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flNDING OF NO SIGNIFI CANT IMPACT 


The Vista Pi' Expansion Projcct ErIYironrne11lai Assessment (EA) OOI-BLM-NV-W010-2011­
0004-EA. datc<i September 2011. was tiered to thr 1996 T",in Crech Mille EnVIronmental 
linp,,"ci StlUe....,nl. BII§ed on the Interdisciphnary analysis conducted in the EA for lhe Proposed 
AClion v.'lllloullhe implementation of I revised method for proo:.:ess flUid 5IOOIlI7.:uioo on heap 
leach facilities (hcn:afler ,h." modIfied Proposed AClion). and my oonsi(\cl1ll;on of the Council of 
Environmental Quahty's (CEQ) criteria for significance (40 CFR 1508,27). both with regard to 
the context and Ihe imens!!), of impaclS. I have determined thai there an: no new signifICant 
impacts associated ",ull the modified Proposed AClion. Therefore. prcpamtion of an 
Environmen\.lll Impact Statement (E IS) pursuant to Section 10l{C) of the National 
En'monmental Policy Act (NEPAl is nol rajuu-ed 

This modirted Proposed Action consists of the Proposed Action without the 'mlllcmentalion of a 
revised method for process nuid stabilization on heap leach facilitie5. Based on the EA. the 
proposed method for process nuid $tabil ilJltion on heap leadl facihtles would lUIui!!: funhcr 
anal~sis b<:fOl"e a FQNSI could be determined and decision made regarding its implementation 

The modified f'roposed Action is in conformance with the appro~d Panldisc-lXnio 
Management Framework Plan (1982) aoo is consistent with other Federal agency, state, and 
local plans 10 the mllJ(imum extent consistent with Federal law and Federal Land Policy 
Management Aet provisions. 

No mitigation be)'Ofld those en~iron",entill measures specified in the Proposed Action (EA 
section 2.2.]4 En~lronmcntal Prot«tion Measures and 2.2.15 Monitoring Programs) were 
developed through the analysIs. 

C ontext 

Newmont Minina COIlJOnItion submitted an amendment to tlrir T win Cred.s Mine Plan of 
Operalions (POO) expanding their e.'USlmg Vistu Pil proJCCt. 11Ic project area is located 
appro""matcl~ 35 m,les rIOfIlleast of Winnemucca. Nevada and east of the Osgood ~Ioumains. in 
l lumboldt County. Nevada. The proje<:t. locatcd enlirel~ within the Twin Creeks M,ne 
boundary. 's I(l(:al~-d in TJ9N. R4JE, 5CClions 5. 6. 7 and 8. MD8&M. aLld the amendment ,,'OUld 
distul'b Ipproximatel~ 580 acres of combllled public (223 acres) and pri~ate (357 acn:s) surface. 
Th,s area b already d'~lurbed with. haul mad. ponion of a heap leach LlIKI other ancillary 
futures 



NewnlOnt's existing plan of operations boundary is approximately 20,000 acres in size (12.160 
acrc:s of public hUld). 1llc total proposed d,slUtballCt for the projecl is 580 acres. all of II<hieh 
wool" be located within tilt proposed expanded projecl boundary. The mint-life of this project 
,s appro~imalely 6 )'ears. 

Intcn-'iity 

I ) Imparts IhM may b~ borh Mllt'firial and advrrse. 
The EA considered possible bcndicial and adverse impaclS of the proposed expansion I)roject. 
TIIere would be continued employment of the CUlTCnl mining work force. and use of local retail 
services, tcStaurants and lodging ilI"e possible throughout !.he approximate 6 years mine-life of the 
project. Under the m()(lIfied proposed action impacts!O the re$Ouru:s would include the 
pre5Cnce of an e~pandcd open pit, a pit lake. an expandl..'d heap leach facility and txpanded waste 
rock disposal focilities. The presence of these features themselves would be long term impaclS 10 
the local topoglllphy. Under the modified ~ Action including environmental measures 
speci fied in lhe Proposed Action (EA section 2.2.14 Environmental ProlC'Ction Measures and 
2.2.1.5 Monitor,n, PmVolms) there an: not expected 10 be advCBC impacl'l 10 any of the affected 
rc:!OUn.:" due to the pn::sence of these fealUres. The water rcsolIrce.$ monitoring proposed under 
the modified Pmposed Action is one key 10 avoiding potentially unexpected adverse impacts. 

2) Th, d'g"u 10 which Ihe pl"OflOSed aeliOt! affects public heollh 0' SO/tHY. 
Mining acUVlI'CS are not expected to cause adverse public health effects. The Proposed Action 
melude$ I Dust Control Plnn, a Sue·Wide MonJiaring Plan. and Dark·Sky r-h:asufC$. Safely 
requirements woold be f"e(!uired by Mine Safety and Ilealth AdminiMnltion (MSHA) and the 
Nevada Industrial Relations Division of Mille Safety. No long ~rm adverse: public heal!.h or 
safety affcclS iln'! e~pec~d from use of the reclamlCd an:a. 

