorklund
Project Lead

BLM

In Reference to:
DEIS

380910 NVO40
N82888

Jan. 28, 2009

Dear Lynn,

I am a property owner of forty acres of private patented property
bordering the proposed mining plan for the Bald Mountain Mine North

Operation Area Project.

The location description of my property is the NE 7% NE % Sec. 5, Township

23, Range 58, Lot #1.

I purchased the property in 1981 and my plans were,

and still are, to develop the property into recreational building lots.
My concern is that this Environmental Impact Statement Proposal has
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G-4

G-8

ignored the proximity of my property to the mining activity and does not
address the impact the mine activity will have on my property. The
current proposal will bring the Mooney Leach Pad, Saga RDA and the Saga
Pit a few thousand feet from my property as I mentioned in my General
Comments e-mail dated January 6, 2009.

Specific Comments and Questions in opposition to the proposed DEIS for the
Bald Mountain Mine

S-10 Air Quality page S-10

My property is the closest sensitive receptor to this proposed action.
Long Valley road intersects the tip of my property which is less than 1/2
mile east of the proposed expansion of the Mooney Basin leach pad. This
section states the air quality will not be noticeable because the nearest
residence is more than five fives from the purposed action area. This
will not be true when I develop. How will my air quality be protected?

S-11 Noise and Vibration

This section states the noise profile would be expected to be unnoticeable
or minor with the closest human residence over five miles away. This will
not be true when I develop my property. How will the residences be
protected?

Figure 2-6 Mooney Basin Operational Detail This map shows the purposed
expansion of the Mooney Leach Pad getting very near to my property.
Section Visual Resource S-10 shows the four key observation points. I
believe my property should be added as an observation point to assure that
a leach pad at 7195 ft crest elevation will not be seen from my property
at 6800 ft altitude, or the Saga RDA stockpile at 7,000 crest elevation
being seen from my property. Are reclamation efforts going to remove the
leach pad and the Saga RDA after mining is complete?

Page 3-4 Section 3.2.1 Surface Water Affected Environment.

It should be noted that Willow Springs is a source of good drinking water
year round, and less than % mile from my property. I have used this
spring for twenty eight years and hope to continue to have access.

Water resource page S-3 Drinking Water:
Will Willow Spring be protected?

Groundwater page S-3
It should be noted of my plans for development and water usage needs, and
be determined if my water demand for my development will be impacted.

Land Use and Access page S-9

This section states public access would be restricted in areas of active
mining and processing for the life of the mine. Myself, and any private
landowners in my development will need public access at all times to their
property.

Waste Management 2-40
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G-9

G-10

G-11

G-12|

G-13 |

G-14

G-15

G-16

G-17

G-18|

G-19

Will the proximity of the landfill site to my property, become a problem
for contamination for my water supply for my development?

Ground Water Environmental Consequences 3.2.4 It is true no permitted
generator users within five miles currently but if I obtain my development
permit will I have enough clean and drinkable water?

Effects on Air Quality for Existing Emission Sources 3-116 This sections
states the nearest residence or areas of human activity are ranches in the
valleys below the purposed action and at least five miles distant from the
mine boundary. My property is about % mile from the boundary. The mine
site is about the same elevation as my property and therefore could
increase the potential for concentration of pollutants on my property.

How will the property be protected?

Regulatory Framework 3-117
Will my development be a Class 1 or Class 11 and will mining activity meet
the standards with the proximity of my property to the mine boundary?

Air Source Emissions 3-123
This table shows expected emissions. Are these quantities allowable for
residences where my property is located?

Access Road Corridors 3-124
My property is intersected by the Long Valley Road and I would be a
sensitive receptor in the direct impact area.

Ambient Air Quality Impacts 3-125

Air quality modeling showed all predicted maximum impacts would occur on
the Plan of operation boundary. My property is on the boundary and is not
miles short of the nearest residence. How will my air quality be
protected from these emissions?

Visual Resources Environmental Consequences 3.15.2

Should my property be classified as a visually sensitive land use so the
quality of scenic resources would be protected with the Mooney leach pad,
Saga RDA and possibly the Saga Pit so near? How will my views be
protected during and after mining efforts are complete?

Table 3-14 Page3-102
Should my property be added to the table? NE % NE % Section 5 Township
23 N Range 58 E.

3.14.2 Air Quality Environmental Consequences If I am a Class I area, will
the air pollutant concentrations not be exceeded in ambient air?

Mercury Emissions and other Chemicals listed Table 3-23 What will be done
to control these emissions modeled on table 3-23 unto my property?
Will my property be modeled?
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G-20

Table 4-2
Should my property should be added to the table listing interactions
between resources.

I have stated my opposition with issues and questions I have with this
draft of the proposal as written, but offer issues might need to be
addressed now that the BLM is aware of the proximity of my property to the
mining operation and my plans for development of my property.

As I stated in my general comments on January 6,2009, I hope
my property concerns are addressed within any final draft of the DEIS and
that all my property rights for clean air, adequate clean water, land
access, and visual impact are addressed and that I my property rights are
protected.

Thank You,

Steven T. Tuttle

2044 East 725 South
Springville, Utah 84663


cbyrne
Line

cbyrne
Typewritten Text
G-20


Response No. G-1: See the response to comment F-1. It is noted the property identified in the
letter does not border the North Operations Project Plan of Operations border, but is
approximately 3,300 feet (0.63 mile) from the project Plan of Operations boundary.

Response No. G-2: A sensitive receptor has been more clearly defined in Section 3.14.1
Sensitive Receptors in the FEIS. The air quality analysis (Section 3.14 of the FEIS) documents
that State and Federal ambient air quality standards would be met both at and beyond the
project boundary. The average and maximum ambient impact of the Proposed Action would be
comparable to those of the existing action, so there would be little to no net increase in impacts.

Current and historic levels of traffic on the Long Valley Road by the referenced property result
in a moderate amount of dust per vehicle passage, but very light average impacts because of the
infrequent and intermittent traffic levels. The 15% increase in mine-bound traffic will slightly
increase the frequency of vehicle passages, but will continue to result in minimal average
impacts because traffic would remain light and intermittent. The slight increase in road traffic
and associated dust does not change the overall assessments of impacts in the vicinity of the
Tuttle property.

The use of the term sensitive receptor and its lack of applicability to an undeveloped and
uninhabited parcel are documented in the response to comment G-14.

Response No. G-3: Additional noise analysis has been added to Section 3.16.2 of the FEIS that
addresses the noise level at this property.

Response No. G-4: Key Observation Points are selected to provide representative views of the
Proposed Action because it is not feasible to discuss potential impacts from all possible viewing
locations. When selecting Key Observation Points, emphasis is placed on locations from which
the greatest number of people will view the project.

A viewshed analysis of areas visible from the point of highest elevation on the Tuttle property
shows that little of the existing and authorized disturbance (Saga Pit and Rock Disposal Area,
Horseshoe Pit, and Belmont Pit 2) can be seen from the Tuttle property because of hills west of
the property. Under the Proposed Action, virtually all of the Mooney Heap Leach Pad and Saga
Rock Disposal Area expansion would be hidden from view (see Response to Comment Figures 1
and 2, which are attached to this response). Specifically, Figure 1 shows what is visible from the
Tuttle property now (e.g., shows existing BMM facilities that are visible from the Tuttle
property’s highest point). Figure 2 shows what existing and proposed BMM facilities will be
visible from the Tuttle property’s highest point. The viewshed analysis is conservative because it
does not account for the effect of pinyon-juniper forest on the hills between the Tuttle property
and the Plan of Operations boundary that would tend to further obscure disturbed areas.
Project impacts on the view from the Tuttle property are minor and no changes are required to
the analysis of visual resource impacts presented in the DEIS.

As the FEIS states, the Mooney Heap Leach Pad and Saga Rock Disposal Area will not be
removed but will be reclaimed by grading to final contours and restoring native vegetation.

Response No. G-5: It is assumed the Willow Spring referred to in the letter is located in
Section 32, Township 24 North, Range 58 East as shown on Figure 3-2 in the FEIS. This spring
is more than one mile north of the Tuttle property. Both Willow springs shown on Figure 3-2 are



located outside of the existing and proposed Plan of Operations boundary; and therefore access
to both Willow springs would not be affected by the Proposed Action. Actual use of the spring is
governed through water rights managed by the Nevada Division of Water Resources State
Engineer. A search of the Nevada Division of Water Resources water rights database indicated
Julian Goichechea holds the water rights to use Willow Spring for stock watering.

Response No. G-6: Willow Spring is discussed in Section 3.2.2 of the FEIS and the analysis
shows spring flow and quality would not be affected by BMM because the recharge source is
upgradient and from the east.

Response No. G-7: Potential project effects to surface water and groundwater, including all
valid existing water rights, were analyzed in Section 3.2 of the FEIS. A review of the Nevada
Division of Water Resources database does not indicate any water rights held under the name of
Tuttle in this area, and any future development plans and associated water needs for this
property will need review and approval from the Nevada Division of Water Resources State
Engineer.

Response No. G-8: Public access would be restricted only to active mining areas within the Plan
of Operations boundary. Access to other private property owners in the area, including the
Tuttle property, would not be restricted by the Proposed Action.

Response No. G-9: Potential project effects to surface water and groundwater were analyzed in
Section 3.2 of the FEIS. The proposed additional Class Il Waivered landfill to be developed
near the Mooney Basin Operations Area would be designed, permitted, constructed, and
operated per standards regulated by Nevada Division of Environmental Protection to insure
protection of Waters of the State. The Class Il Waivered landfill accepts only inert industrial
waste, preventing potential contamination of any water supply.

Response No. G-10: Potential project effects to surface water and groundwater were analyzed in
Section 3.2 of the FEIS. Also see response to G-7 above.

Response No. G-11: The air quality analysis (Section 3.14 of the FEIS) documents applicable
ambient air quality standards would be met everywhere at and beyond the project ambient air
boundary. The average and maximum impacts of the Proposed Action would be comparable to
those of the existing action, as there would be little to no net increase in emissions or impacts.

Response No. G-12: The Long Valley airshed is Class Il. Compliance with applicable air
quality standards is discussed in Response G-11.

Response No. G-13: Air quality standards are developed to protect public health and welfare.
The response to G-11 documents that the applicable ambient air quality standards would be met
at and beyond the project boundary.

Response No. G-14: Consistent with NEPA guidance and precedent and as described in Section
3.14.1 of the FEIS, properties or areas were considered sensitive receptors in the FEIS only if
impacts to those sites could affect existing (or formally and definitively planned) populations or
ecological areas especially sensitive to those impacts. That definition eliminates the undeveloped
Tuttle property as a sensitive receptor.



Response No. G-15: See response to G-11.

Response No. G-16: Visual resource management designations apply only to public lands.
However, additional analysis was performed to assess the visual impact of the project as seen
from the Tuttle property (see Response G-4).

Response No. G-17: Table 3-16 lists administrative land use authorizations for public land only.
Since the Tuttle property is private land, it is not listed in Table 3-16.

Response No. G-18: Class | and Class Il areas are defined in Section 3.14.1 under the
Regulatory Framework section of the FEIS. The nearest Class | airshed is the Jarbidge
Wilderness near the Idaho border (see Response G-11).

Response No. G-19: As discussed in Section 4.14.2 of the FEIS, mercury air quality impacts and
deposition were modeled at the project area and beyond. Mercury impacts associated with the
Proposed Action were shown to represent less than 10% of the total natural background mercury
deposition in any watershed and less than 1% of natural background mercury deposition rate in
any watershed not draining from the project area. Figure 4-3 of the FEIS indicates the
percentage of mercury deposition from BMM for the combination of Long Valley and Ruby
Valley. The Tuttle property is located in the divide between those two valleys. Also, the facility
will install and operate mercury controls that meet Nevada Maximum Achievable Control
Technology requirements.

