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See following letters 
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Comment noted.  The permit has been applied for and an on-site consultation is scheduled.  

 

Comment noted. 

 

Comment noted. 
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NDOW-4: Seasonal avoidance of ground disturbing activities during avian breeding season 
(defined by BLM as March 15 through July 30, and suggested as March 1 through August 15 by 
NDOW) is not possible for a mining operation. However, as stated in the EA at page 36, CRRC 
would contract a qualified biologist to identify nesting areas or nest locations that can be 
avoided until the young have fledged the nest and are volant. This process has been successful 
in allowing some level of Project activity to occur while protecting the nest at other mines in 
Nevada (e.g., Phoenix Mine, Lander County; Bald Mountain Mine, White Pine County; 
Marigold Mine, Humboldt County; and Cortez Mine, Eureka County). In each case a buffer 
zone around the nest was established and the nesting activity monitored to evaluate the 
adequacy of the buffer zone and the successful completion of the nesting cycle. This also allows 
the species-specific nest requirements and seasons to be addressed without a blanket seasonal 
restriction. For example, mourning doves, burrowing owls, and night hawks may nest late into 
the summer, but most other bird species complete the nesting cycle in about 45 days and start 
earlier in the spring. Thus, the likelihood of a nest being active in late July or August is highly 
dependent on the species that are present at the mine site.  

NDOW-5: Fencing is identified in the EA at page 24. All fencing would meet the appropriate 
permit requirements. The EA states at page 36 that netting would be installed at the event pond 
to preclude avian access. In the event that netting is found to be impractical, other approved 
wildlife exclusion measures will be implemented. 

Because of the high evaporative losses that would occur with sprinkler systems, CRRC 
anticipates using drip emitters which will be buried to minimize evaporation and also to prevent 
ponding. Sprinklers may be used on the side slopes where ponding is not likely to occur. 

NDOW-6: CRRC would encourage NDOW to schedule awareness training for the workforce 
at Reward Mine. CRRC is aware of the record keeping responsibilities and reporting 
responsibilities with respect to the Industrial Artificial Pond Permit and will comply with both. 

NDOW-7: CR Briggs has developed conflict prevention and avoidance policies that will be 
implemented at the Reward Mine. 

NDOW-8: CRRC will work with the contractor selected to install the power line to either use 
pole design or install anti-perching devices to prevent raptor electrocutions. 

NDOW-9: The comment is correct. Errors in the identification of some plant and animal 
species were included in the biological baseline report. The EA has been modified to denote the 
correct species. 
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NDOW-10: The citation in the text at page 56, Table 3-9 as Converse Consulting 2007 is 
incorrect. The field work was conducted in 2007, but the report was completed in early 2008. 
Therefore, the citation at page 56, Table 3-9 should read “Converse Consulting 1999 and 
Converse Consulting 2008.” The EA has been modified to reflect these changes 

NDOW-11: The previous sentence indicates that the desert tortoise was “listed as threatened by 
the USFWS” which indicates a federal listing. The implication in the subsequent sentence is that 
the discussion is still about federally listed species. However, for the sake of clarity, the EA has 
been modified to read: “This is the only federally threatened species known to occur …”  

 

NDOW-12: The EA has been modified to read: “The tortoise is also a protected reptile and 
classified as threatened by NDOW.” 

 

NDOW-13: The EA has been modified to read: “The Mojave population of the desert tortoise, 
which is federal and state listed, occurs over most of Clark County and in portions of Nye, 
Lincoln, and Esmeralda counties.” 

 

NDOW-14: This is a duplicate comment. See response to comment 13, above.  
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NDOW-15: The EA has been modified to read: “The Gila monster is considered by the 
USFWS as a species of concern in Nevada, and is classified by the State as protected.”  

NDOW-16: NDOW may forward encounter protocols to CRRC. 

NDOW-17: See response to NDOW comment 10, above. 
 

NDOW-18: The EA has been modified to read: “The chuckwalla is listed as a species of 
concern by the USFWS, a sensitive species by BLM, and is classified as a species of 
conservation priority for NDOW.”  

NDOW-19: The EA has been modified as follows:  
Page 56, Section 3.10.2, Table 3-9, mountain plover has been removed from the table  
Page 58, Section, Section 3.10.2.7, the entire section has been deleted. 
Page 80, Section 4.1.10.2, Mountain Plover, the entire section has been deleted. 
 
NDOW-20: Comment noted. 

NDOW-21: The EA has been modified to read: “The western burrowing owl is a BLM 
sensitive species.”  
 
NDOW-22: Comment noted. 

NDOW-23: The Gold Ace Mine Complex will not be excavated during the development of the 
Reward Mine. Therefore, bat habitat that may exist in these historic workings will remain intact. 
The workings that will be included in the area of mine development are shallow adits/shafts 
that do not provide critical habitats (i.e., hibernaculum, day roosts, or maternity roosts) and the 
impacts from removal of these workings would be minimal and other similar shallow historic 
workings exist in the area. Mitigation for impacts and closure of the mine workings are not 
necessary. 

The data collected at the Gold Ace Mine indicated that the bats present in the area were not 
exiting the mine (based on vocalization patterns, as interpreted by Mr. O’Farrell – see BA), but 
of bats traveling in the open and foraging.  
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NDOW-24: The EA has been modified to read: “The Amargosa toad is a State protected 
amphibian.”   

 

 

NDOW-25: Impacts or lack of impacts occur at the individual level and loss of individuals 
reduces the population. The blasting required to fracture rock for mining occurs throughout 
Nevada and wildlife species have not disappeared from these mining areas. The low level blasts 
have not been demonstrated to impact wildlife species.  

