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Memorandum 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Comment No.: 142 

United States Department of the Interior 
Pacific Southwest Region 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Nevada Fish and Wildlife Office 
1340 Financial Blvd., Suite 234 

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

May 6, 2013 
File No. 2013~CPA~0054 

Field Manager, Egan Field Office, Bureau of Land Management, 
Ely, Nevada 

State Supervisor, Nevada Fish and Wildlife Office, Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Reno, Nevada 

Comments regarding the Pan Mine Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Case 
File NVN~090444) 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the March 8, 2013 Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Pan Mine Project, which was received by our 
office on March 21, 2013. The DEIS was prepared for the Bureau of Land Management's 
(BLM) Egan Field Office by JBR Environmental Consultants, Incorporated. The Pan Mine 
Project (Project) is located approximately 50 miles west of Ely and 22 miles southeast of Eureka 
in White Pine County, Nevada. The proposed project is an open~pit gold mine with two larger 
pits and fou1· smaller pits. The site would also include crushing facilities and stockpiles, two 
waste rock disposal areas, a heap leach pad and associated conveyors, processing facilities and 
ponds, water supply wells, haul and access roads, ancillary facilities, and a 69 kV transmission 
line. Construction, operation, and reclamation of the mine would result in approximately 3,104 
acres of new project-related disturbance on BLM-administered public lands. 

The Service's comments and recommendations on the DEIS are provided below pursuant to the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (ESA; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.); Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act, as amended (MBTA, 16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.); and Bald and Golden Eagle Protection 
Act, as amended (BGEPA, 16 U.S.C. 668~668d). Other fish and wildlife resources are 
considered under 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-
742j). 

-- TAKE PRIDE"tf::.~ 
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2.3.6 Processing Ponds and Plant. p.2-37: The DEIS states that "The process ponds would be 
fenced with eight-foot high chain-link fencing and covered by bird balls, or equivalent, to 
prevent avian access ... " Equivalent needs to be defined here. For example, if netting is selected 
for use, then daily monitoring must be conducted to ensure that the netting itself docs not result 
in wildlife mortality. 

2.3.13 Reclamation Plan, Heap Leach Pad, p, 2-69: The oms states that "The pregnant process 
pond would be converted to an ET [evapotranspiration] cell to store and release heap drain down 
through ET until de minimus flow is achieved, at which tithe the ET cell would be Closed!' If the 
flow rate at which the ET cell is closed is not defined, then the DEIS needs to state who will 
have the responsibility to make this decision and on what criteria this decision will be based. 

2.3.13, Rccl~mation Plan, Solution Ponds. p. 2-69: Rather than disposing of the synthetic liner in 
place, this liner (presumably high density polyethylene) needs to be removed and disposed of 
properly off-site. 

3.8 Wildlife Resources. Including Migratory Birds and Special Status Wildlife. p. 3-86: The Fish 
Creek drainage is a bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) wintering area and needs to be 
mentioned in relevant sections of the DEIS. Like the golden eagle (Aquila chrysaelos), a survey 
buffer of 10 miles (sec comment under Table 5.1-1) is also required for the bald eagle. 

4.2.2 Proposed Action, Operations, Maintenance. nnd Reclamation, Groundwater. p. 4-10: There 
are three aquifers of importance at the southern end ofNewark Valley that are described in the 
Affected Environment section of the DEIS (p. 3-5) - a small, perched alluvial aquifer, an 
extensive valley fill aquifer, and a deep, regional carbonate bedrock aquifer. However, the 
monitoring plan in the DEIS states that the network of monitoring wells will only monitor the 
perched and deep bedrock aquifers, not the valley fill aquifer. In the Affected Environment 
section (p. 3-6), a USGS repmt is referenced that notes the potential for groundwatet· flow to 
occur from the Newark Valley System to Railroad Valley. If the perched aquifer is truly a 
perched aquifer, the connection between the two systems does not occur in that aquiter. Instead, 
it will occur in one or both of the other two aquifers. There arc several refugium populations of 
the threatened Railroad Valley Springfish (Crenichthys nevadae) present in Railroad Vnlley, 
including one at the northem end of the valley near Duckwater, Nevada. As a result, the Service 
recommends the monitoring of the valley fill and deep bedrock aquifers and not the small, 
perched aquifer. 