Response No. G-20: Only reasonably foreseeable future actions are included in Table 4-2;
potential development of this property is considered too speculative to be considered a
reasonably foreseeable future action at this time.
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Response No. H-1: Statements noted.
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Response No. I-1: Statements noted. Regarding reference to the Treaty of 1863, please refer to
Response O-16 for additional information.

Response No. I-2: Statement noted.
Response No. I-3: Statement Noted.
Response No. I-4: Statement Noted.

Response No. I-5: Statement noted.
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Response No. J-1: Statement noted. The 43 CFR 3809 regulations require that operators
comply with all requirements of all agencies that have authority to regulate mine activities.
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Response No. K-1: This correction has been made in Section 3.19 of the FEIS.
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Response No. L-1: Statement noted.
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FISH & WILDLIFE
SERVICE

® United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Nevada Fish and Wildlife Office
1340 Financial Bivd., Suite 234
Reno, Nevada 89502
Ph: (775) 861-6300 ~ Fax: (775) 861-6301

February 2, 2009
File No. 2009-FA-0057

Memorandum

To: District Manager, Ely Field Office, Bureau of L.and Management, Ely, Nevada
From: Field Supervisor, Nevada Fish and Wildlife Office, Reno, Nevada

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Bald Mountain

Mine North Operations Area Project

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
for the proposed Bald Mountain Mine North Operations Area Project (Project), located
approximately 65 miles northwest of Ely, Nevada in White Pine County. The Project proposes
to expand current mining operations inciuding open pits, rock disposal facilities, heap leach
facilities, and haul roads. The expansion will result in a total of 8,080 acres of disturbance
within the new boundary encompassing both private and public lands.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the DEIS and is providing the
following comments pursuant to the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16
U.S.C. 1531 ef seq.), Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), 16 U.S.C. 703, and the Bald and
Golden Eagle Protection Act, 16 U.S.C. 668. We recommend protection of wetlands pursuant to
Executive Orders 11990 (wetland protection) and 11988 (floodplain management), as well as
section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Other fish and wildlife resources should be considered
pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended (48 Stat. 401, 16 U.S.C. 661 et
seq.), and the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956, as amended (70 Stat. 1119, 16 U.S.C. 742a).

General Comments

Based on the information in the DEIS, direct impacts to greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus
urophasianus) leks are not anticipated as no leks are known to occur within the Project
boundary. However, because leks have been documented within a few miles of the Project
boundary, greater sage-grouse likely use portions of the Project area as nesting, brood rearing
and wintering habitat. The Service is currently conducting a status review for the species for
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Field Manager File No. 2009-FA-0057

potential listing under the Act. We recommend the DEIS analyze the impacts that authorization
of this Project may have on local and range-wide sage-grouse populations as well as other
sagebrush obligate species such as the pygmy rabbit (Brachylagus idahoensis).

We are also concerned with the heap leach ponds and their potential impacts to migratory birds
through acute cyanide toxicity. In semiarid areas, these ponds attract migratory birds to certain
death if they are not appropriately monitored to ensure exclusionary devices work. Finally, we
strongly recommend that existing and proposed above-ground power lines be retrofitted or
constructed in accordance with Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on Power Lines - The
State of the Art in 2006 (Edison Electric Institute/Raptor Research Foundation). Information can
be found at Atip.//www.aplic.org/

Specific Comments

I. Page 2-38, Section 2.3.9, Support Facilities: The DEIS states that a new power line
would be constructed from a substation near the Mooney Basin process facility to the
Top/Sage Pit Complex area. The Service urges you to take strong precautionary
measures to protect raptors by raptor-proofing power lines. Two primary causes of raptor
mortality are electrocutions and collisions with power lines. Therefore, power lines
should be designed, constructed or retrofitted in accordance with Edison Electric
Institute/Raptor Research Foundation (2006).

2. Page 3-67, Section 3.8.2, Wildlife Environmental Consequences: The DEIS states that
process ponds containing cyanide and other hazardous chemicals would be fenced and
covered with polyurethane balls; therefore, impacts to wildlife from hazardous chemicals
are not expected. The Service commends the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) for
requiring measures to prevent migratory bird and other wildlife contact with potentially
lethal chemicals in the pond solution. However, the effectiveness of the fencing and
polyurethane balls can only be ensured through monitoring. We recommend that the
mine develop and implement a process pond monitoring plan. The BLM and its
applicants are obligated under the MBTA to prevent migratory birds from entering these
ponds.

3. Page 3-73, Section 3.8.4, Migratory Birds Environmental Consequences: The DEIS
states that land-clearing activities would be conducted outside of the avian breeding
season (April 15 to July 15). [t also states that if land clearing during the nesting season
is necessary, a qualified biologist would survey for active nests and signs of nesting and,
if necessary, buffers would be created around active nests until young have fledged. The
Service commends the BLM and its applicant for taking actions to minimize impacts to
migratory birds. In addition to these measures, we recommend annual avian surveys in
areas proposed for development as well as areas under development to determine avian
use. This information is valuable during early project planning to ensure compliance
with the MBTA.
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Reference

Edison Electric Institute and the Raptor Research Foundation. Suggested Practices for Raptor
Protection on Power Lines - The State of the Art in 2006, Washington, D.C.



Response No. M-1: Impacts to the sage grouse and pygmy rabbits have been discussed in
Section 3.8.6 of the FEIS. Consultation with NDOW confirms the area surrounding the North
Operations Area Project has limited use as sage grouse brood rearing habitat because of the
lack of water. Additionally, because this project is an expansion of an existing large-scale
operation, these species tend to avoid the area because of the level of human activity.

Response No. M-2: Section 2.3.5 Design and Operation of the FEIS discusses the exclusionary
methods for heap leach ponds that BMM currently use. These procedures would continue to be
used with additional ponds for the North Operations Area Project. Any incidents involving
migratory birds are recorded and reported to NDOW.

Response No. M-3: The construction and/or retrofitting of power lines to meet the criteria in the
Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on Power Lines has been added to Table 2-13 of the
FEIS as a design feature.

Response No. M-4: See Response M-3.
Response No. M-5: See Response M-2.

Response No. M-6: The BLM has previously established the avian breeding season for the
period of nest building and egg-laying through fledging of young birds. The applicant, in
conducting nesting bird surveys during the avian breeding season, meets the requirements
established by the BLM. Surveys during this period would be sufficient to ensure compliance
with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.
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January 27, 2009

Lynn Bjorklund

Bureau of Land Management, Egan Field Office
HC 33 Box 33500

Ely, Nevada 89301-9408

RE: 380910 NV040, N82888

Dear Ms. Bjorklund:

Other than as noted in the comments below, the Eureka County Board of Commissioners supports the
proposed action of the DEIS for the Bald Mountain Mine North Operations Area Project. We ask that
the following comments be considered and addressed in the final EIS:

1.

3.10.2 Page 3-94—states that the loss of grazing lands and AUMs would “have a negligible
effect on grazing.” This assertion may carry more weight in this particular circumstance
because the grazing permit is held by Barrick Gold and Barrick Gold is in the business of
mining. Regardless of whom holds the grazing permit, any loss of AUMs is detrimental to the
majority of permittees who rely upon these forage resources as a way of life. These impacts
can add up substantially over the long-term and these impacts can be quantified (i.e. forage
values, loss of livestock production). What may be “negligible” to one grazing permittee may
prove substantial to another. It is these grazing lands that have provided and will continue to
provide a stable socioeconomic base to rural Nevada counties. In order to avoid setting a
negative precedent, any impact to grazing should be quantified, addressed, and mitigation
outlined within the final EIS.

3.11.1 and 3.11.2 Page 3-99—reports that AML of the Triple B HMA is “between 250 and
518” and summarizes the number of horses gathered since 1997 in order to “achieve
appropriate management levels.” 3.11.2 states that “The BLM’s final allotment decisions and
control of the number of wild horses in the herd area would maintain wild horse populations at
the appropriate carrying capacity of the range.” What assurances can be made in keeping the
herd at AML when the number of wild horses present in the Triple B HMA is already above the
high end AML (555 in July 2008)? An estimate of wild horse numbers currently in the Triple
B HMA should also be included in the EIS to allow for full disclosure and understanding of the
degree of impact upon wild horses. The DEIS does a fine job in addressing the impacts fo wild
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horses but does nothing to address the impacts of wild horses upon other resources. Additional
impacts upon forage and water resources in adjacent HMAs (e.g. Diamond Complex) and
grazing allotments will undoubtedly occur as wild horses are displaced to these areas. If
livestock numbers must be reduced (see comment 1) then wild horse numbers must be reduced
as well. Placing stipulations upon grazing permittees without similar stipulations for reducing
wild horse numbers is unreasonable. Specific language should be included in the EIS which
assures that the BLM will reduce the number of horses in the HMA and keep the HMA at the
low AML.

3.17—the DEIS reports that 14 percent of BMM employees currently live in Eureka. It is
anticipated that the same percentages will continue with the proposed action of adding
approximately 110 new employees. Page 3-145 states that the total population could increase
by approximately 330 people. If 14 percent of 330 people choose to live in Eureka, this would
add 46 new people to Eureka. While this number represents only about 3 percent of the total
population of Eureka County, these people would live in southern Eureka County thereby
increasing the impact disproportionately. Further, page 3-140 states that the County is
considering leasing properties for development of residential facilities in preparation of the
expected housing demands of the Mt. Hope Project. It should be noted that 10 percent of the
200+ units in this proposed development will be available for the general public. Also, many
developers have recognized the lack of quality housing in Eureka County and have bought land
in speculation of future development and some have even had parcels approved. Itis
reasonably foreseeable that more housing will become available within the very near future and
with Eureka being the nearest residential area to BMM, more BMM employees would choose
to live in Eureka. Perhaps analysis could be included in the EIS which has a range of impacts
that Eureka County can anticipate such as if percentages stay as they are now or if an additional
20-40 housing units become available within the next couple of years.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this DEIS and again express our support of the project
with any caveats noted in the comments above.

N“\Q
JE/f"/ “Jim” Ithurralde, Chairman
ureka County Board of Commissioners



cbyrne
Line

cbyrne
Typewritten Text
N-4

cbyrne
Line

cbyrne
Line

cbyrne
Line

cbyrne
Typewritten Text
N-5

cbyrne
Typewritten Text
N-6

cbyrne
Typewritten Text


Response No. N-1: Statement noted.

Response No. N-2: The impacts to grazing have been identified for the allotment and not for the
current permittee. Impacts have been addressed in Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS.

Response No. N-3: The current estimated size of the Triple B Herd Management Area is 555
horses. The initial Appropriate Management Level for the Triple B Herd Management Area, as
discussed in the Ely District Approved Resource Management Plan, ranges between 250 and 518
animals. This information has been added to Section 3.11.1 of the FEIS. When adjusting the
Appropriate Management Level, the BLM will take into account the available resources in the
herd management area.

Response No. N-4: Section 3.17.2 of the FEIS discussed the lack of available housing in Eureka
and therefore it is anticipated that the majority of the additional employees would choose to live
in Ely or Elko. The current trend is for fewer people to live in Eureka. At a rate of 14% with
110 new employees, the increase in population in Eureka is expected to be 15 people.

Response No. N-5: Statement noted.