Where impacts are similar to groups of species there is no reason to examine those impacts on a 
species by species level with respect to life histories. As stated in the EA, the removal of 
vegetation (i.e., habitat) is the primary impact and this is a short-term impact for most of the 
disturbance acreage and long-term (i.e., permanent) for the pit areas that are not backfilled.  

The EA clearly stated that reptiles were present in the area, therefore, the removal of habitat 
impacts those species that are present – reptiles, and does not impact species that are not 
present – amphibians. The cumulative effects are appropriately discussed in Section 4.5.5.6 and 
4.5.5.7.  

NDOW-26: Comment noted. Mitigation measures from the Biological Opinion will be 
implemented. 

NDOW-27: Comment noted. However, the absence of gila monster was not based solely on 
lack of observations, but as stated in the EA at page 79, suitable habitat for this species was 
lacking. 

As for chuckwalla, the EA does not state that chuckwalla habitat was lacking, but does state at 
page 79 that there is “potential for indirect impacts through removal of habitat for this species 
during the life-of-mine and permanent loss of approximately 48 acres represented by the pit 
areas.” There is no “sudden loss of habitat” for this species. The EA states that individuals were 
observed in 1999 but not in 2007. It is not unusual for species’ populations to fluctuate and for 
the species to be temporarily absent from an area it previously occupied during population 
highs. The EA makes no claims about habitat disappearing.  
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NDOW-28: Fencing is required for public safety and to exclude large wildlife and burros from 
entering the active mine site. The exclusion of large wildlife is for the protection of the wildlife 
as well as the safety of the miners. While CRRC is amenable to the modification of the fence 
specifications, there are other concerns that must also be considered. 

NDOW-29: As stated above in response to other comments, there is no indication that blasting 
at the level conducted to allow the mining of the pits has any impact on wildlife, including 
bighorn sheep. Similar blasting occurred at the Daisy Mine and is occurring at the Sterling Mine 
and no impacts to bighorn sheep have been documented. Unless there is conclusive data that 
demonstrates an impact, seasonal restrictions on blasting are not necessary. Hazing is also not 
necessary. The daily activity level during mining will initially result in wildlife species avoiding 
the area. However, as has been observed consistently at mines throughout Nevada, the wildlife 
species habituate to the disturbance and soon return to the vicinity of the mining. Mule deer 
bedded down on slopes overlooking the haul road at Queenstake Mine in the Independence 
Range (Elko County), mule deer using the reclaimed 8-South Dump at Marigold Mine 
(Humboldt County), mule deer and antelope using reclaimed areas at Dee Gold Mine (Elko 
County) while other areas of the mine were still active and during exploration drilling in the 
outlying areas of the Plan of Operations boundary, bighorn sheep are common in Lamoille 
Canyon at the lower elevations in winter and this is a popular snowmobile recreation area. 

NDOW-30:  Comment noted. 

NDOW-31: Comment noted. 
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The Nevada State Clearinghouse pointed out that although the EA indicated at page 1 that the 
Reward Project would occur on both private and public land, and that the location of the public 
and private land was depicted on Figure 1-2, the EA did not explicitly state how many acres of 
public land and private land would be disturbed by the Project. The acreage of private lands 
identified for disturbance includes 12.5 acres in the pit area. The remaining 274.5 acres of 
disturbance will occur on public lands. 
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Nevada Division of State Lands provided mitigation measures to minimize the effects of the 
lighting at the Reward Project. 

 

CRRC will make every endeavor to minimize lighting impacts by using BMPs such as shielding 
and directing the lighting to where it is needed. CR Briggs has implemented such BMPs at the 
Briggs Mine and CRRC intends to follow similar measures at Reward Mine. However, there is a 
need to balance the lighting mitigation with the need to provide a safe working environment for 
the mine workers. 
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Support noted. 
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Support noted 
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E/C-1: The purpose of an EA is to determine if an EIS is required. If a FONSI is the outcome 
of the EA, then no EIS is required. If a FONSI is not the finding of the EA, then an EIS is 
required. 

E/C-2: Errors in identification were made in the field. The EA has been modified to reflect the 
correct species.  

E/C-3: A thirty-day comment period is allowable under the NEPA regulations and is standard 
on projects for which minimal public interest is expressed during Public Scoping. An extension 
of the public comment period can be requested if there is sufficient reason for extending the 
time.  

E/C-4: There is no hazardous material being transported to Briggs Mine. Only loaded carbon 
will be transported. 

 

 

 

 

E/C-5: CRRC has collected samples from the exploration cores and will collect samples from 
the pit walls for rock analysis. Mercury levels are quite low in the samples analyzed. No 
additional study for mercury is required. 
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E/C-6: Ore is not to be processed at Reward; therefore no emissions from extraction would 
occur at Reward Mine. 

E/C-7: No tailings at Reward, so this “source of mercury pollution” does not exist. Emissions 
from the waste rock piles would be similar to emissions from the exposed rock of the Bare 
Mountains. Fugitive dust is addressed in the Class II Air Quality Permit. The reduction of 
fugitive dust in the operation limits the amount of dust that is released and the low levels of 
mercury in the rock result in very little mercury in the dust that is generated. 