4.8.2 Proposed Action. Constmction, Ji'ederally-listed, Proposed. and Candidate Species. Greater 
Sage-Grouse (p. 4-43 to 45): The reference given for the 3 mile buffer around the project area for 
project-related noise disturbance on greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) is a habitat 
map that is not accessible from the web site referenced. The oms does not provide any data ot· 
reference to support a fixed buffer of any distance. 
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The DEIS states that noise data specific to the Project leks will be collected in spring of2013 and 
as a result, an estimated ambient baseline was provided by NDOW and was used for the 
assessment of noise impacts. An explanation needs to be included in the DEIS that states how 
this baseline was estimated and what it was based on. If it was based on actual readings, the 
DEIS should include a table of the actual readings and appropriate descriptions of the conditions 
in which they were recorded (e.g.,weather, vegetation type, distance, etc.). 

The Service does not accept a threshold of 10 A-weighted decibels (dB A) above ambient 
baseline. Ambient noise levels are what the greater sage-grouse are habituated to. Noise above 
ambient levels may or may not result in disturbance depending on what the greater sage-grouse 
will tolerate. That threshold has not been detennined and will vary by individual and population 
(e.g., lek). For instance, leks within proximity to a high use road, etc, are likely to be more 
tolerant of distmbancc or at least certain types of distl1rbance (e.g., t'Oad noise). During the 2013 
data collection effo11, decibel readings should be recorded in which conditions vary (distance, 
vegetation type, weather, etc). Monitoring should be done to note changes in behavior of sage
grouse that are present (startling, flushing, etc.). 

Three activities models were used in the DEJS- road construction (40.8 dBA), open-pit mining 
25.3 (elBA), and access road travel (29.0 dBA). Not withstanding this tlueshold of 10 dBA, all 
tlu·ee are projected to be above ambient threshold levels (16.4 to 23 dBA). 

4.8.2 Proposed Action, Constmction. BLM Sensitive Species and State of Nevada Protected 
Species, Migratory Birds (p. 4-47): The proposed action will include the removal of3,204 acres 
of vegetation, 452 acres of which willrepresesnt permanent (vegetation removal p. 4-33). 
Reclamation activities will start once mining activities are completed (estimation of 13 years 
post mining). Reclamation is estimated to take an additional 15 years for a total of 28 years (p. 
4-7). The DEIS states that in the short-term vegetation would consist pdmarily of grasses. In 
the long term, native shrubs and pinyon pine and juniper would increase with time but could take 
many yenrs to become established (p. 4-34). Native slU'ub habitats take> 20 years to establish 
after reclamation activities are completed and pinyon pine and juniper habitats generally take an 
additional20 - 30 years to establish (reviewed in Knick et al. 2005). Therefore the impacts to 
migratory birds in the project area are not short-term, but are rather likely to extend across 
numerous generations depending on the bird species. 

4.8.2.1 Mitigation. Golden Eagle, p. 4-55: In order to minimize raptor electrocutions and 
collision potential, power transmission lines should be designed and constructed with A vi an 
Powerline Interaction Committee guidelines. Please ensure that the updated reference: 
"Reducing Avian Collisions with Power Lines: State of the Art in 2012" (http://www.aplic.org) 
is included in the Dird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS). 

5.1 Cumulative Effects. Introduction. p. 5-2: The Se1vicc disagrees with the omission of 
migratory birds as part of the cumulative effects analysis. The Project encompasses and will 
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displace migratory birds from a large area (3,204 acres) of which 452 will be permanently lost as 
suitable migratory bird habitat. The life of the mine, including reclamation activities, is 
estimated at 28 years (p. 4-7). This time estimate plus time for vegetation (other than grasses) to 
re-establish is not a short-term prospect, especially for bird species dependent on pinyon-juniper. 

On p. 4-53, the DEIS stutes that" ... implementation of the BBCS ... would greatly reduce the 
likelihood of migratory bird nesting behavior being disrupted or nests being destroyed." This 
statement implies that some impacts to migratory birds may result from proposed Project 
activities. This fact, plus the long-term impacts discussed above, needs to be inco.rporrited ii1to a 
cumulative impacts analysis in addition to the impacts from other past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable future actions. 