Response No. N-6: Statement noted.
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February 2, 2008

ATTN: Lynn Bjorklund

Environmental Protection Specialist/Minerals
Bureau of Land Management

Ely Field Office

HC 33 Box 33500

Ely, Nevada 89301-9408

Re: comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Bald Mountain Mine
North Operations Area Project, BLM/NV'/EL/ES-GI08/05+1793

Water related issues

According to the draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) dewatering for pit
expansion is not anticipated, and only perched aquifers may be intersected.
Therefore, the impacts to groundwater are minimal. GBRW does note the
potential impact to the Cherry Spring due to loss of recharge areas. The DEIS
does not list any mitigation measure for this impact. GBRW recommends that the
BLM investigate mitigation options. Perhaps the Sage Flat Rock dump should not
be expanded with the waste rock handled elsewhere; to be eventually part of the
backfill for the pits assuming that it is not acid generating.

GBRW does support the proposal to backfill pits where it is clear that potential
water infiltration will not react disfavorably with the waste rock backfill. The
DEIS indicates that complete backfilling of the pits was rejected from further
analysis due to economic reasons. There should be some data to support this
rejection. The environmental argument presented by BLM for partial backfilling is
certainly even more true for full backfilling. The final EIS should provide more
economic analysis information.

The Waste Rock Management Plan (WRMP)' states that the rock is generally of
oxide type with low sulfide content, and goes on to say that ““Akthough trace sulfides
are present, and available alkalinity for acid generation is limited, acid generation does not occur.”
In referring to Appendix A of reference 1, “Quarterly Waste Rock Monitoring
Report,” indeed this statement is supported. However, more recent acid/base
static testing done in 2007 shows a net acid generating capacity’. The RBMWF-1
and RBMWEF-S samples show that for the 1" Quatter AGP > ANP. It should also
be noted that within the same reports the previous reporting quarter, 3" Quarter
20006, the AGP < ANP. This shows the variation in waste rock as mining
proceeds, but it may also indicate the range possible within the realm of static
testing. In general, there needs to be further testing to get a more accurate

! Placer Dome U.S. Bald Mountain Mine, Norh Operations Area: Bald Mountain Mine (N-68193)/ Mooney Basin
(IN46-94-010P) Amendment to Plan of Operations, Appendix D, Elko NV, September 2006.

2 NDEP form 0090 MWMP/ABA, RBMWF-1 and RMBWFE-S.
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prediction of acid generation, and so kinetic testing needs to be done as well. The draft EIS
does not contain a plan to handle acid generation should it occur. In particular, Appendix D
of the DEIS (which is out of order in the document) does show acid generation characteristics
with little to no neutralizing capacity for the BIDA pit rockl Itis not clear how the potentially
acid generating rock from this pit is to be handled. In our experience, predictions are often
far off the mark, so detailed plans are needed for public review to assure that the Bald
Mountain Mine will be able to mitigate in the event of acid generation.

The DEIS does not contain a map showing water monitoring across the site, and anticipated
locations of future monitoring wells as the new facilities are developed. It is important for
public transparency to reveal the monitoring regiment to assure that it is effective and protects
groundwater resources including perched aquifers.

In the reclamation plan included within in the Plan of Operations (PoO)under the section
“Chemical Stabilization” section states: “Size data indicates that recirculation or rinsing beyond the point
in time where economic gold recovery is no longer achieved provided no additional benefits to long-ternm chemical
stability.”” Indeed, this is a fortuitous finding for the Bald Mountain. The data and analysis
referred to here was not included in the draft EIS and should be. The PoO goes on to state
that “.. rinsing is not expected to be beneficial or required to detoxify the heaps...”* GBRW understands
these statements to mean that neither recirculating leach fluid or rinsing with fresh water is
beneficial. The draft EIS does not, and should, fully explain how this conclusion was reached
including supporting data.

Land related issues

Clearly there are significant impacts to migratory animals, in particular, the mule deer routes
go right through the project area. There are a few suggestions in the DEIS to allow for better
mobility of the deer across haul roads, pg. 3-68. GBRW suggests that BLM explore more
aggressive measures including different haul road routing to avoid known deer trails or other
structures like tunnels or overpasses.

GBRW is very concerned about the loss of Pifion/Juniper forest areas, and strongly
recommends the BLM to work with Barrick gold U.S., Inc. to develop an approach to

decrease the number of impacted acres.

Air related issues

The DEIS does not, and should give information as to the mercury content in the ore for
reference.

The State of Nevada Mercury Control Program is mentioned in the DEIS, but there is no
discussion of the type of mercury controls that are in place or anticipated controls. Ore
samples need to be analyzed for mercury content, and there should be a plan for continued
ore testing for mercury as mining proceeds.

¥ Ref. 1, pg. 3-7.
4 Ref. 1, pg. 3-7
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Cultural/community related issues

The DEIS in the “cultural resources” section, pp. 3-148-3-149, fails to discuss the significance
of “pine-nutting” in the general area by Native Americans. The loss of Pifion as discussed in
the DEIS is likely to impact this cultural activities and it must be addressed in the EIS.

There is also no mention of the resolution by the South Fork Band of the Western Shoshone
that is in opposition to the project. The EIS needs to address the issues raised in their
resolution. Find the resolution attached.

The negative impacts of the “boom and bust” nature of mining on the local communities is
under addressed. The EIS should look at the historical record here and discuss impacts from
that vantage point as well as the current economic climate.

The project is within land outlined in the Treaty of Ruby Valley, between the United States
and the Western Shoshone Nation, so mineral rights were reserved and therefore continue to
belong to the Western Shoshone Nation. The use of “gradual encroachment” is not a legally
valid method of title transfer or extinguishment under existing federal law or recognized
standards of human rights. Between February 20 and March 10, 2006 the United Nations
Committee for the Elimination of Racial Discrimination, issued a decision of an “Early
Warning and Urgent Action Procedure” handed down to the United States of America.” The
decision pertains to US lands and therefore BLM or Forest Service public lands on which the
project may in part be located. The relevant aspect of this decision is that the U.S. is to
“freeze any plan to privatize Western Shoshone ancestral lands for transfer to multinational
extractive industries and energy developers, and desist from all activities planned and/or
conducted on the ancestral lands of Western Shoshone or in relation to their natural
resources, which are being carried out without consultation with and despite protests of the
Western Shoshone peoples.” Thus, the project must seek consultation and permission from
the Western Shoshone on their lands.

° United Nations, International Convention On the Elimination Of all Forms of Racial Discrimination,
CERD/C/USA/DEC/1 11 Aptil 2006, “COMMITTEE FOR THE ELIMINATION OF RACIAL
DISCRIMINATION, Sixty- eighth session, Geneva, 20 February — 10 March 2006.”
http:/ /www.unhchr.ch/tbs/doc.nsf/898586b1dc7b4043c1256a450044£331/25¢eac288211bee9c1257181002a
3cfb/$FILE/G0641251.pdf
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Please feel free to contact John Hadder if you have any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

John Hadder
Staff Scientist
Great Basin Mine Watch

Larson Bill
Western Shoshone Defense Project

cc:
Roger Flynn, Western Mining Action Project
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Response No. O-1: Monitoring of Cherry Spring conducted by Barrick has indicated large
fluctuations in the water level at the spring over the last couple of years (Section 3.2, Table 3.2).
The reasons for these fluctuations are unknown, but given that there are no developed mine
features currently within the Cherry Springs recharge basin, it appears they are likely due to
several years of below average precipitation conditions in the region. Because of these recent
fluctuations in the water level at Cherry Spring, determining potential impacts based on
activities associated with the mine would be difficult. No mitigation is warranted at this time due
to the current conditions of the spring and the uncertainty associated with potential impacts to
the spring. Barrick will continue to monitor Cherry Spring. It should be also noted the BLM’s
preferred alternative will result in the removal of 94% of the proposed disturbance in the Cherry
Spring recharge basin.

Response No. O-2: The BLM selected preferred alternative results in the partial backfill of Sage
Flat Pit. This partial backfill would reduce the size of the proposed Sage Flat Rock Disposal
Area. This reduction in the proposed Rock Disposal Area in turn reduces the acres within the
Cherry Spring recharge area that would be covered by waste rock. The acres of the Cherry
Spring recharge area covered by waste rock under the BLM preferred alternative would be 9
acres, which is approximately 52.1 acres less than the Proposed Action and represents only 10%
of the recharge area. With the reduction, impacts are anticipated to be negligible. Appropriate
changes have been incorporated into the FEIS.

Response No. O-3: Statement noted.

Response No. O-4: The Partial Backfill Alternative was economically viable because one pit
could be backfilled with material from a nearby pit during active operations. This eliminates the
need to double-handle waste rock to backfill the pits. Double-handling of material increases fuel
needs and therefore combustion emissions, involves effectively doubling the amount of fugitive
dust and particulate emissions, requires more water resources, extends the period of time for re-
establishing vegetation, and does not decrease disturbance due to the need to stockpile material
until mining has been completed in the pit. Additionally, to completely backfill the pits would
add significant additional costs to the project. According to the BMM, based on current
operating costs of approximately $1.00/mined ton at the site, to double-handle the 631 million
tons of material associated with the preferred alternative would cost at least an additional
$631,000,000; thus making the project uneconomic. This would result in the Proposed Action
not meeting either BLM’s or Barrick’s purpose and need as stated in Section 1.3 of the FEIS.

Response No. O-5: See Response O-4.

Response No. O-6: A Waste Rock Management Plan (Plan) has been prepared for the Proposed
Action in accordance with BLM guidelines and Nevada Division of Environmental Protection
regulation to evaluate waste rock characteristics. Meteoric Water Mobility Procedure, Acid
Base Accounting testing, kinetic testing, and mineralogic and geologic assessments were
performed and documented in the Plan Section 2.3.4. Additional static and kinetic testing has
also been conducted and is reported in Schafer (2009). Findings indicate that the rock types are
net neutralizing. As required by Nevada Division of Environmental Protection regulation and
BLM guidelines, quarterly Meteoric Water Mobility Procedure, acid base accounting and kinetic



(where indicated) testing will be performed on the actual mined waste rock material to insure
that the predictions made in the Plan are consistent with actual results.

Response No. O-7: Existing monitoring well locations are shown on Figure 3-4 as Bald 1, Bald
2, MWW 1, MWW 1R, MWW 2, and MWW 3. Proposed monitoring locations are discussed in
Section 2.3.6 of the FEIS and shown on Figure 2-12. Additional monitoring locations associated
with the heap leach expansion would be determined as part of the permitting process with
Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, Bureau of Mining Regulation and Reclamation.

Response No. O-8: Rinsing of heap leach pads is no longer an industry standard procedure.
Rinsing with freshwater only increases the amount of solution to be managed during draindown.
As part of the heap leach closure, leach solution will be recirculated during process fluid
stabilization. In addition to recirculation of leach solution, active evaporation would be used to
reduce the total volume of solution. Once the solution inventory has been reduced to a level that
evapo-transpiration cells could handle, recirculation and active evaporation would be halted.
Additional details on the heap leach reclamation and process fluid stabilization are provided in
the Plan of Operations (BMM, 2009), which is available for review at the BLM Ely District
Office.

Response No. O-9: BMM has operated properties within the Plan of Operations boundary since
1983. During this time in operation, even during recent mining activity, no substantial
impediments to deer movements have been observed on or near the mine; and deer mortalities
on the haul road during the existing operational period are very low. The proposed mine plan
used existing routes where possible with limited addition of new roads. The installation of berm
gaps along haul roads are a recommendation from the NDOW. The BLM has agreed with this
recommendation, with the applicant including this as part of the Proposed Action. Based on this
recommendation, the BLM does not believe additional mitigation measures are needed.

Response No. O-10: The BLM developed and analyzed two alternatives to the proponents
Proposed Action that would decrease the surface disturbance created by the mining activity.

Response No. O-11: Based on information received from BMM, the weighted average of
mercury content from drill hole data from mining zones for 2008 is 3.16 ppm. This information
has been added to Section 3.14.2 of the FEIS.