 

 

E/C-8: Health risks would depend on the quantity of emissions (low), distance to sites (miles), 
and prevailing winds (from south, southwest, i.e., away from Beatty and Oasis Valley). The 
mining at Bullfrog Mine and the nearby Daisy Mine were on a much larger scale than the 
mining that will occur at Reward Mine. To date there have been no reported issues with 
mercury in fish tissues at any fisheries in the area. Reward Mine is not expected to change this 
condition.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

E/C-9: The “releases” of constituents from mining as reported in the EPA TRI reports are 
misunderstood.  The movement of waste rock from the pit to the waste rock dumps relocates 
the waste rock and the constituents of the waste rock. The majority of the constituents remain 
in the rock and are not “released” into the air or environment.  
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However, the total amount of mercury or other constituents are reported as “released” because 
they have been removed from the pit. The Air Quality permit does not address mercury at 
Reward Mine because the levels are well below standards. Therefore, emissions at other mines 
discussed in this comment are grossly overstated with respect to the amount of mercury that 
enters the atmosphere. 

The processing at Briggs is also conducted under an Air Quality permit, with standards greater 
than in Nevada. Mercury emissions from the processing of ore at CR Briggs are within the 
permit standards. 

E/C-10: The concentrations of cyanide used at Reward are similar to the concentrations that 
have been used for over 20 years at other gold mines and no human health issues from cyanide 
as a result of cyanide evaporates at heap leaching have occurred. By maintain a pH of 10 or 
greater, no hydrogen cyanide is generated. Lime is continually added to the leach solution to 
maintain a high pH. 

E/C-11: There is no potential for airborne contamination from mine tailings. The Reward 
Project will not have a tailings impoundment and no tailings. 

E/C-12: CRRC will use appropriate and approved BMPs to exclude birds from solution. 
However, most of the solution will not be open to wildlife as it will be in tanks, pipes, and 
within the heap rather than ponds. An event pond will be netted and will be used when unusual 
storm events occur. 
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E/C-13: Cyanide will be used in the ore extraction process (see page 20 of the EA). There will 
be no tailings at the Reward Project, so no cyanide solution will be dumped in the tailings. 
Cyanide is kept in a closed loop, and is not applied at any time to the waste rock dumps. 

 

E/C-14: The sludge will be removed from the tanks and placed on the heap leach pads and 
buried. The heap leach material is all contained on the liner system; therefore, any material 
placed in or on the tailings is on containment and contact with the ground water is prevented. 

 
E/C-15: There will be no tailings at the Reward Project, therefore, there is no requirement to 
remove heavy metals and cyanide from a non-existent facility.   
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Cyanide does have to be reduced to State standards within the heap leach draindown. This is 
accomplished through exposure to sunlight, which breaks the cyanide down to its constituent 
parts, nitrogen and carbon, neither of which is a toxic or hazardous material. 

 

E/C-16: The guidelines set by the State are for waste rock and the Sterling Formation 
“anomaly” was from a mineralized zone, not waste rock. Thus the samples were not included in 
the waste rock characterization. 

 

 

 

 

E/C-17: NDEP and BLM will require monitoring of groundwater during the mining operation 
and until closure is complete. During this period, any acid formation should be expressed and if 
issues arise, they will be addressed with proper remediation methods. This is a long-term study, 
and the term of the study ends when the site is reclaimed and the closure requirements are 
achieved. 

 

 

E/C-18: A hydrologic analysis of the water extraction was conducted and a measureable effect 
was only predicted for an area of approximately 5 miles from the well site. This does not come 
close to the Amargosa River, therefore, additional analysis was not necessary. 

E/C-19: The so called “proposed development” in Amargoa Valley is not at the permit stage 
yet; and therefore, there is no data for analysis. Reasonably foreseeable future actions are actions 
for which permits have been applied and have some design criteria. The EA analyzes the 
cumulative effects of what is reasonably foreseeable. As these other “proposed projects” get to 
the permitting stage, their water use will need to be examined in light of what CRRC is using at 
the Reward Mine. Until then, there is insufficient data to conduct any meaningful analysis. 
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E/C-20: The comment is correct in that some species were mis-identified. The EA has been 
modified to list the correct species.  The EA has been modified to denote the correct species. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

E/C-21: The surveys were conducted between July 19 and August 3, 2009. Baseline studies 
were also conducted in 1999 between April 10 and April 14. Both surveys were conducted by 
Converse Consultants. 
 
E/C-22: No sale of cacti will be conducted.  The EA has been modified to reflect this change.  

 

 

E/C-23: The Reward Project does not impact a large or substantial portion of the bighorn 
sheep habitat in the Bare Mountains. The analysis conducted for the EA is sufficient given the 
level of bighorn use in this area, the amount of disturbance to bighorn sheep habitat, and the 
avail ability of similar habitat in the area. 
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E/C-24: Blasting is to occur at most once per day or less. The controlled blasting used in open-
pit mining does not create substantial vibration or noise at distance from the pit. The noise and 
vibration are reduced as the pit becomes deeper. There is no evidence that this level of vibration 
or noise impacts bighorn sheep during any of the sensitive seasons. The Daisy Mine and 
Sterling Mine in the Bare Mountains have used, and Sterling continues to use, blasting and 
bighorn sheep are routinely observed around this mine.  

E/C-25: The guzzler is located in a canyon east of the mine and due to the configuration of the 
canyon, the guzzler cannot be seen from the mine and the mine cannot be seen from the 
guzzler site. The mine will have no impact on the source of water for the guzzler and due to the 
distance and the obstructed view, there is no impact anticipated for the amount of use this 
guzzler will continue to receive. Should this guzzler be abandoned by bighorn sheep, CRRC 
would work with BLM and NDOW to locate a new guzzler at a site farther from the mine. 