Table 5.1-1 Cmnulntive Effects Study Area by Resource. p. 5-2: Survey requirements for golden 
eagles have changed since the Service was consulted in 20 I 0 (USFWS In /itt., 20 I 0; our File No. 
2010-SL-0281). The Service's Pacific Southwest Regional Office Migl'atory Bird Program 
(RMBP) is now requiring surveys up to t 0 miles for large scale production mines. Chris Nicolai 
with the RMBP has been in contact with Josh Vittori of JBR Consultants regarding these 
changes. The cumulative affects section (5.10, p.S-49) will need to be expanded to include the 
additional urea for analysis, pursuant to input submitted by Chris Nicolai on behalf of the RMBP. 

The population management unit (PMU) is not the appropriate level of analysis for the greater 
sage-grouse. Analyzing effects at the PMU scale will mask any effects on the leks in the vicinity 
of the project as demonstrated in the first paragraph in Section 5.1 0.5 under Cumulative 
Disturbances. A 4mile buffer around each of the two active leks should be shown on Figure 4.8-
1 and the pet·centage of both preliminary priority habitat and preliminary general habitat 
impacted from the proposed action should be calculated. A discussion from this analysis should 
be included where appropriate within the DEIS. The Service recommends a buffer of 4 miles for 
two reasons: (1) when studying natural gas field development in western Wyoming, Holloran 
(2005) found that development within < 4 miles of leks resulted in decreasing counts of 
displaying males; and (2) a 4-mile buffer protects approximately eighty }Jercent of nesting hens 
(e.g., Hagen 2011). 

Table 5.1-3 Past, Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Futme Actions for the Pan Mine Project 
Cumulative Effects Study At·ea, p. 5-6: The area proposed for the Gibellini Mine needs to be 
expanded. The exploration activities for this proposed vanadium mine have already been 
conducted. The NEPA process for tlus site has been initiated. Therefore, the operations, 
maintenance and reclamation activities for this mine should be considered in the reasonably 
foreseeable future actions fot· the Pan Mine Project and should therefore be included in the 
cumulative effects analysis. The proposed alternate power line conidor for the Pan Mine Project 
is the same as the proposed power line corridor for the Gibellini Mine Project. 
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5.10 Wildlife Resources, Including Special Status Wildlife. and Migratory Birds, p. 5-49: This 
section currently combines general wildlife and the golden eagle in one species group and the 
greater sage-grouse into a second species group. The style in which the cumulative effects 
analysis is written, in combination with the inappropriate scale of analysis for the greater sage
grouse, results in confusion regarding the outcome of the cumulative effects analysis for each of 
the two species groups. Both of these two species groups need to be split into two separate 
cumulative effects study areas (CESA) in order to conduct an accurate cumulative effects 
analysis. (See additional comments above under Table 5.1-1 Cumulative Effects Study Area by 
Resource, p. 5-2.) · · 

5.10 Wildlife Resources. Including Special Status Wildlile. and Migratory Birds, p.S-52 to 54: 
The following statement (or variations of it) appears multiple times in this section (e.g., p.S-52) 
"Fragmentation effects within the S-mile buffer have not been quantified by the land 
management agencies as quantification is very difficult." An accurate cumulative effects 
analysis cannot be done without at least a basic quantification. Splitting out the cumulative 
effects analysis into two different sections, one for general wildlite and golden eagles and the 
second exclusively for greater sage-grouse should assist with this process. Please again note our 
prior comment regarding an expanded buffer of 10 miles for the golden eagle. On p. 5-52, the 
DEIS states "Past and present disturbances from oil gas and geothermal development activities 
as well as other utility line activities ... would likely result in minor and temporary impacts." 
There is no justification for this determination in the DEIS. There are a number of maps in the 
O:EIS, but none depicting a species specific CESA (e.g., greater sage-grouse) incorporating past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable future actions. In addition to splitting out the greater sage
grouse into its own CESA, the Service requests that the CESA be re-analyzed and limited to the 
area within4 miles of each of the two active leks. Knick and his colleagues (2013) found that 
only a small increase in disturbance can result in a negative impact to a lek. As a result, the 
Service has concems that the proposed project may result in the two active leks being 
abandoned. 