Response No. O-12: Table 3-21 in Section 3.14.2 shows the current mercury controls. The
proposed mercury controls are expected to be compliant with the Nevada Maximum Achievable
Control Technology or a proposed federal maximum achievable control technology for mercury.
See response to O-11 regarding ore mercury content.

Response No. O-13: Section 3.12.1 notes pine nut gathering is a current land use and an
important part of Native American traditions. Section 3.12.2 notes the impacts from the
Proposed Action would be minimal because the current level of pine nut gathering in the area is
light and vast amounts of pinyon forest on public land would remain available.



Response No. O-14: The BLM only became aware of the June 26, 2007, resolution when it was
included with comments to the FEIS. All resources identified in the South Fork Band Resolution
No. 07-SF-19 (such as grazing, water resources, pine nut areas, etc.) have been identified and
addressed in the FEIS document. Please refer to Responses C 1-3 for additional information.

Response No. O-15: The FEIS acknowledges that mining has been a major economic force in
the study area since the mid-1800s and the economies of the three counties tend to follow the
cycles of hard rock mining activity even today. The 10-year range of county unemployment rates
cited in the FEIS show the degree to which economic activity can fluctuate in a relatively short
time. Estimating economic impacts is always imprecise because so many factors cannot be
predicted; however, the by-county discussion of current economic conditions and IMPLAN
modeling results presented in Section 3.17.1of the FEIS would be sufficient to judge the project's
likely economic impact.

Response No. O-16: The Indian Claims Commission determined Western Shoshone title had
been extinguished. This issue and the associated compensation issues have been the subject of
numerous lawsuits. While all courts addressing the issue have rejected Western Shoshone
claims to continued ownership of these lands, some Western Shoshone still maintain title to their
ancestral lands has not been extinguished. The U.S. State Department has responded to the U.N.
Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination (CERD) decision--see the Periodic
Report of the United States of America to the U.N. Committee on the Elimination of Racial
Discrimination concerning the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of
Racial Discrimination, April 2007. Consultation with Western Shoshone and other potentially
affected tribes is ongoing. As noted, the U.S. State Department has disputed the CERD decision
and BLM is not required to seek permission for this or other actions on public lands managed by
the agency.



————— Forwarded by Lynn Bjorklund/EYFO/NV/BLM/DOI on ©1/07/2009 ©09:51 AM

"Larry Kibby"

<lkibbyl@citlink.
net>
To
<Lynn Bjorklund@nv.blm.gov>
01/07/2009 06:05
cc
AM
Subject

Expansions of Bald Mountain and

Mooney Basin mines

Tuesday, January 6, 2008

To: Lynn Bjorklund
BLM Ely District Office
HC 33 Box 33500
Ely, NV 89301

From: Larry Kibby
Elko Indian Colony
1581 Pinenut Circle
Elko, Nevada 89801

Regarding the proposed expansion of Bald Mountain and Mooney Basin
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mines,
my main concerns and interest are:

(A) Water & Ranching Water Right's

(B) The Preservation and Protection of American Indian Cultural and
Natural

Resources

(C) The Preservation & Protection of Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat
(D) The Preservation & Protection of Natural Resources

The aforementioned concerns and interest are valid respects that must
be

regarded with all due care in any proposed "Expansion" on-going activity
in

which Water, Land, Natural and Cultural resources are impacted and I
would

hope that "Truth and Honesty" will be utilized in the formation of the
EIS

by the Bureau of Land Management.

The Non-Indian and American Indian Ranching communities have suffered
at

various times cut-back's in AUM's due to Drought and Rangeland
Fire

conditions. The 1lack of moisture vital to refurbishing land, water
areas

and vegetation has been miminal for many years, this has had a great
impact

not only on the Ranching communities but as well as mining projects.

American  Indian  Cultural and Natural Resources are abundant
and

historically, there have been incidents recorded by archaeology
that

indicate that there are area's significant to the history, culture
and

belief's of the American 1Indian, which is to state, that there must
be

valid and genuine discussions developed with the American Indian Tribe
that

is associated with the area in question.

Present day location of an American Indian Tribe often is not viewed
with

respect to past association with area's being established for projects
and

or certain activity that has impacts to land, water, cultural and
natural

resources, this 1is not only reckless but is insignificant and can lead
to

critical removal of Traces of the Past, which is why it is imperative
for
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direct contact with the American Indian Tribe that has a past history
with
the area.

Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat must be preserved and protected with
utmost

concern. In the past, areas vital for survival for Wildlife have
been

pushed aside, or so it seems and this type of action is no
longer

acceptable 1in that a serious portion of Wildlife Habitat is distorted
and

destroyed that also has a critial impact on the lives of Wildlife.

The environment 1is serious business, more so such is the preservation
and

protection of the environment and every feasible effort must be made
to

address all concerns, interest and issues.

The Bureau of Land Management must not make invalid excuses to
further

distort, destroy or desecrate areas for any project, but must provide
the

General Public with direct and sincere "Facts." Thank you.

Sincerely,

Larry Kibby

Elko Indian Colony

1581 Pinenut Circle
Elko, Nevada 89801

(775) 738-4147
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Response No. P-1: Statement noted.

Response No. P-2: Range resources have been addressed in Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS. With
the implementation of the Proposed Action, 98 AUMs would be lost. This loss would be
temporary as once reclamation has been completed, these areas would be available for grazing
again and provide vegetation more suitable for grazing. A permanent loss of 13.5 AUMs would
result from the construction of pits and pit berms that would not be reclaimed. Drought and
Fires were addressed as interrelated projects in Table 4-2.

Response No P-3: Consultation has been conducted and is ongoing with several tribes in the
area of the Proposed Action. This consultation is discussed in Section 3.20.

Response No. P-4: Potential project impacts on wildlife and wildlife habitats are discussed in
Section 3.8.2.

Response No. P-5: Statement noted.

Response No. P-6: Statement noted.
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March 23, 2009

John F. Ruhs, Manager

Ely District Office

Bureau of Land Management
HC33 Box 33500

Ely, NV 89301

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Bald Mountain Mine North
Operations Area Project, White Pine County, Nevada [CEQ # 20080518]

Dear Mr. Ruhs:

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 NEPA review authority
under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. We appreciate the extensions BLM has granted
us on the comment due date for this Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). '

EPA has rated this Draft EIS as EO-2 — Environmental Objections -
Insufficient Information (see enclosed “Summary of Rating Definitions and Follow-Up
Action”). The proposed project would expand and combine the existing Bald Mountain
and Mooney Basin gold mines into one project area to be administered under one Plan of
Operation called North Operations Area. Our rating is based on indications, from the
limited geochemical characterization in the Draft EIS, that waste rock from several pits
could generate leachate with high concentrations of metals and metalloids, and degrade
water quality if the leachate should reach groundwater or surface waters, or if pit lakes
would form. Such significant impacts must be avoided in order to provide adequate
protection for the environment. We also have concerns regarding the project’s potential
impacts to air quality, and potential impacts associated with a lack of suitable soil for
reclamation. The Draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for us to fully assess
the environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
environment. We recommend the Final EIS include additional information regarding
geochemical characterization of waste rock, potential impacts to water and air resources,
mitigation and monitoring, and closure and reclamation.

In addition to the proposed action, the Draft EIS evaluates the Partial
Backfill Alternative (Alternative A), the Mooney Basin Heap Leach Pad Alternative
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(Alternative B), and No Action. Relative to the proposed action, BLM’s preferred
alternative, Alternative A, would significantly reduce the disturbance footprint of several
waste rock disposal areas. If a pit lake would form in the Top Pit and cause an adverse
ecological risk or degradation of adjacent groundwater, EPA recommends that
Alternative A also include backfilling of the Top Pit to preclude the formation of a pit
lake. In addition, it appears from the Draft EIS that combining Alternative B with
Alternative A would further reduce the disturbance footprint. EPA recommends BLM
consider combining these two alternatives to benefit resources in the project area.
Furthermore, we recommend that BLM evaluate a conveyor alternative in more detail
and consider incorporating this into the project if resources would be better conserved
and/or protected. Our detailed comments are enclosed.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this Draft EIS, and request a copy of the
Final EIS when it is filed with our Washington, D.C. office. If you have any questions,
please call me at (415) 972-3843, or have your staff contact Jeanne Geselbracht at (415)
972-3853.

Sinéerely,

L NGt

C¢ Enrique Manzanilla, Director
Communities and Ecosystems Division

004963

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

Cc: David Gaskin, Nevada Division of Environmental Protection
Christine Hansen, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Reno



SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFIN ITIONS

This rating system was developed as a means to summarize EPA's level of concern with a proposed action.
The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for evaluation of the environmental i umpacts of the
proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the adequacy of the EIS.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION

- “LO" (Lack of Objections) .
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive chaages to the
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that cou[d be
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal

‘ “EC*" (Environmental Concerns)
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of
mitigation measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would llke to work with the lead agency

to reduce these impacts.

“EO" (Envu'onmental Objectiorts)
The EPA review has identified sngmﬁcant environméntal impacts that must be avoxded in order to prov1de
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may requlre 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 i impacts.

“EU" (Environmentally Unsatisfactory)

" . The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are
unsatxsfactory from the standpomt 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.

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

Category 1" (Adequate)
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmeatal 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" (Insufficient Informatior)
The draft EIS does not contain sufficieat information for EPA to fully assess eavironmental impacts that should
be avoided in order to fully protect the eavironment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably
available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which could reduce
the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional mformatxon, data, analyses, or discussion
should be mcluded in the final EIS.

“Category 3 (Inadequate)

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant envnronmental 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 EIS, which should be analysed in order to reduce the potentially significant
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the ideatified additional information, data, analyses, oc 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 the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally
revised and made available for public comment in a supplemeatal or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the
potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for refecral to the CEQ.

*From EPA Manual 1640, “Policy and Procedures for ;:tlé Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.”
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Bald Mountain Mine North Operations Area Draft EIS
EPA Comments — March, 2009

Water Resources

Water Quality Impacts

The Draft EIS (p. 3-33) states that the waste rock would not leach waters that are high in
acidity or metals content. However, neither the Draft EIS nor the Baseline Geochemical
Assessment for the Proposed Bald Mountain Mine North Operations Area Expansion
(Schafer, 2008) referenced in the Draft EIS provides sufficient information regarding
waste rock geochemistry to support this conclusion. In addition, some information in the
Draft EIS appears to contradict it.

For example, the Draft EIS (p. 3-15) states that there would be no impacts to surface
water quality from the Top Pit waste rock. However, Meteoric Water Mobility Procedure
(MWMP) results in Appendix D indicate that numerous Top Pit samples exceeded water
quality standards for several metals and metalloids, and two samples were above 10 times
the drinking water standard for mercury. In addition, several samples from the Bida Pit
also exceeded water quality standards for several metals. One sample exceeded the
mercury drinking water standard by 40 times, and one sample exceeded the copper
aquatic life standard by 80 times. Some Saga pit samples also exceeded water quality
standards, and nickel exceeded the drinking water standard by more than 20 times in one
sample. Some samples from these pits also indicate some potential for acid generation.
However, the Draft EIS does not provide mass balance information for each pit and waste
rock disposal area to indicate whether there is sufficient acid neutralizing material in each
of these areas to adequately neutralize and isolate any acid generating waste rock. The
waste rock dumps must be properly designed to prevent generation of leachate, but it is
unclear how this will be accomplished.