E/C-26: Access to one canyon will be restricted during the period of mining. Anyone 
attempting to access the Bare Mountains through the mine site would have to check in at 
Security. However, unrestricted access to the Bare Mountains is available north and south of the 
Reward Mine; therefore, impacts to sheep hunting will be minimal. 
 
The activity at the Reward Project is confined to the area of mining. The blasting is on a 
schedule of at most once per day or less and is a controlled blast. The heavy vehicle traffic is 
restricted to the haul roads. Impacts to bighorn sheep are adequately described in the EA. The 
amount of human activity at the guzzler is anticipated to decline due to the restricted access 
through the mine to this canyon. Because the guzzler is out of site and at a distance where 
vibrations and noise from the mine will be greatly reduced, the impacts will be minimal.  
 
E/C-27: Bighorn sheep are commonly observed near Hoover Dam and the amount of human 
activity at the dam is many times greater than that which will occur at Reward. In both cases, the 
human activity is restricted to certain areas and the wildlife, including bighorn sheep, soon learn 
where they are at risk and where they are safe. This phenomenon is observed repeatedly at 
mines throughout Nevada, where big game species utilize habitats near or on the mine site 
(especially reclaimed areas). There is a period of initial avoidance, followed by regular use of the 
areas in or near the mine sites. 
 
E/C-28: The comment is in error. The EA indicates that desert tortoise do not use “steeper 
slopes”. The steep slopes near the pit area are not desert tortoise habitat. “Hillsides” are not an 
accurate depiction of the slopes at Reward Project. In the vicinity of the Reward Project, desert 
tortoise would be expected to be located in the areas of gentle slope and where soils are less 
rocky and burrows are more easily excavated. 
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E/C-29: Ravens are well documented as a predator of young tortoises. The comment letter 
provided no data as to why that would not be the case in the Reward Project area. Ravens were 
observed on site and desert tortoises occur on site. There is no reason to conclude that ravens 
do not prey on tortoises in this area. 
 
E/C-30: No tortoises have been tested for upper respiratory disease with respect to this 
Project. 
 
E/C-31: Desert tortoise will not be exposed to a greater extent to heavy metals following 
reclamation of the project than they are exposed in the surrounding area. The rock that will be 
removed from the pit occurs at or near the surface elsewhere in the area and the same 
constituents that are in the rock that will be removed from the pit are in the surface and near 
surface rock in the Bare Mountains. The alluvium that extends at depth in the valley to the toe 
of the slopes is derived from this same rock and contains the same constituents. 
 
E/C-32: No chuckwalla were observed during the survey. Direct impacts will not occur if the 
species is not present. Because of periodic fluctuations in wildlife populations, it is not 
uncommon for an animal species to be absent from some areas, especially the edge of its range, 
when populations are low. The impacts assessed in the EA were based on the latest survey 
results. 
 
As for cultural significance to Native Americans, this was not addressed in the Native American 
Traditional Values section because this issue was not raised during the formal consultation with 
the Tribe. 
 
E/C-33: The EA correctly states that nesting habitat for this species does not occur in the 
Project area. The nesting habitat for this species occurs to the east, in the steep rock faces of the 
Bare Mountains. As stated previously, the blasting is a controlled blast and the vibrations are 
not likely to be felt at any distance from the pit. Reactions to human activity are measured at the 
individual level – some birds may choose to nest elsewhere and some birds will remain if the 
nest site is of high quality.  
 
E/C-34: The EA was in error that no Western burrowing owl habitat occurred at the Reward 
Mine. The open desert habitat at the site is suitable for burrowing owls, but none were observed 
and no active burrows used by this species were observed. The EA has been modified reflect 
this information. 
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E/C-35: The assignment of the potential for paleontological resources, and the significance of 
those resources, is based on both objective and subjective criteria. If any lithostratigraphic unit 
is known to contain fossils anywhere within its outcrop areas, it has an objectively established 
potential for paleonotological resources. If the instances of fossil occurrence are high (i.e., 
abundant localities with abundant fossils at each locality) the potential is high. Conversely, if 
there are few localities or sparse occurrence of fossils, the potential may be moderate or low. 
 
Paleontological significance is a subjective rating based on the presumed scientific value of 
proven fossil content. For example, vertebrate fossils are typically less common and less 
abundant than invertebrate fossils, and are usually (but not always) rated as more significant. 
With these considerations in mind, the units may be rated both objectively and subjectively as to 
their respective paleontological significance potentials. 
 
The comment that fossils exist in the area does not in itself make removal of this geologic unit a 
significant impact. There was no identification of the fossil type, abundance, or 
lithostratigraphic unit associated with the fossil.  

 
E/C-36: The Cararra Ruins are sufficiently far from the pit area that blasting will not impact 
these structures. Therefore, no analysis was required in the EA. 

 
E/C-37: The criteria on which impacts to cultural resources are evaluated are set by statute. For 
sites/properties that are not identified as significant (i.e., eligible for listing on the NRHP), the 
recordation of the artifact in the field and documentation of the artifact in the cultural report 
provide a historic record. The destruction of the site, burial of the site, or other impact is then 
allowable, by statute. 

 
E/C-38: The Reward Mine meets the objectives of the VRM class III zone. This zone allows 
impacts, but requires some degree of minimization of impacts. The placement of the waste rock 
dumps to reduce the visibility of the pit highwall, backfilling the Gold Ace Pit, recontouring and 
revegetating the facilities at the cessation of mining, are all mitigation measures for visual 
resources.  
 