Table 5.1-3 Past. Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions for the Pan Mine Project 
Cumulative Effects Study Area, p. 5-6: The acres for wildland fires need to be included in the 
general wildlife and golden eagles category. Currently, all the acres bumed are combined into 
one total under the "wildland fires" designation, although the actual total acres bumed assigned 
to each CESA (e.g., general wildlife and golden eagle), as shown in the table, vary due to the 
variations in area in each CESA. Instead of combining all bumed acres under one category, split 
out the number of acres by each fire season (e.g., 2005, 2006, etc.) or sholt interval (e.g., 2006-
2008) into its own category. This would accomplish two things: (1) assist with quantifying 
fhtgmentation within each CESA; (2) provide an indicator of vegetation type based on age (e.g .• 
grass/forb, shrub, etc) and subsequent habitat value depending on the species under discussion. 

5.10.5 and 5.10.6 Cumulative Disturbances and Effects, General Wildlife and Golden Eagles and 
Greater Sage-Grouse. p. 5-54 to 55: The two sections- Cumulative Disturbances and Cumulative 
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Eftects- need to be combined for each of the two CESAs, one for general wildlife and golden 
eagles and the second exclusively for greater sage-grouse. The Cumulative Effects section, as it 
stands now, is just a series of summmy statements. For example, on p. 5-55, the DEfS states 
"Cumulative effects to greater sage-grouse arc expected to be long-term and moderate tor 
activities associated with the Proposed Action." However, there are no explanations given as to 
how this determination was made and what information it was based on. The Service 
recommends combining these two sections to more clearly define the reasoning for each 
determination. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this DEIS. Please contact me or Kercnsa King at 
(775) 861-6300 if you have any questions. 
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BLANKENSHIP CONSULTING LLC 
1820 E. Cedar Ave. (303) 765·2160 
Denver, CO USA 80209·2626 (,}03) 698.()108 (fa.~) 

gblankensbip@.blankeniftipconsultin&com 

To: 

Memorandum 

Angelica D. Rose 
Platming & Environmental Coordinator 
US BLM Battle Mountain District Office 

From: George Blankenship, BCLLC & Ron Dutton, Sammons/Dutton LLC 

Date: 

Subject: 

March 20, 2009 

Supplemental information to address Eureka County concems with the 
June 2, 2008 Mount Hope Project Socioeconomic Assessment 

Ew·eka County has raised a number of issues and concerns regarding the June 2, 2008 Mount 
Hope Project Socioeconomic Assessment prepared by Blankenship Consulting LLC and 
Sammons/Dutton LLC (the socioeconomic assessment). This memo summarizes the process and 
results of efforts taken in consultation with Abby Johnson and Rex Massey, consultants to the 
Eureka County NEPA Committee, to address five areas of those concerns. 

1. Mount Hope-related population estimates 
2. The characterization of the southern Eureka County economy 
3. The description of the Eureka utility infrastructure and existing deficiencies 
4. The effects of the Mount Hope Project on the existing Whiskey Flats landfill 
5. The assessment and portrayal of the ftscal conditions and potential effects of the project 

The individuals identified above worked cooperatively to reach mutually acceptable 
understandings and resolutions to items # 1 through #4. The results of those efforts are presented 
below. With regard to Item # 5, the group was unable to achieve a similar level of agreement. 
Consequently, we understand that Ew·eka County intends to submit additional infotmation on 
ftscal impacts identified in their report, Ew·eka County Fiscal Impact Review and Analysis of the 
Mt. Hope Project (Research and Consulting Scrvices, Inc., December 2008) for the BLM's 
considcr·ation in the NEPAprocess. Item# 5 in tlils memo summarizes thefmdings ofthe 
County's ftscal assessment and identifies our general conccrns associated with some of those 
fmdings. 

1. Mount Hope-l'elated population estimates: Eureka County noted the uncertainties that 
exist with respect to the Mount Hope Project operations phase resident population 
projections and some of the household size, employee per household and school age 
children per household factors used in the socioeconomic assessment. The socioeconomic 
assessment assumed that 35 percent of the Mount Hope operations workforce would be 
comprised of households relocating to southern Eureka County and the remainder of the 
workforce would be comprised of daily and weekly commuters and local hires. The 
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County expressed an interest in assessing the population effects of relocating households 
comprising a range of 30 to 50 percent of the operations workers. 