Recommendation: The Final EIS should describe how the waste rock dumps
will be designed to prevent generation of leachate that could degrade surface
- water or groundwater quality. (See also our comment on appropriate growth
medium below). Individual plans should be specifically developed for waste rock
from those pits with higher potential for acid generation and metals leaching. The
Final EIS should specify how and where waste rock from these pits would be
Q-1 | disposed, specify the acid neutralization potential the surrounding waste rock
would need to meet for this purpose, and clarify whether sufficient neutralizing
material would be available when it would be needed for this purpose. The Final
EIS should also describe how waste rock facilities would be designed to ensure
against leaching of contaminants that are mobile under non-acidic conditions.

Recommendation: The Final EIS should include a map showing the location of
pits and waste rock facilities (indicating areas with higher contaminant leaching
potential) and intermittent streams and areas with shallow groundwater.
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‘Recommendation: The Final EIS should describe all surface water and

Q-1 groundwater monitoring that would be required for this project, as well as

mitigation measures that would be implemented if water quality is degraded.

The Draft EIS (2-33) states that the open pits would not encounter the deeper
groundwater aquifer because the current pit configurations lie above the potentiometric
surface. However, the 7000-foot potentiometric surface appears to bisect the Top Pit,
which would be excavated to an elevation of 6,500 feet above mean sea level (Draft EIS,
Table 2-6). It appears, therefore, that a deep pit lake would form here. Test results from
a number of Top Pit samples indicated low neutralization potential and generated
leachate with high concentrations of arsenic, mercury, nickel, zinc, and other pollutants.

Recommendation: The Final EIS should provide a detailed discussion, including
an ecological risk assessment, regarding the potential for, and impacts of, a post-
mining pit lake in the Top Pit. The discussion should address the chemistry of
Top Pit wall rock and how it would affect pit water quality. The Final EIS should
identify measures to mitigate all potential adverse impacts of a pit lake in the Top
Pit. If a pit lake would potentially adversely affect biological resources, EPA
recommends the FEIS thoroughly evaluate an alternative that involves backfilling
the pit with appropriate waste rock to preclude the formation of a pit lake. The
discussion should identify waste rock specifications (e.g., geochemistry, amount,
depth, cap/cover) for backfilling and justify such specifications.

Recommendation: The Final EIS should discuss whether pit water would flow
through the pit into adjacent groundwater. If pit water would degrade
groundwater, the Final EIS should describe how groundwater would be affected,
and identify effective mitigation measures.

The potentiometric surface (7,000 to 7,500 feet above mean sea level) also appears to
bisect the Sage Flat Pit, which would be excavated to an elevation of 7,150 feet above
mean sea level. This pit would be backfilled under Alternative A. However, it is unclear
from the Draft EIS whether it would be backfilled to above the potentiometric surface,
precluding pit lake formation.

Recommendation: The Final EIS should provide the specifications for
backfilling the Sage Flat Pit and indicate whether a post-mining pit lake is
expected to form above the backfill. If so, the Final EIS should provide a detailed
discussion, including an ecological risk assessment, regarding the impacts of a pit
lake in the Sage Flat Pit. The discussion should address the chemistry of Sage
Flat Pit wall rock, how it would affect pit water quality, and whether water would
flow through the pit into groundwater. If pit water would affect groundwater, the
Final EIS should describe how groundwater would be affected and how impacts
would be mitigated. If a pit lake would potentially adversely affect biological
resources, EPA recommends the Final EIS thoroughly evaluate backfilling the pit
to preclude the formation of a pit lake.


cbyrne
Typewritten Text
Q-1

cbyrne
Line

cbyrne
Line

cbyrne
Typewritten Text
Q-2

cbyrne
Typewritten Text
Q-3

cbyrne
Line


Q-5

Geochemical Characterization

The Draft EIS and Schafer (2008) provide limited information on geochemistry within
the project area. No mineralogic information is presented, which causes uncertainty
about the acid generating potential (AGP) and acid neutralizing potential (ANP) of the
material. Furthermore, the mineralogic sources of contaminants of concern, including
arsenic, antimony, copper, and zinc, are unknown. Additional information is needed to
more reliably predict the long-term leaching ability of the mined materials. There may be
relationships between the results of kinetic tests, acid-base accounting (ABA) tests,
MWMP, and whole rock analysis that could help establish methods for easily identifying
high contaminant leaching materials in the field. However, several questions exist
regarding geochemical characterization of the waste rock, which need to be answered
before these relationships can be identified.

Kinetic Tests. The results of the ABA testing (Schafer, 2008, Appendix B) suggest that
the vast majority of samples have high neutralizing ability and low acid generation
potential. However, the kinetic testing was conducted on samples within only a narrow
range of ABA values, so the long-term leaching ability of all rock types or geochemical
test units is unknown. Only three composite samples were subjected to kinetic testing,
and the tests lasted for only 20 weeks. Samples with both low ANP and low AGP can
take substantially longer to generate acid than rocks with more moderate ANP and AGP
values. Very low amounts of sulfate were released compared to the amount of pyritic
sulfur in the samples (Schafer, 2008, p. 29). This result demonstrates that much more acid
generation could have occurred if the samples had been run for longer than 20 weeks.
Longer kinetic testing would help determine the longer-term leaching ability of
contaminants of concern and the longer-term acid-generation potential of mined materials
at the project site. The results of the kinetic tests are also not addressed in the Draft EIS.

Recommendation: Kinetic tests should be run on the full range of rock types and
ANP:AGP ratios in the project area. Tests may need to be run for one year or
longer. Concentrations of contaminants of concern should be measured to assess
the long-term ability of the materials to produce acid and leach contaminants.

This information should be used to verify and update the relationships between
the results of kinetic tests, ABA tests, MWMP, and whole rock analysis to
establish more reliable methods for easily identifying high contaminant leaching
materials in the field.

ABA Tests. It appears that Schafer (2008) used the modified Sobek method for
calculation of AGP. However, it is unclear whether the modified Sobek or the original
Sobek method was used for determination of ANP. If the original Sobek method was
used, the neutralization potential is likely overestimated. The exact method used to
calculate ANP needs to be clarified. In either case, the mineralogic basis for the ANP was
not evaluated. In addition, Schafer (2008) usually presented the ABA results in terms of
net neutralization potential (NNP) rather than ANP:AGP ratios. ANP:AGP ratios are
preferred because they apply over a wider range of values. In addition, Schafer (2008)
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used the Net Carbonate Value (NCV) test to assess acid-generation potential, but did not -
conduct NCV and Sobek methods on any of the same samples to determine whether the
conversion factor used was appropriate. '

Schafer (2008, p. 13) states that the NCV results showed that of the 1,547 samples tested,
51 had NNP values less than 0, and 55 had ANP/AGP ratio less than 1.2:1. It is unclear
why BLM standard categories for NNP and ANP/AGP screening were not used (i.e.,
uncertain range for NNP is —20 to +20 kg/t as CaCOs3, and for ANP:AGP ratio is 1:1 to
3:1). Using the too-low cutoff values, 28.5% of the Saga waste rock had low NNP
(Schafer, 2008, p. 13). If more appropriate cutoff values were used for net neutralizing
material, for example, a higher percentage of the Saga material would be considered
potentially acid-generating than is estimated in the Draft EIS.

Recommendation: The Final EIS and Schafer report should clarify the method
used to calculate neutralization potential. If the modified Sobek method was not
used, the values for ANP and NNP are likely overestimated, and the AGP is
higher than reported. The ABA results (using the Sobek method) should also be
presented in ANP:AGP ratios. A number of split samples should be subjected to
both the Sobek (modified for ANP calculation) and NCV tests to determine
whether application of the conversion factor between Sobek and NCV results is
valid.

MWMP. Results from the MWMP tests showed that a number of samples leached
elevated concentrations of arsenic, antimony, and mercury under neutral pH conditions.
MWMP results also showed that metals that were less enriched (such as copper, zinc, and
sometimes lead) were more mobile than the results of the whole rock analysis might
suggest (DEIS, Appendix D; Schafer, 2008, Appendix B). Schafer (2008) states that the
mobility of metals is low at Bald Mountain because of the low rainfall, pervasive alkaline
conditions, and the abundance of iron, which can adsorb oxyanions such as arsenic and
antimony (p. 22). However, the results from the MWMP and kinetic tests (Schafer, 2008,
Appendices B and C) show that iron leachate values are low, with many values below
detection and very few values above 1 mg/L. Therefore, iron may not provide much
adsorption capability. There seems to be very little relationship between the ABA results
and the MWMP metal/metalloid values. Therefore, the results from static ABA testing
may not provide a good indication of the contaminant leaching potential and the need for
special handling for this part of the project.

Whole Rock Analysis. The results from the whole rock analysis and MWMP tests show
that all rock types are especially enriched in arsenic, antimony, and mercury, all of which
can easily leach under neutral pH conditions, and that metals such as copper, zinc, and
lead can be mobile and at high concentrations in certain areas. Saga and Top areas have
higher concentrations of arsenic, antimony, and mercury than other areas. For example,
approximately 50% of the samples from these pit arecas had mercury concentrations above
1 mg/kg, and concentrations reached as high as 10 to 50 mg/kg (background or
unenriched values are ~0.07 to 0.35 mg/kg for all rock types) (Schafer, 2008, p. 26).
Carbonates were highly enriched in antimony (over 100 times higher than background
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values); arsenic, tellurium, cobalt, mercury, thallium (between 10 and 99 times higher
than background); and somewhat enriched in elements such as niobium, selenium, and
copper (two to ten times higher than background) (Schafer, 2008, Figure 21 and
Appendix B). Clastic rocks were highly enriched in antimony (1,000 times background),
highly enriched in arsenic (almost 300 times background), and somewhat enriched in
cobalt, mercury, and nickel (between three and 10 times background) (Schafer, 2008,
Figure 23 and Appendix B). Elements enriched in intrusive rocks included arsenic and
antimony (over 100 times background), selenium, tellurium (between 10 and 100 times
background), and mercury and thallium (between two and 10 times background)
(Schafer, 2008, Figure 25 and Appendix B).

Recommendation: The Final EIS should include additional geochemical
analysis on the mineralogy of the mined material, the availability of acid-
generating and acid-neutralizing minerals, and the material’s ability to leach
contaminants. The percent of calcite, dolomite, and siderite should be determined
in samples from all waste rock and pit locations (or geochemical test units). All
test data should be made available electronically (e.g., in Excel or Access), and
relationships between leachate concentrations and ABA, sulfide, or other
measurements made easily in the field should be evaluated.

Recommendation: The Final EIS should include a map and cross-sections
depicting the locations of static and/or kinetic test samples, and should describe
and discuss the extent to which they are representative of the pits and proposed pit
expansion areas. The Final EIS should provide a more detailed characterization
of waste rock geochemistry, including a mass balance of waste rock from each pit
and existing waste rock dump identifying how much is potentially acid
generating, potentially acid neutralizing, or inert.

Existing Water Resources

According to the Draft EIS (3-13), most springs in the area meet Nevada water quality
standards with the exception of arsenic, which exceeds standards in most springs.

The Draft EIS (3-28) presents data from 2005 through 2007 to demonstrate background
arsenic values in various groundwater monitoring wells. However, neither referenced
water quality data from 1994 and 1995 nor earlier (1980°s) data are not provided as a
comparison to the 2005 to 2007 data to verify that impacts are not the result of mining.

Recommendation: The Final EIS should provide earlier monitoring data to
substantiate that present background arsenic concentrations were not caused by
previous mining activities. Similarly, other potential contaminants (e.g. '
antimony, mercury, selenium, nitrates) should be evaluated comparing early data
with more current data to demonstrate whether or not impacts from previous
mining have occurred.