The picture present in the comment letter and the photo caption stating the mountain will be 
removed are in error. The mountain will remain in place; the lower portion of the mountain will 
be mined leaving a highwall that will resemble the existing mountain rock face. The exposed 
rock will weather over time, decreasing the contrast with the adjacent exposed rock. 
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E/C-39: The “boom and bust” cycle of mining is identified in the EA. The EA identifies the 
time periods over which benefits to the local community will occur. Just because the benefits 
may be short-term does not mean the mine should not be permitted.  

 

 

 

 
E/C-40: The EA identifies the area as having very minimal evidence of use by Native 
Americans (see cultural section), and therefore, an elaborate discussion of Native American 
Cultural Values was not required. Consultation with the Native Americans was conducted and 
the issues they identified as being important were addressed. 
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E/C-41: Comment noted. The statement is not a biased statement. It states for the record that 
there was no conflict created with this project when proposed, as there were no other special 
uses identified for this site prior to the mining claims. Other special uses that would have 
conflicted with mining include wilderness designation, areas of critical environmental concern 
(ACEC), areas withdrawn for a land exchange or sale, etc. The statement in the EA is just 
confirming that no such other land uses were present when the mineral claims were located, and 
therefore, the lands were open to mineral exploration and development in accordance with the 
subject land use plan. 
 

E/C-1:  Duplication of E/C-1. See response to comment E/C-1, above.  
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Support Noted  
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Support Noted 
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Support Noted 
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Support Noted 
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Support Noted 
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Support Noted 
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Support Noted 
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Support Noted 
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Support Noted 
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BH-1: The determination of whether to prepare an EIS or an EA is at the discretion of the 
BLM. Project that exceed 640 acres of disturbance, result in pit lakes, or are likely to have an 
impact on ground water generally require an EIS. For smaller, less controversial projects, or 
projects for which the significance of the impacts is not readily determined, the BLM may elect 
to prepare an EA. Following the analysis, if a finding of no significant impact is determined, 
then the NEPA analysis is complete. If, however, significant impacts are identified, then an EIS 
must be prepared to disclose the impacts and the mitigation for such impacts. Therefore, the 
preparation of an EA does not preclude the analysis at the EIS level. For the Reward Mine 
Project, the magnitude of the potential impacts was not obvious and due to the limited size of 
the Project, it was determined that an EA be prepared to identify the magnitude of the impacts. 

BH-2: A thirty-day comment period is allowable under the NEPA regulations and is standard 
on projects for which minimal public interest is expressed during Public Scoping. An extension 
of the public comment period can be requested if there is sufficient reason for extending the 
time.  
BH-3: The Nevada Division of Environmental Protection administers the Nevada Mercury Air 
Emissions Control Program (NMCP). This program is directed at mercury emissions from 
thermal units that emit mercury located at metals mining operations in Nevada. The Reward 
Mine will not have a thermal unit (processing), as the loaded carbon will be processed at the CR 
Briggs Mine plant. Therefore, no thermal mercury emissions will occur at the Reward Mine site. 
The retort used at the CR Briggs operation is equipped to capture thermally released emissions. 
Particulate matter emissions associated with non-thermal dust generating activities (e.g., 
crushers and surface disturbance activities) are addressed through the use of best practical 
methods and fugitive dust control plans pursuant to source specific permit requirements and 
NAC 445B.22037. The Reward Mine has obtained a Class II Air Quality Permit based on the 
activities to be conducted at the Reward Mine and the dust/fugitive emission controls that will 
be used in accordance with the permit. 
Data from Meteoric Water Mobility Procedure (MWMP) tests on samples of waste and ore at 
Reward range from a minimum of <0.00010 mg/L to a maximum of 0.096 mg/L. Thus the 
mercury content of the rock being mined at Reward Mine is low and when combined with dust 
control measures, the emissions are not anticipated to be detectable.  

BH-4: A final permanent closure plan is not required until two years before closure of the 
mine. At this time, sufficient data on the heap leach drain down solution will be available to 
develop a plan that maintains the “zero discharge” status of the mine. However, it is anticipated 
that the fluid management at the time of closure will require evaporation of the heap leach drain 
down. This may be facilitated by fine mist sprays at the event pond. The exposure of cyanide to  
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sunlight results in the breakdown of cyanide to its constituent elements; neutralizing its toxic 
properties. The solution in the pond would be evaporated and any long-term heap drainage 
solution would have to meet NDEP standards for weak-acid dissociable (WAD) cyanide before 
disposing of the solution. Consequently, the cyanide would not be buried in liners and the 
potential of cyanide reaching the Amargosa River system is very, very low. 

Page 31 of the EA indicates potential measures to reduce and contain cyanide.  

Closure is also addressed in the Plan of Operations/Reclamation Plan and the Water Pollution 
Control Plan. The Reward Mine is permitted as a “zero discharge” facility, which means the 
design of the various process facilities must not permit discharge of solutions to the 
environment. 

There is no practical means to guarantee that a heap leach pad or event pond will not leak. The 
leach pad liner system will be built to standards required by BLM and NDEP. Quality assurance 
and quality control will be conducted during the construction of the heap leach pad and the 
event pond. As stated in the EA at pages 19 and 20, the system is designed with a leak detection 
system and vadose zone monitoring. The vadose zone monitoring would also be implemented 
at the event pond and solution management area (tanks). If leaks occur, they will be detected 
and remedial action can be taken to prevent the solution from entering the ground water or 
leaving the site. 