Eureka County also expressed concern about the assumption in the socioeconomic 
assessment that jobs in the local economy vacated by workers who chose to work at the 
mine would be filled by increases in labor force participation and the resulting expansion 
of the local labor force, given the current limited labor availability within the county. 

In response to these concerns, a review of the demographic and household assessment factors was 
conducted in consultation with the County's consultants and a series of sensitivity analyses (SA) 
were pe1formed to assess the potential effects on total resident population and school age children 
of alternative demographic factors and residency assumptions. Per the consensus among the 
group, the sensitivity analyses focused on the operational phases of the project. The information 
presented below supplements section 3.2 Population of the socioeconomic assessment, focusing 
on subsection 3.2.2 Operations Phase Population and subsection 3.2.3 School Enrollment. 

Table 1 below summarizes the results of the sensitivity analyses and the following tables provide 
additional detail about each specific scenario developed as part of the sensitivity analysis process. 
In al~ three scenarios were developed to bound the range of population and school enrollment 
effects that might reasonably be expected to occur. The population and school enrollment 
projections contained in the June 2, 2008 Final Mount Hope Socioeconomic Assessment (the 
socioeconomic assessment) submitted to the BLM are presented as the Base Case, to provide a 
point of comparison for the sensitivity analyses. The changes in assumptions associated with each 
sensitivity analysis scenario, include the following: 

SA 1. Modified Base Case- In fill: SA 1 assumes the share of secondary jobs filled by relocating 
households would be 50% and the share filled by spouses/paltners would be 45% compared to 
45% and 50% respectively in the socioeconomic assessment. This analysis also assumes that 
existing local jobs assumed to be vacated by workers who accept jobs at the mine would be filled 
by additional relocating worker households. Infill jobs are not accounted for in the Base Case 
scenano. 

Consistent with the socioeconomic assessment and other sensitivity analyses, SA 1 assumes an 
average of 1.3 jobs per relocating household. Because these relocating households are not 
expected to fill jobs directly associated with the mine, but rather fill other jobs in the local 
economy, SA 1 assumes an average household size mid-way between that used for the direct 
households and those associated with new indirect/induced jobs. 

Finally, the projected number of mine-related school-age children in Eureka County during 
operations is pres en ted as a range of 20% to 23% of the permanent resident population; a change 
fi·om the 16% of combined resident and weekly commuting population assumed in the Base Case. 
The allocation of students between elementary and middle/high school students is also presented 
as a range; 50% to 70% elementary and 50% to 30% for middle/high school, a change from the 
70o/o'30% assumption in the Base Case. 

SA 2. 30 Percent Relocating Households: This analysis assumes that 30 percent of Mount Hope 
operations workers would relocate to Eureka County; compared to the 35 percent assumed in the 
socioeconomic assessment. All other population and household factors remain the same as those 
used in the socioeconomic assessment, except that the SA 2 scenario incorporates the same 
ranges of assumptions associated with school-age children described for SA 1 above. SA 2 
provides the lower bound of population effects for the sensitivity analyses. 
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SA 3. 50 Percent Relocating Households: This scenario assumes that 50 percent of Mount Hope 
operations workers would relocate to Eureka County; compared to the 35 percent assumed in the 
socioeconomic assessment It also assumes that all jobs vacated by existing local employees who 
accept employment at the mine would be filled by additional relocating worker households. SA 3 
assumes that: the average operations worker persons per household (PPH) would be 2.85 
compared to 2.64 in the socioeconomic assessment; the percentage of secondary jobs filled by 
relocation households would be 35% compared to 45% in the socioeconomic assessment to 
reflect the substantial increase in second workers associated with the increased number of direct 
worker relocations; and, the average persons per household (PPH) for relocating households 
filling secondary jobs would be 2.01 compared to 1.90 in the socioeconomic assessment. The SA 
3 scenario incorporates the same ranges of assumptions associated with school-age chilcb·en 
described for SA 1 above. SA 3 provides the upper bound of population effects for the sensitivity 
analyses. 