According to the Draft EIS (3-33), impacts to groundwater quality as a result of the
proposed action are not anticipated, based on no detected impacts under the current
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operations. Schafer (2008) also notes that seepage or flow has not been observed from the
existing waste rock dumps since inception of operations in the early 1980’s. However,
data are insufficient to support this conclusion because efforts have not been made to
detect and monitor waste rock seepage beyond that of visual observations. '

In addition, the Draft EIS (3-16) states that Cherry Spring has recently exhibited water
levels well below ground surface although there was flow in the past, and the current
water level and cause of the decrease are not known at this time. The proposed project
would cover 65.1 acres of the 130.5 acre recharge area for Cherry Spring.

Recommendation: The Final EIS should provide and evaluate all water
monitoring data for the entire mine area to distinguish baseline conditions versus
any water quality and quantity impacts from mining thus far. A map should be
provided showing the monitoring locations, and trend analysis should be
conducted. The adequacy of the existing monitoring system to detect leachate
and impacts to water resources should be evaluated and modified as necessary,
and this should be addressed in the Final EIS. Additional leachate collection
features may be needed, for example at the toe of rock disposal areas, along with
additional surface water/stormwater and groundwater monitoring in drainages
potentially affected by those areas.

With the exception of Cherry Spring, it is difficult to discern the juxtaposition of water
resources and mine facilities in the Draft EIS. A map that depicts existing and proposed
mine facilities, including run-on/run-off channels and diversions, and water resources as
they would look before, during, and after the proposed mining operations would facilitate
an understanding of the various alternatives’ potential impacts to water resources.

Recommendation: The Final EIS should include a large-scale map that includes
existing and proposed mine facilities as well as water resources as they would
look before, during, and after the proposed mining operations.

Clean Water Act Section 404

The Draft EIS (p. 3-3) indicates there may be no waters of the U.S. in the project area,
and a survey of surface waters in the area has been submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers for concurrence and approval.

Recommendation: The Final EIS should provide the results of the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers’ jurisdictional delineation for the project site.

If it is determined that there are jurisdictional waters within the project area, a Clean
Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permit will be necessary for any discharges of dredged or
fill material into these waters, including wetlands and other special aquatic sites, and
EPA will review the project for compliance with Federal Guidelines for Specification of
Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill Materials (40 CFR 230), promulgated pursuant to
Section 404(b)(1) of the CWA. Any permitted discharge into waters must be the Least
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Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative available to achieve the project
purpose.

Recommendation: If, under the proposed project, dredged or fill material would
be discharged into waters of the U.S., the Final EIS should discuss alternatives to
avoid those discharges and demonstrate the project’s compliance with the
404(b)(1) Guidelines. In addition, the Final EIS should identify and commit to
any required mitigation for impacts to waters of the U.S.

Soil Resources

The Draft EIS (p. 3-51) indicates that approximately 7.7 to 12.8 million cubic yards of
growth medium would be available for salvage from the 3,920 acres of proposed
disturbance. The document also indicates, however, that 91 percent of the proposed
action area contains soil associations that are not suitable for growth medium. It is

‘unclear how much suitable and highly suitable soil will be available for reclamation, how

much additional soil amendment may be needed to improve growth medium to a suitable
condition, where additional soil amendment would be obtained if needed, and the impacts
associated with using this additional material (e.g., borrow area locations and acreages,
etc.).

Recommendation: The Final EIS should clarify how much suitable and highly
suitable soil will be available for reclamation and how much additional soil
amendment may be needed to improve growth medium to a suitable condition, as
well as identify where additional soil amendment would be obtained if needed.

Although evaporation and transpiration can be employed with the goal of zero-discharge,
it is difficult to achieve this if the appropriate amount and type of cover and growth
medium are not used. The Draft EIS indicates that 6 to 12 inches of growth medium
would be placed on facilities during reclamation. It is unclear that this is an adequate
thickness for a cover that would not only accommodate successful revegetation, but act as
a store-and-release cover as well. In light of the geochemistry data provided in Appendix
D, it appears meteoric water should be precluded from infiltrating waste rock dumps and
leach pads to the extent possible.

Recommendation: The Final EIS should discuss how the appropriate thickness
of growth medium was determined and whether it will effectively preclude
meteoric water from infiltrating waste rock dumps and leach pads. We
recommend growth medium be of sufficient thickness to accomplish this. The
Final EIS should identify how much growth medium will be needed for this
purpose and discuss whether it will be available.
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Air Resources

Mercury Emissions Controls

Table 3-19 in the Draft EIS (p.3-122) identifies existing mercury emissions controls for
each thermal unit at the mine, as well as the proposed Nevada Maximum Achievable
Control Technology (NVMACT) for mercury for these thermal units. The Draft

EIS states that installation of these NVMACT controls would reduce mercury emissions
from 57.4 pounds/year to 14.2 pounds/year. Fugitive sources at the mine would also
contribute 0.27 pounds/year. In a discussion of unavoidable adverse impacts on page 3-
165, the Draft EIS states that these fugitive and thermal sources at the mine would emit
57.7 pounds/year of mercury. It is unclear when the identified controls would be
installed and the estimated 43.2 pounds/year reduction would be realized.

Recommendation: The Final EIS should indicate when the
additional mercury controls would be installed and the estimated
mercury reductions realized.

Particulate Emissions Mitigation Measures

The Draft EIS provides direct and indirect criteria air pollutant emissions estimates
associated with the mine. We recommend BLM consider including measures to reduce
emissions of diesel particulate matter (DPM) from fugitive sources at the mine.

Recommendation: We recommend the following DPM emission reduction
measures. :

e Use particle traps and other appropriate controls to reduce emissions of DPM
and other air pollutants. Traps control approximately 80 percent of DPM, and
specialized catalytic converters (oxidation catalysts) control approximately 20
percent of DPM, 40 percent of carbon monoxide emissions, and 50 percent of
hydrocarbon emissions;

e Use diesel fuel with a sulfur content of 15 parts per million or less, or other
suitable alternative fuel, which substantially reduces DPM emissions. This
standard will be required after June 2010. (See http://www.clean-
diesel.org/nonroad.html);

e Minimize construction-related trips of workers and equipment, including
trucks and heavy equipment;

Lease or buy newer, cleaner equipment (1996 or newer model);

Employ periodic, unscheduled inspections to ensure that construction
equipment is properly maintained at all times and does not unnecessarily idle,
is tuned to manufacturer’s specifications, and is not modified to increase
horsepower except in accordance with established specifications.
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Closure, Reclamation and Post-Closure

According to the Draft EIS (p. 2-19), post-closure fluid monitoring would continue for a
minimum of five years for each closed component. However, the Draft EIS (p. 2-49)
also states the period needed to manage draindown solutions ranges from several years to
20 years. While it is helpful to know the minimum monitoring requirements, it is most
important to determine the maximum requirements for the purpose of determining long-
term treatment; corresponding operations, maintenance, and monitoring requirements;
and respective bonding.

Recommendation: EPA believes a conservative approach to long-term
requirements should be adopted by BLM. This would include requirements for
monitoring and treatment as necessary as long as draindown solutions or leachate
is discharged, and would assume this is required for up to 20 years for the
purposes of closure planning and bond determination.

According to the Draft EIS (pp. 2-49, 2-50), information from the site closure studies of
five closed heaps within the mining district has been used to determine that the heaps can

. be safely closed. At four of the five mines, this included vadose zone infiltration systems

for residual drain down solutions, and this approach appears to be intended for closure of
the existing and proposed leach pads. The Draft EIS indicates that the ore and waste rock
that would be excavated under the proposed project are similar to material currently
being mined. Therefore, it should be feasible to make a reasonable prediction of the
residual heap leach draindown chemistry now, rather than waiting until two years before
heap closure.

Recommendation: The Final EIS should provide a reference for information on
leach pad closures in the district and make it available for evaluation. The Final
EIS should also provide a detailed description of the subsurface in the vicinity of
the Bald Mountain and Mooney Basin leach pads and discuss the predicted
interactions of residual draindown in the subsurface.

It is unclear from the Draft EIS what post-operation surveillance would be required to
ensure that neutralization and/or stabilization of mining waste sites has been effective.

Recommendation: We recommend that the Final EIS discuss commitments for
post-operation surveillance to ensure that neutralization and/or stabilization of
mining waste sites has been effective. Describe the mitigation actions that would
be taken should destabilization or contamination be detected, and identify who
would be responsible for these actions.

The EIS provides the public the opportunity to weigh in on the adequacy of the bond
amount. The viability of the bond can be a critical factor in whether or not a project is
environmentally acceptable. Therefore, this information should be disclosed in the EIS.
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Recommendation: The Final EIS should identify the bond amounts for each
closure and reclamation activity at all of the proposed project facilities. Identify
who would be responsible for any post-closure cleanup actions should they be
necessary.

The Draft EIS does not discuss whether long-term post-closure operations and
maintenance or monitoring may be necessary for this project.

Recommendation: The Final EIS should discuss whether long-term post-closure
operations and maintenance or monitoring may be necessary, describe these
activities, indicate the projected costs for these activities, and discuss any
requirements BLM would impose on the mine operator to establish a trust fund or
other funding mechanism to ensure post-closure care, in accordance with 43 CFR
3809.552(c). The financial assurance necessary to fund post-closure activities
must be kept current as conditions change at the mine, and BLM should ensure
that the form of the financial assurance does not depend on the continued
financial health of the mine operator or its parent corporation. If a trust fund
would be needed, the Final EIS should include a general description of the trust
fund. The mechanics of the fund are critical to determining whether sufficient
funds would be available to implement the post-closure plan and reduce the
possibility of long-term contamination problems.

Project Alternatives

Relative to the proposed action, BLM’s preferred alternative, Alternative A, would
significantly reduce the disturbance footprint of several waste rock disposal areas. It
appears from the Draft EIS that combining Alternative B with Alternative A would
further reduce the disturbance footprint, which would result in the disturbance of fewer
acres of pristine habitat in the Mooney Basin.

Recommendation: EPA recommends BLM consider selecting a combination of
Alternatives A and B as its preferred alternative to benefit resources in the project
area.

The Draft EIS (p. 2-69) states that conveyors to transport ore were eliminated from
further analysis because the disturbance from conveyors would be the same as, or greater
than, the disturbance from the Proposed Action and, therefore, conveyors offer no
additional benefit. We do not believe the short discussion in the Draft EIS supports this
conclusion. For example, it is unclear why maintenance roads along the conveyors would
disturb as many acres as mining haul roads. In addition, the Draft EIS does not evaluate
nor compare the energy use and air emissions of haul roads versus conveyors. This
information is needed to determine if incorporating this alternative into the project would
further reduce resource impacts.

10
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Recommendation: The Final EIS should describe acreages that would be needed
for maintenance roads along conveyors and compare them to acreages of haul
roads the conveyors would replace. A map depicting the conveyors and the roads
they would replace would be useful. The Final EIS should also estimate and
compare the energy consumption and air pollutant emissions, including
greenhouse gas emissions, associated with using haul roads versus conveyors to
transport ore to processing facilities. If resources would be better conserved
and/or protected with a conveyor alternative, we recommend BLM consider
incorporating this into the project.

The differences between leach pad configurations and sizes under the proposed
alternative and Alternative B are not discernable from the maps in Chapter 2 of the Draft
EIS.

Recommendation: The Final EIS should clarify how the leach pads would be
reconfigured and downsized under Alternative B.