The EA at page 33 specifically states that sludge remaining after heap leach draindown is 
completed would be placed on the heap leach pad (i.e., would be placed on containment). The 
tanks would be triple-rinsed and removed from the site or cut up and buried in a landfill. The 
synthetic liners and bird netting would be folded and buried in place. There is no cyanide burial 
planned at Reward Mine.  

BH-5: The EA at page 20-22 states that the pregnant solution (solution with gold and cyanide) 
would be pumped through a carbon column where the precious metals are adsorbed onto 
activated charcoal. The solution with cyanide is then recycled back to the heap. Only the loaded 
carbon (carbon with gold and silver) would be transported to another location for final 
processing. No pregnant solution will be transported. 

 

BH-6: The impacts of the withdrawal of water for the mining activity are disclosed in the EA at 
page 68. A hydrological study was conducted to examine the impacts of the Reward Project and 
the results of the study are summarized in the EA. The study is available for review at the BLM 
Pahrump Office. No impact to the Amargosa River was identified in the study. 
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Flash floods are addressed in the EA at page 24 – Drainage Control and at page 20 – Solution 
Management. The facilities are constructed with stormwater diversion ditches to re-route 
surface runoff away from heap leach pads, process areas, etc. This reduces the potential for 
excessive amounts of “flash flood” waters to reach the process solutions. The solution storage 
would have the capacity for operational and emergency storage for the 25-year, 24-hour storm 
event. 

Cumulative effects of the water withdrawal were addressed in the EA at page 92-93. 

 

BH-7: The comment is correct. Errors in the identification of some plant and animal species 
were included in the biological baseline report. EA has been modified to reflect correct species. 

 

BH-8: For a mine of this size, blasting is going to occur at most once a day and more likely 
once every couple of days. The blast vibrations are primarily confined to the pit area, as these 
are controlled shot patterns that are intended to fracture the rock. While slight vibrations may 
be felt outside the pit area, there is no reason to believe this will impact bighorn sheep. Blasting 
occurs at mines all over Nevada and wildlife (including mule deer, pronghorn antelope, and elk) 
are continually observed in the mine areas. There does not appear to be any evidence that the 
blasting noise or vibrations create any wildlife issues. This level of shot vibrations and noise are 
not comparable to sonic booms from low flying military aircraft. 

The nearby Sterling Mine and the former Daisy Mine, both in the Bare Mountains, used blasting 
in their open-pit operations and bighorn sheep impacts were not detected. 
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BH-9: No birds are expected to be nesting in the pit area, although it is not uncommon for 
inactive portions of active pits to be used by raptors and rock wrens for nesting. Generally, the 
habitat necessary from most birds is removed from the pit area prior to excavation of the pit. 
Thus, any impact would be to birds nesting outside of the pit area. As discussed above, the 
magnitude of the vibrations and noise is greatest in the pit and lessens quickly with distance 
from the pit. As the pit deepens, the noise is also more confined to the pit area. Blasting would 
occur at most, once a day or less (potentially two shot patterns in sequence when work is being 
conducted on multiple benches or areas of the pit) and this is not anticipated to impact nesting 
birds. Also, because the blasting would occur throughout the year, birds arriving to the area to 
nest would be exposed to any effects of the blasting and if would have the opportunity to assess 
the quality of the habitat (i.e., the mining operation) before establishing a territory and initiating 
nesting. This is quite different than initiating an operation or blasting after a nest has been 
established. 

For species like the rock wren and raptors that may use the active pit benches or pit walls for 
nesting, the nest site would be selected while the pit development is occurring, thus if the 
blasting is problematic for a bird, they would be expected to not select the active mine for 
nesting. 

 

BH-10: The Carrara Ruins are over one mile from the pit areas (blast areas). Because the shot 
patterns are designed for controlled blasts (i.e., a series of small blasts in holes up to 20 to 30 
feet deep that create a “ripple effect” to fracture the rock), vibrations at a distance of over a mile 
would not be detectable by someone standing at the ruins. No impact to the ruins is anticipated 
from the operation of the Reward Mine. 

 

BH-11: As depicted in the visual simulations at pages 82, 83, and 84 of the EA demonstrate, the 
Reward Project will have a visual impact during the active mining when the waste rock dump, 
heap leach pad, and portions of the highwall are visible or contrast with the adjacent landscape. 
However, the visual resource objectives for the area will be achieved during this phase of the 
project. Following mining, as the reclamation (i.e., recontouring of the facilities and revegetation 
of the facilities) is implemented, the visual contrast will decline. The altered landscape will be 
very similar, and in many cases, indistinguishable to the untrained eye or casual observer from 
the natural landscape. The exposed rock of the highwall will take longer to weather and blend 
with the existing exposed rock faces of the Bare Mountains. However, the varied rock layers 
visible in the Bare Mountains create a series of contrasting colors and hues and the exposed 
highwalls should blend in with this background condition. In addition, very little pit highwall 
will be visible from the highway. The BLM has determined that the visual resource objectives 
for the area will be achieved following reclamation.   
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Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 
 

The stability analysis used in the preparation of the EA is acceptable to the BLM. 
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CW-1: The determination of whether to prepare an EIS or an EA is at the discretion of the 
BLM. Project that exceed 640 acres of disturbance, result in pit lakes, or are likely to have an 
impact on ground water generally require an EIS. For smaller, less controversial projects, or 
projects for which the significance of the impacts is not readily determined, the BLM may elect 
to prepare an EA. Following the analysis, if a finding of no significant impact is determined, 
then the NEPA analysis is complete. If, however, significant impacts are identified, then an EIS 
must be prepared to disclose the impacts and the mitigation for such impacts. Therefore, the 
preparation of an EA does not preclude the analysis at the EIS level. For the Reward Mine 
Project, the magnitude of the potential impacts was not obvious and due to the limited size of 
the Project, it was determined that an EA be prepared to identify the magnitude of the impacts. 