J) U .. iqu~ elwmrlerislics o/Ih~ gt'08mpltic "rra -fIlCh tJ.f pro.<i",iry 10 historic DrCf</luml 
I'tSOUf'rYS. plIrlc lands. P''''~foT7rl1ands, ...~f1ands....ild and sunie riwn. 0' «DIogirnlly en/icol 
III'tIU. 


"The project ....ould not affect part lands. prime farmland. wetlands. wild:and SCl:'nic ri~~ or 

ecologically critical areas. All an:all to be disturbed by mining activity ha~e be<-n inventOried 

and eVllualed for hisloric Indlor CUJtulllJ resources. 


4) TIr~ del'"' 10 which Ih~ 'ffectl on lite qualify a/the human en"ironmt'nI ar~ M(Lly 10 be highly 
rnnlrownial. 
Mining activiucs are not new to Nevada. Such activities an: prone to generatmg public comment 
!.hrou&h scopin& and the public C(IrIlmenl pt.'fiod on the preliminary EA. Issues and concerns 
brought ro.."..ard through sooping were taken into consideration for analysis III prepanng the 
prellm,nary EA. Concerns ral.sed 011 the prellmmary EA have been addressed in the final EA and 
in the decision makin& process. 

5) The deg,ee 10 "'hieh Ihe possibl~ effectl Ot!lhe quolity oflM "Wi'onmLnI are liJ;ely 10 be 
highly ullCt'rwm 0' 1I11'ol.-e umque or unJ./lown rislcs. 



The: mIning u:chniqucs in"ol"OO are all common meti>od.!i employed In !he minong industry and 
are IIOt upccu:d 10 produce u~rtain or unique risks. 

6) ~ deg,.u 10 ....hich Ihe action 1M}' t'slablish a prt'UdeatflN" /IItU" QCliotU "';Ih sigaijkDat 
e1f«u 0,. repruf!1Iu Q thcision in prin£ipk iJbolll Dfuluf"f! roru;duQ/;on 
Implementation of. modified JlRlIl'O§Cd aclion would IIOt St.... In)' leno.... n precedents or establish 
In)' ptiociples for fut~ decuions. TIle proposed mining activities have been commonl)' applied 
for Si:"eral decades. 

7) WhelM" lite action is f"f!/alt'd 10 other DClions .. ilh individuaUv iruignificllIII /)1.1 ("lImulall"f'h' 
signifi<:llIIl ImpactS. 
Cumula\h'e cff«u .....Cll' anal)'led for the ~ntJal cffects to mIgratory btrds. special StaLUS 
specics, .... ildlife. soils. "cgruuion.....ater qualit)' (surfllCe and ground). POS)' and minerals. aIr 
qualit), and on\·asivc. nonnativc species and social and economic resources . Detailed analyses of 
Ihese lII\'as ....eTe done to assess the polCnuaJ cumuhUJ\'c Lmpacts. No cumulaU\c Impacts ""'cre 
idenllfied for Nalive American Il'ligious concerns. paleontolog)' and cultural resources. Through 
these anal)'scs II was determined that no signifICant cumulauve impacts .....oold Il'sull from the 
modified Proposed Action. 

8) The degru /0 which Ihe aClion may lldversely aJJtct districts. Silts. highways, SlruClu"". 0" 
objecu lisled in or eligible for liSling in Ihl' NRH P 0,. mily ('<IUSI' lou 0" de$IrUCIIon of"gnifi{"aat 
scil'nlific. cultural. 0,. hu/Or;c resources. 
The: modified Proposed Action .... oold have no adven;e effecUi on an)' of~.$e Il'.sources. 

9) The degl"t'e 10 which Ihl' DCliOli mily lldvl'rst'ly aJJIXll1II t'ooangend o,.thf"t'lHt'nt'd sfJt'Cit's or 

iu hobilal Ihm has been dt'fermint'd 10 be critical undu £SA of 1973. 

'These issues .....ere examint.'!i in the EA and [I{) iid"ersc: impacts lin: anticip.1tl'!i. 


10) Whelht',. Ihe aclion Ih ' l'all'M a l'iolaliOIl 0/ Fedeml. 51011'. o,./oclii/aw or rt!quirt'ffl£nIS 

impoudfor Ihe proli!clion oflhe environment. 

No threats of violation were identified in thc prepamtion of the EA ~nd an)' Iluthorilation 
regardmg this proposed project .....ould stipulote th ot the opcmtor most obuu n all n~'Cssaf)' 
approvals from ou... r fedeml. state. and local agencies hcfO<"e pTOCl'Cding. 

P;-M;"h...,1 Truden, Field Manager. 
Uumboldt Rh'er F!tld Offiu 