11
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Response No. Q-1: An addendum to the Baseline Geochemistry Report (Schafer,
2009)(available in the Administrative Project File) has been prepared which includes additional
information regarding the potential for the various materials to produce acid or leach metals.
The additional testing focused on the pit areas that showed the potential for acid generation
during the previous testing. These areas include the Saga and Bida pits. The results of the
subsequent testing showed results very similar to results obtained in previous sampling and
analysis. The estimated average net neutralizing potential for the LJ Ridge, North Pit 1 through
3, Rat, and Top/Sage pits at BMM were shown to range from 365.4 to 720.6 kilograms per ton as
calcium carbonate. Based on this data and analysis, there is little risk acidic conditions would
form within the rock disposal areas for these pits particularly when utilizing the comingled rock
placement currently in place at the mine that results in mixing alkaline limestone and dolomite
with rocks containing higher sulfide content. However, upon reviewing these concerns,
additional measures have been added to the plan of operations and reclamation plan to assure
that the potential for environmental impacts from acid generation will be minimized.
Description of reclamation, closure, and monitoring are in Section 2.3.14 of the FEIS. Post
reclamation topography is shown on Figure 2-13 of the FEIS and monitoring locations are
shown on Figure 2-12 of the FEIS. A specific waste rock sampling and blending program at the
Saga and Bida pits will include the following measures:

« The waste rock will be sampled from the drill blast holes. The samples will be tested for
acid generating potential and acid neutralizing potential using the net carbonate value
method.

. Any waste rock with net neutralization potential values less than 0 kilogram per ton will
be considered to be potentially acid generating and will be segregated and routed to the
rock disposal area for blending with non-potentially acid generating material.

« The test results and the waste rock tonnages requiring special handling and blending will
be reported to BLM and Nevada Division of Environmental Protection on a quarterly
basis.

In addition, an evaluation of the mass balance of waste rock amounts and average net
neutralizing potential values has been conducted and is included in the FEIS (Table 3-2). The
information from this analysis shows that while some of the individual formations may have low
net neutralizing potential values, they are greatly outweighed by the limestone materials that are
also available. The net neutralizing potential values for the pits of concern (Saga and Bida)
average between 150 and 200 kilograms per ton. The pits also have acid neutralizing
potential:acid generating potential ratios which greatly exceed the 3:1 ratio of concern
recommended by the BLM.

The comment also identifies concerns about leaching of metals from the Saga, Bida and Top rock
disposal area’s under neutral conditions. The available data and analyses indicate that the
potential for impacts from metals leaching is small because of several factors that serve to limit
or minimize mobilization of metals within the rock disposal areas. These factors include
placement of topsoil covers and revegetation during closure to reduce net infiltration of meteoric
water, neutralization of acidity along flow pathways in the rock disposal areas, formation of
secondary precipitates along flow pathways that will reduce iron, aluminum and base metal
mobility in the rock disposal areas, underlying unconsolidated sediments and bedrock having
large neutralization and attenuation capacity and sorption and other attenuation mechanisms



that will reduce mobility of arsenic, antimony, mercury and other soluble base metals along flow
pathways in the rock disposal areas.

While the potential for impacts is expected to be small, additional measures have been
incorporated into the plan of operations and reclamation plan to further reduce potential
impacts from leaching of metals. The measures include:

. The reclamation plans for the Saga, Bida and Top rock disposal area’s have been
modified so that there will be no large, flat surfaces on the tops of the facilities that
would allow water to pond after reclamation and closure. The revised reclamation plan
will require adequate placement of material at closure so that the top of each rock
disposal area will be “rounded” to promote surface runoff from the top of the rock
disposal area.

« After final grading of the Saga and Bida rock disposal area’s during reclamation, there
will be 6 to 12-inchs growth media (depending on availability) cover placed on the rock
disposal areas prior to seeding with the approved BLM seed mixture. This soil/vegetative
cover will reduce the infiltration of meteoric water and enhance evapotranspiration.

« The side slopes of the Saga, Bida and Top rock disposal area’s will be modified to
steepen the slope angles to a nominal 2.5 horizontal to 1 vertical. This change will
reduce the residence time of water on the rock disposal area face and increase the run-
off rate, further reducing the potential for infiltration.

« The engineering design for the drainage channel network for the Saga, Bida and Top
rock disposal area’s will be modified to account for the slightly higher flow rates
resulting from the steepening of the side slopes and to prevent erosion.

Response No. Q-2: The potentiometric map provided in the DEIS was incorrect. A corrected
map is provided as Figure 3-4 in the FEIS. The original potentiometric maps were prepared
electronically using data that was given a weighted importance based on the assumed validity of
the water level information. Exploration drilling has always indicated these pits would be dry.
Additional borehole data produced a contour map which more accurately represents the
conditions at the Proposed Action. The corrected map shows that the water table is located
below both the Top and Sage Flat pits. Neither the proposed action nor BLM's preferred
alternative is expected to intersect the water table in either pit.

Response No. Q-3: See Response Q-2.

Response No. Q-4: The composition of the geologic materials at BMM is discussed in Section
3.3 and shown on Figure 3-7. The rock in the Top, LJ Ridge, North Pits 1 through 3, and Rat Pit
areas include minerals formed from circulation of low-sulfur, reduced hydrothermal fluids
associated with the emplacement of the Bald Mountain pluton. The mineralization occurs in
zones around the contact area, which is centered on the Top Pit area. The Saga and Bida pit
areas were mineralized later with silica- and pyrite-rich fluids. The gold mineralization in this
area is confined to favorable strata, especially the Pilot Shale.

Whole rock analysis has also been completed as part of the Schafer (2009) report (available in
the Administrative Project File). The analyses utilized the whole rock analyses as a surrogate



for estimating acid neutralizing potential. If neutralization capacity is purely dependent upon
calcite and dolomite, the acid neutralizing potential values should correlate with the total
calcium and magnesium in the rock. The correlation worked well for younger and less altered
materials. For rocks that were highly altered, the surrogate acid neutralizing potential method
overestimated the acid neutralizing potential values. It is assumed this is due to the calcium and
magnesium being altered to skarns and hornfels where some of the original calcite and dolomite
have been converted to other minerals.

The kinetic testing program was based on the results of the static tests and focused on the lower
Net Neutralizing Potential material. The kinetic program was developed in accordance with
BLM’s Acid Rock Drainage Policy. Results from the kinetic tests indicate that the rate of sulfur
oxidation is low with low levels of sulfate and some metals observed. This supports the
conclusion in the FEIS that acid generation from these rock disposal areas is not expected due to
the effects of mixing alkaline rock from the Guilemette formation, slow sulfide reactivity, and
hydrologic and climatic factors that minimize the movement of water into and through the
RDA’s. The additional measures added to the Plan of Operations and Reclamation Plan, as
described in responses Q1 and Q2, will further reduce the potential of acid generation from the
rock disposal areas.

There are currently six ongoing kinetic tests from the following four borehole samples and two
quarterly composites: SG-1054 (195-220 feet), SG-1054 (355-380 feet), SG-1009 (50-100 feet),
SG-1043 (40-80 feet), BAWF_INT_OX (1% quarter 2009), and SWF_SED_OX (1% quarter 2009).
In response to the comment, these kinetic tests will be continued for a total of 52 weeks.
Additional data from the extended tests will be evaluated.

Response No. Q-5: A detailed comparison of the modified Sobek method and the net carbonate
method has been included in Schafer (2009) (available in the Administrative Project File). The
Sobek test employed boiling nitric acid to improve the efficiency of the sulfide digestion. No
change in the Sobek acid neutralizing potential method was used. The acid neutralizing potential
for the net carbonate value static test is based on LECO carbon determined in raw samples and
samples digested with hydrochloric acid to remove carbonate minerals. The acid neutralizing
potential is therefore distinguishing carbonate minerals in all but the most altered rocks. The
two methods (Sobek and net carbonate value) correlated very strongly with an r? value of 0.99.

The acid neutralizing potential:acid generating potential ratios have been added to Section 3.2.2
of the FEIS for the waste rock material balance discussion. A kinetic test indicated that while
samples with very low net neutralizing potential (<-20 kilograms per ton) might form acid, most
samples in the range of net neutralizing potential between -20 and +20 kilograms per ton did not
form acid. As a result, a net neutralizing potential value of 0 (neutralizing potential ratio=1)
was utilized as the potentially acid generating cutoff. Use of different potentially acid
generating criteria does not have a large effect on the calculated potentially acid generating
abundance in BMM samples. Increasing the neutralizing potential ratio from 1.0 to 1.2 or 3.0
increases potentially acid generating abundance by 0.25% and 2.55%, respectively. If a net
neutralizing potential of +20 kilograms per ton was used, the PAG abundance would increase
from 3.26% (for net neutralizing potential=0) to 9.96%. Humidity cell tests suggest that a
potentially acid generating cutoff of net neutralizing potential=0 is conservative because
samples with negative net neutralizing potential did not become acid or release sulfate in kinetic
tests.



Response No. Q-6: Arsenic and antimony are not anticipated to have high mobility. The
previous column analyses at the Little Bald Mountain Mine, arsenic, antimony, and mercury
were sorbed onto soils located near the leach pad. Iron is not anticipated to leach since iron is
relatively insoluble under oxidizing conditions with neutral to alkaline pH. The immobility of the
iron also makes it an effective sorbent for arsenic and antimony. Under neutral-oxidizing
conditions, iron oxide compounds will persist and provide attenuation capacity. lIron has been
shown to be present in soils, sediments and bedrock underlying the rock disposal areas.

While the whole rock analyses indicate elevated arsenic, antimony, and lead, it is important to
remember that elemental abundance in whole rock assays seldom correlate well with soluble
levels, which are highly dependent upon pH. The neutral to alkaline conditions occurring at
Bald Mountain would reduce the mobility of these elements.

A detailed description of the mineralogy of the Bald Mountain area is provided in Shafer (2009).
The BLM and Nevada Division of Environmental Protection both receive copies of waste rock
analyses as part of the existing (and future) Water Pollution Control Permits to include acid
base accounting, Meteoric Water Mobility Procedure and sulfur speciation test results.

The borehole sample locations are shown on Figures 2-3, 2-4, 2-5, and 2-6. Static and kinetic
test results from previous Bald Mountain mining areas are representative for the FEIS because
the proposed mine expansion areas are all within the same rock formations that have been mined
previously. This is discussed and shown in Sections 2.3.3 and 2.3.4 of the FEIS. Reclamation
and closure including closure monitoring, are described in Section 2.3.14 of the FEIS.

Response No. Q-7: Samples from the 1980s were sampled for major ions and general chemistry.
Metals were not analyzed at that time. The samples obtained in 1994, as part of the previous EIS
in 1995, included metals analyses. All available sampling data has been included in the FEIS.
Although there are no metals data from the 1980s, examination of the data presented in Table 3-
1 shows no significant differences to concentrations of the major ions in the local springs.

Response No. Q-8: BMM plans the installation of additional monitoring wells to track
groundwater quality throughout the life of the mine and post-closure period to determine the
presence or absence of changes to the groundwater. There are eight additional groundwater
monitoring locations proposed at this time. These locations include three near the Mooney
Leach Pad, two near the toe of the Sage Rock Disposal Area, one near the toe of the East Sage
Rock Disposal Area, and two at the toe of the North 1 Rock Disposal Area. The locations of
these monitoring wells are shown on Figure 2-12 of the FEIS.

The selection of Alternative A as the preferred alternative will result in a significant reduction in
disturbance of the Cherry Spring recharge area. This reduction in disturbance is a result of
using the waste rock planned for the Sage Flat Rock Disposal Area expansion for pit backfill. A
discussion of this reduction in disturbance is provided in Section 3.2.2 of the FEIS and in
Response O-2. The reduction of disturbance in the Cherry Spring recharge area is shown on
Figure 3-3.

Best management practices for stormwater are addressed in the Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan and the Stormwater General Permit NVR300000, State of Nevada, Division of
Environmental Protection, General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with
Industrial Activity from Metals Mining Activities.