CW-2: A thirty-day comment period is allowable under the NEPA regulations. An extension of 
the public comment period can be requested if there is sufficient reason for extending the time. 
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CW-3: The Nevada Division of Environmental Protection administers the Nevada Mercury Air 
Emissions Control Program (NMCP). This program is directed at mercury emissions from 
thermal units that emit mercury located at metals mining operations in Nevada. The Reward 
Mine will not have a thermal unit (processing), as the loaded carbon will be processed at the CR 
Briggs Mine plant. Therefore, no thermal mercury emissions will occur at the Reward Mine site. 
The retort used at the CR Briggs operation is equipped to capture thermally released emissions. 

Particulate matter emissions associated with non-thermal dust generating activities (e.g., 
crushers and surface disturbance activities) are addressed through the use of best practical 
methods and fugitive dust control plans pursuant to source specific permit requirements and 
NAC 445B.22037. The Reward Mine has obtained a Class II Air Quality Permit based on the 
activities to be conducted at the Reward Mine and the dust/fugitive emission controls that will 
be used in accordance with the permit. 

Data from Meteoric Water Mobility Procedure (MWMP) tests on samples of waste and ore at 
Reward range from a minimum of <0.00010 mg/L to a maximum of 0.096 mg/L. Thus the 
mercury content of the rock being mined at Reward Mine is low and when combined with dust 
control measures, the emissions are not anticipated to be detectable.  

CW-4: A final permanent closure plan is not required until two years before closure of the 
mine. At this time, sufficient data on the heap leach drain down solution will be available to 
develop a plan that maintains the “zero discharge” status of the mine. However, it is anticipated 
that the fluid management at the time of closure will require evaporation of the heap leach drain 
down. This may be facilitated by fine mist sprays at the event pond. The exposure of cyanide to 
sunlight results in the breakdown of cyanide to its constituent elements; neutralizing its toxic 
properties. The solution in the pond would be evaporated and any long-term heap drainage 
solution would have to meet NDEP standards for weak-acid dissociable (WAD) cyanide before 
disposing of the solution. Consequently, the cyanide would not be buried in liners and the 
potential of cyanide reaching the Amargosa River system is very, very low. 

Page 31 of the EA indicates potential measures to reduce and contain cyanide.  

Closure is also addressed in the Plan of Operations/Reclamation Plan and the Water Pollution 
Control Plan. The Reward Mine is permitted as a “zero discharge” facility, which means the 
design of the various process facilities must not permit discharge of solutions to the 
environment. 
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There is no practical means to guarantee that a heap leach pad or event pond will not leak. The 
leach pad liner system will be built to standards required by BLM and NDEP. Quality assurance 
and quality control will be conducted during the construction of the heap leach pad and the 
event pond. As stated in the EA at pages 19 and 20, the system is designed with a leak detection 
system and vadose zone monitoring. The vadose zone monitoring would also be implemented 
at the event pond and solution management area (tanks). If leaks occur, they will be detected 
and remedial action can be taken to prevent the solution from entering the ground water or 
leaving the site. 

The EA at page 33 specifically states that sludge remaining after heap leach draindown is 
completed would be placed on the heap leach pad (i.e., would be placed on containment). The 
tanks would be triple-rinsed and removed from the site or cut up and buried in a landfill. The 
synthetic liners and bird netting would be folded and buried in place. There is no cyanide burial 
planned at Reward Mine.  

CW-5: The EA at page 20-22 states that the pregnant solution (solution with gold and cyanide) 
would be pumped through a carbon column where the precious metals are adsorbed onto 
activated charcoal. The solution with cyanide is then recycled back to the heap. Only the loaded 
carbon (carbon with gold and silver) would be transported to another location for final 
processing. No pregnant solution will be transported. 
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CW-6: The impacts of the withdrawal of water for the mining activity are disclosed in the EA at 
page 68. A hydrological study was conducted to examine the impacts of the Reward Project and 
the results of the study are summarized in the EA. The study is available for review at the BLM 
Pahrump Office. No impact to the Amargosa River was identified in the study. 

Flash floods are addressed in the EA at page 24 – Drainage Control and at page 20 – Solution 
Management. The facilities are constructed with stormwater diversion ditches to re-route 
surface runoff away from heap leach pads, process areas, etc. This reduces the potential for 
excessive amounts of “flash flood” waters to reach the process solutions. The solution storage 
would have the capacity for operational and emergency storage for the 25-year, 24-hour storm 
event. 

Cumulative effects of the water withdrawal were addressed in the EA at page 92-93. 

CW-7: The comment is correct. Errors in the identification of some plant and animal species 
were included in the biological baseline report. 

CW-8: For a mine of this size, blasting is going to occur at most once a day and more likely 
once every couple of days. The blast vibrations are primarily confined to the pit area, as these 
are controlled shot patterns that are intended to fracture the rock. While slight vibrations may 
be felt outside the pit area, there is no reason to believe this will impact bighorn sheep. Blasting 
occurs at mines all over Nevada and wildlife (including mule deer, pronghorn antelope, and elk) 
are continually observed in the mine areas. There does not appear to be any evidence that the 
blasting noise or vibrations create any wildlife issues. This level of shot vibrations and noise are 
not comparable to sonic booms from low flying military aircraft. 