Response No. Q-9: As described in the FEIS (Section 3.2.1), there are very few surface water
resources within the proposed Plan of Operations boundaries. All drainages within the
boundary are ephemeral and are shown on Figure 3-9. Figure 1-2 shows the topography of the
project area in relation to the existing facilities. Figure 1-3 provides the topography of the
project area in relation to the proposed operation. Figure 2-12 provides the topography of the
project area in relation to the post-mining configuration. In addition to these figures, Figures 2-
2 through 2-7 show detailed topography of each of the disturbance areas. From these figures,
all ephemeral drainages can be identified in relation to current, proposed, and post-mining
configurations.

The only springs within the boundary are Cherry Spring, Mill Spring, and South Water Canyon
Spring. These spring features are shown on Figures 3-2, 3-3, and 3-4. In addition, Figure 2-13
(post-mining topography) of the FEIS has been revised to show springs. Mill Spring and South
Water Canyon Spring are shown on Figure 2-5 in the FEIS. Cherry Spring is the only one of the
three springs that could potentially be impacted by the proposed operation. As discussed in
Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS, the impact would be associated with disturbance to the recharge area.
The existing and proposed operations (including Alternative A), in relation to Cherry Springs, is
shown in detail on Figure 3-3. It should be noted that with implementation of Alternative A
(BLM preferred alternative), the potential impacts would be reduced significantly as the BLM
preferred alternative would disturbed 52.1 acres less than the Proposed Action in the Cherry
Spring recharge area. This is discussed further in Response O-2.

The Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), Appendix E of the Plan of Operations,
addresses run-on and run-off associated with the mine facilities. Figure 4 of the SWPPP
identifies the locations of Best Management Practices for sediment and erosion control.

Response No. Q-10: BMM is currently waiting for the Corps to issue the concurrence letter for
the drainages associated with the proposed expansion. If this concurrence letter is received
prior to issuance of the FEIS, the letter will be included.

Response No. Q-11: If the Corps does not concur, BMM must comply with all applicable federal
regulations regarding dredge and fill material, and would be expected to modify the proposal or
apply for and obtain any necessary permits.

Response No. Q-12: The FEIS states that 91 percent of the soils are characterized either as
extremely stony, very gravelly, very cobbly, or very stony material. Also indicated in the FEIS,
the soils that are characterized as extremely gravelly, stony or cobbly are not included in the
calculation of salvageable growth medium. The Pioche soil type would be the only soil type
eliminated from salvaging due to the extremely stony nature of the material. Table 3-8 in the
FEIS indicates that most of the soils to be disturbed are rated as “Poor” for use as reclamation.
However, this does not preclude the use of these materials as growth medium. These same soils
currently support the vegetation that existed prior to disturbance. These same soils, which have
been salvaged from the existing disturbance areas, are currently being used for concurrent
reclamation.

The reclamation plan does not require soil amendments. Successful reclamation, according to
the Nevada Guidelines for Successful Revegetation, is not based on the type of soil but the
success of revegetation. The reclamation plan requires that Barrick meet the requirements of



these guidelines. If revegetation is not successful with the salvaged soil, then amendments may
be needed, but this would only occur if necessary to meet the requirements of these guidelines.

Based on current stockpiled growth medium and estimated future stockpiling (7.3 to 11.7 million
cubic yards), there will be sufficient growth medium to provide a 24-inch cover on the heap
leach pad and a minimum of six inches of cover on the waste rock disposal areas and other
disturbance. Reclamation monitoring at the BMM and other area mines has been conducted to
identify the methods that achieve the best reclamation results as indicated in Section 2.3.13 of
the FEIS. These monitoring efforts will continue to identify and improve techniques for
successful reclamation. Barrick will implement appropriate reclamation methods to achieve the
reclamation standards set forth by the BLM and Nevada Division of Environmental Protection.

Response No. Q-13: The 24 inches of soil cover on the heap leach pad is provided as an evapo-
transpiration cover to reduce infiltration into the heap leach pad; thus resulting in less drain
down to be managed over the short- and long-term. During preparation of the Plan of
Operations (Barrick 2009 as referenced in the FEIS) for the Proposed Action, several previous
studies were reviewed. These studies are referenced in the Plan of Operations. These studies
analyzed between 18 and 36 inches of cover on the leach pads. The studies indicated no
additional benefit is realized beyond 24 inches of cover on the leach pads.

Based on current reclamation monitoring at the BMM, the amount of cover material to be placed
on the other disturbance (rock disposal area, roads, etc.) would be sufficient to meet the
reclamation standards set forth by the BLM and Nevada Division of Environmental Protection.
As the geochemistry in Chapter 3 of the FEIS indicates, there is no need to reduce infiltration
through the rock disposal areas, therefore a cover thickness was determined to be sufficient to
establish vegetation growth, similar to other disturbed areas on the mine site.

As discussed in Response Q-12, there would be sufficient growth medium resources to
accommodate 24 inches of growth medium on the heap leach pads and a minimum of six inches
of growth medium on other disturbance areas.

Response No. Q-14: The FEIS states mercury reduction will occur under the proposed action.
However, Barrick installed the mercury controls (listed in Table 3-21 of the FEIS) in January
2009 for existing operations; the Proposed Actions would use the same controls. The FEIS
describes the current reductions and that the proposed action would realize the reductions
immediately upon operation.

Response No. Q-15: Barrick already uses low-sulfur fuel for their existing operations and will
continue to do so for the proposed action. Barrick also currently minimizes construction-related
trips for both cost and efficiency reasons, through both bulk transport and detailed scheduling.
All of Barrick’s mobile equipment is newer and regularly maintained, to include tuning and
appropriate emission controls to maintain specifications. At this time, it is not known whether
Barrick intends to purchase vehicles with particulate traps.

The FEIS has been revised to reflect Barrick’s use of low-sulfur fuel, minimization of trips, use of
newer equipment, and regular maintenance of vehicles. Trap control is not necessary to include
in the FEIS 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 necessary to meet diesel particulate matter
standards.



Response No. Q-16: The post-closure fluid monitoring, as indicated in the FEIS, is for
monitoring after all closure activities have occurred, including fluid management of the heap
leach facility. Therefore, if managing draindown solutions requires five years before solution
can be managed through the use of evapotranspiration cells, the five-year post-closure
monitoring would begin after that five-year period. This would result in 10 years of monitoring
for that individual facility following cessation of mining or processing operations.

Response No. Q-17: The infiltration studies discussed in Section 2 of the FEIS are in relation to
infiltration of meteoric precipitation through the cover of the heap leach pad system. The studies
are prepared to assist with water balance calculations during closure and post-closure.
References for these cover studies are provided in the Plan of Operations (Barrick, 2009).

The information provided in the DEIS regarding previous closure of heap leach pads using
vadose zone infiltration is misleading and has been removed from the FEIS. This information is
misleading because the current closure plan of the BMM and Mooney Basin heap leach pads is
for zero discharge with the implementation of either evapo-transpiration cells or evaporation
cells.

Solution from both currently active heap leach pads would be managed through recirculation
and active evaporation until draindown from the pads can be managed long-term through the
use of evapo-transpiration cells as discussed in Section 2.3.14 of the FEIS. With the use of
evapo-transpiration cells for managing long-term draindown of leach solution, no discharges
would occur to the subsurface environment. Because there will be no planned discharge to the
subsurface, a detailed description of the subsurface in the vicinity of the leach pads, including a
discussion of the interactions of draindown solutions with the subsurface materials is not
necessary.

Response No. Q-18: Several existing permits require post-closure monitoring including the
Water Pollution Control Permit and Reclamation Permit. At a minimum, the Water Pollution
Control Permit requires five years of post-closure monitoring of groundwater and surface water.
It is the responsibility of the operator to address issues that arise following closure of the mine.

The reclamation permit also requires post-closure monitoring prior to release of the reclamation
bond. Post-closure requirements under this permit include monitoring the stability of all
reclaimed areas and monitoring for vegetation success as discussed further in Section 2.3.14 of
the FEIS. If facilities become unstable during the post-closure monitoring period or do not meet
the revegetation guideline requirements, the operator would be responsible for addressing these
issues.

Waste rock characterization data indicates that exposure of waste rock to precipitation would
not result in degradation of water resources. In addition, the bulk of draindown from the heap
leach pads would be actively or passively evaporated prior to long-term management in a
contained evapo-transpiration cell. Given that the risk of water resource degradation is a low,
the most likely post-closure issues would be associated with erosion and revegetation success. |If
these issues are realized during post-closure monitoring, the operator would be responsible for
mitigating these concerns. Mitigation for erosion issues could include regrading of areas and
installation of additional best management practices.



Response No. Q-19: It is not the BLM’s policy to include the reclamation cost estimate for
financial assurance in NEPA documents. The reclamation and closure plans, measures and
techniques are presented in the FEIS to allow for public review and comment on their adequacy.
Reclamation and closure costs 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.

The operator would be responsible for any post-closure clean-up actions, as indicated in the
response to Q-18.

Response No. Q-20: A description of the post-closure monitoring for the facilities is provided in
the Water Pollution Control Permit and Reclamation Permit. The water pollution control permit
provides for a minimum of five years of post-closure monitoring. Additional monitoring may be
required at the discretion of Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, Bureau of Mining
Regulation and Reclamation.

Specific requirements of the BLM and Nevada Division of Environmental Protection during each
phase of closure and reclamation will be met prior to release of any bond amount. As discussed
in Response Q-18, the risk of water resource degradation is low during operation and following
closure of the mine. Thus, post-closure activities would most likely include addressing stability
issues and revegetation of the mine site. The BLM would retain a sufficient bond amount to
address any post-closure stability issues and/or revegetation success issues. BLM also retained
the authority to review and require cost updates at any time to assure bond adequacy. The
operator would be responsible for addressing any post-closure issues before the bond would be
released.

Response No. Q-21: The BLM has selected Alternative A as the agency preferred alternative. In
combining Alternative A with Alternative B, there would be a slight overall decrease in the
quantity of surface disturbance over selecting only Alternative A. The actual reduction in
disturbance acres by combining Alternatives A and B would only be 14 acres, since the majority
of the required expansion needed at of the BMM heap leach pad to accommodate the additional
ore would occur on undisturbed land, that has been previously authorized for disturbance
Accordingly, the actual difference in the amount of disturbance would be negligible. However,
to accommodate haulage of ore to the BMM leach pad, the haul distance to transport the ore
would be longer resulting in additional fuel consumption, greater vehicle emissions, and more
maintenance cost for vehicles.

Response No. Q-22: The use of conveyors was eliminated without further analysis for several
reasons. The first is the majority of road disturbance for transport of ore has already occurred
with the current authorized operations. To minimize additional disturbance, the conveyor system
would be constructed on existing roads where possible. In addition, only 159 acres of the
proposed 3,920 acres of disturbance are for new roads. The Proposed Action is primarily an
expansion of existing facilities, since haul roads for ore and waste transport already exist to
most of the facilities. From a disturbance standpoint, there would be very little benefit in using
conveyors versus existing and proposed roads.

Second, the mine currently transports and places run-of-mine ore on the leach pad for
processing. Run-of-mine ore is material that goes directly from the pits to the leach pads
without further size reduction from a crusher. Run-of-mine ore is typically too large to be
transported on a conveyor system; as a result, a crusher would be required. Barrick would need



to install a centralized crusher prior to placement on a conveyor system. Electrical power use
would increase significantly with the use of a crusher and ore haulage would still be required to
transport the ore from the pits to the crusher.

Third, the use of a crusher and ore transfer points on the conveyor system would likely increase
the fugitive dust emissions from the mine site. Additionally, energy consumption is likely to
increase as a result of power needs for the crusher and the conveyor system. Although fuel
consumption may be reduced as a result of a short haul, this would likely be offset by the
electrical power use.

Response No. Q-23: Figures 2-14 and 2-18 have been changed in the FEIS to clarify the
changes in the leach pad under Alternative B.