The nearby Sterling Mine and the former Daisy Mine, both in the Bare Mountains, used blasting 
in their open-pit operations and bighorn sheep impacts were not detected. 

CW-9: No birds are expected to be nesting in the pit area, although it is not uncommon for 
inactive portions of active pits to be used by raptors and rock wrens for nesting. Generally, the 
habitat necessary from most birds is removed from the pit area prior to excavation of the pit.  
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Thus, any impact would be to birds nesting outside of the pit area. As discussed above, the 
magnitude of the vibrations and noise is greatest in the pit and lessens quickly with distance 
from the pit. As the pit deepens, the noise is also more confined to the pit area. As discussed 
above, the magnitude of the vibrations and noise is greatest in the pit and lessens quickly with 
distance from the pit. As the pit deepens, the noise is also more confined to the pit area. 
Blasting would occur at most, once a day or less (potentially two shot patterns in sequence when 
work is being conducted on multiple benches or areas of the pit) and this is not anticipated to 
impact nesting birds. Also, because the blasting would occur throughout the year, birds arriving 
to the area to nest would be exposed to any effects of the blasting and if would have the 
opportunity to assess the quality of the habitat (i.e., the mining operation) before establishing a 
territory and initiating nesting. This is quite different than initiating an operation or blasting 
after a nest has been established. 

For species like the rock wren and raptors that may use the active pit benches or pit walls for 
nesting, the nest site would be selected while the pit development is occurring, thus if the 
blasting is problematic for a bird, they would be expected to not select the active mine for 
nesting. 

CW-10: The Carrara Ruins are over one mile from the pit areas (blast areas). Because the shot 
patterns are designed for controlled blasts (i.e., a series of small blasts in holes up to 20 to 30 
feet deep that create a “ripple effect” to fracture the rock), vibrations at a distance of over a mile 
would not be detectable by someone standing at the ruins. No impact to the ruins is anticipated 
from the operation of the Reward Mine. 

CW-11: As depicted in the visual simulations at pages 82, 83, and 84 of the EA demonstrate, the 
Reward Project will have a visual impact during the active mining when the waste rock dump, 
heap leach pad, and portions of the highwall are visible or contrast with the adjacent landscape. 
However, the visual resource objectives for the area will be achieved during this phase of the 
project. Following mining, as the reclamation (i.e., recontouring of the facilities and revegetation 
of the facilities) is implemented, the visual contrast will decline. The altered landscape will be 
very similar, and in many cases, indistinguishable to the untrained eye or casual observer from 
the natural landscape. The exposed rock of the highwall will take longer to weather and blend 
with the existing exposed rock faces of the Bare Mountains. However, the varied rock layers 
visible in the Bare Mountains create a series of contrasting colors and hues and the exposed 
highwalls should blend in with this background condition. In addition, very little pit highwall 
will be visible from the highway. The BLM has determined that the visual resource objectives 
for the area will be achieved following reclamation.  
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The opposition to the Reward Mine Project (Project) by the Timbisha Shoshone Tribe is noted. 
However, the current laws allow for such mining activity as long as conducted in a manner 
which minimizes impact to the environment. As stated in the EA in Section 2.0, the Project is 
designed to use as little water and impact the surface resource in a minimal manner. 

The Project is in the Amargosa Desert Hydrographic Basin, which is part of the Death Valley 
Basin Flow System. The hydrology study conducted for this project indicates that the 
production well is bounded on three or four sides by bedrock characterized as an aquitard. 
Because of this relatively confined condition, the cone of depression from use of the production 
well is very local and no measurable impacts are predicted beyond approximately a two-mile 
radius of the well during production and less than 0.2 feet of draw down at five miles from the 
well 80 years after mining ceases. No impact to the Death Valley lands used by the Timbisha 
Shoshone Tribe. 

The EA states at page 19 goes into detail about how the heap leach pad will be constructed with 
a low permeability soil liner overlain by a linear low density polyethylene geomembrane. It also 
states that monitoring of the area below the heap would be conducted; see page 20 “Vadose 
Zone Monitoring”. The monitoring is further described in Section 4.3 – Monitoring as being in 
accordance with the Water Pollution Control Permit. The Reward Mine is being permitted as a 
“zero discharge” and as such must maintain the fluids in containment. The Vadose Zone 
Monitoring is to be conducted to determine if the zero discharge conditions are being met, and 
if not, the monitoring system provides early detection so that remedial action can be taken to 
prevent the discharge from reaching the ground water as soon as possible. Remediation may 
include installing a well to intercept any leakage and pumping the fluid back onto the heap leach 
pad or into the solution tanks. Other remediation practices would be considered on a case-by-
case basis, should any leakage occur. 

Due to the depth of the groundwater aquifer relative to the heap leach pad, there would be 
adequate opportunity to detect and remediate any leak before the groundwater could be 
contaminated. 

The EA documents which wildlife species are threatened and endangered and the measures to 
avoid and/or minimize impacts to these species (Sections 3.10 and 4.1.10). Based on the 
mitigation measures and environmental protection measures that are included in the EA, the 
impacts to threatened and endangered species have been reduced and no further mitigation is 
being required. Habitat for some species will be lost temporarily, until the reclamation is 
completed. The pit area will not be entirely reclaimed, resulting in a permanent loss. However, 
these habitats are in abundance in the general area. 

 