Table 1 on the following page summarizes the key results of the sensitivity analyses, presenting 
comparative projections associated with different operational phases of the mine in a series of 
columns. The summary table is followed by more detailed tables showing the derivation ofthe 
results for each scenario. 

The primary focus of the sensitivity analysis results is the column labeled "Full Production (Yrs. 
1 - 10)". That column represents the potential impacts during the first ten years of operations, a 
period when the mine would achieve and maintain full production, creating long-term steady job 
oppottunities conducive to household relocation, and to the creation of indirect and induced jobs 
in the community. As shown, the range of long-term projected population effects range from 584 
to 795 residents, including weekly commuters, with a corresponding increase of between 83 and 
161 school age children. 

The corresponding range of effects during peak production, which is not anticipated to occur for 
more than two decades, is from 719 to 974 residents and between 103 and 198 school-age 
children 

One of the County's objectives in promoting the sensitivity analysis was to identify a range of 
potential population effects for long-term community planning purposes. Based upon recent 
demographic research, there appears to be a higher likelihood that the Mount Hope-related 
population growth and school enrollment effects would be closer to those associated with the 
Base Case or SA 1 than the lower or higher bound scenarios (SA2 or SA 3). 

Note that the difference in county staff required to se1ve the relocating populations of either the 
high (SA2) or low (SA 3) population range would be relatively small and the difference in county 
equipment and infi·astructure improvements needed to serve the population associated with either 
scenario would be similar to that required for the Base Case or Modified Base Case (SA 1). 

Also note that although the Eureka County School District would need additional teachers to 
serve the incremental enrollment associated with the higher bound scenario (SA 3), the district's 
elementary and middle/high school facilities would be able to accommodate the projected 
incremental growth associated with all scenarios during all phases of the project, although the 
enrollment associated with the high end of the range for the highest bound scenario (SA 3) would 
exceed the optimum but not the maximum capacity of the middle/high school facility. 
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Table 1. Mount Hope Relocating Workers Sensitivity Analysis: Smnrnary across Scenarios 

Const. 
Average 

Const. 
Peak 

Quarter 

·Lower 
Mining& 

:Prod 

Final 
Processing, 
Reclamation 

& Site Closure 

1 Assumes 30 percent ofMomrt Hope operations workers relocate to southern Eureka County compared to 35 percent in the socioeconomic assessment. All other assumptions and 
multipliers are the same. 
2 Assumes 50 percent of Mount Hope operations workers relocate to southern Eureka County compared to 35 percent in the socioeconomic assessment. Also assumes that: the 
average operations worker persons per household (PPH) would be 2.85 compared to 2.64 in the socioeconomic assessment; the percentage of secondary jobs filled by relocation 
households would be 35% compared to 45% in the socioeconomic assessment to reflect the substantial increase in second workers associated with the increase in direct worker 
relocations in this scenario; and, the average PPH for relocating households filling secondary jobs would be 2.01 compared to 1.90 in the socioeconomic assessment to reflect the 
increase in persons per relocating household with families. 
3 The number of students enrolled in Eureka County schools is presented as a range of20% to 23% of the permanent resident population and the allocation of students between 
elementary and mickne.lhigh school students is also presented as a range; 50% to 70% elementary and 50"/o to 30% for middle/high school. · 
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& Student Enrollment Effects 

Full 
Production 

Peak 
Employment 

21-

Lower 
Mining& 

Production 

Final 
Processing, 

Reclamation 
& Closure 

4 Weighted average of construction, operations and secondary, which are disaggregated in Table 3.3, (note that this should read Table 20, and refers to the Mount Hope Project 
Socioeconomic Assessment). 
5 Reflects average household size for total workforce including single status construction workers and weekly commuters. Average household size for a relocating worker w/family 
is assumed to be 2.64. Average hoosehold size for a relocating secondary worker is asswned to be 1.9. Average household size for construction is assumed to be 1.3. 
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Sensitivity Analysis 1. Modified Base Case Assuming Added Relocation to In-Fill Positions Vacated by Local Hires 

Line 

6 Average 

Const 
Average 
and Peak 
Quarter 

501 
20% 

100 
44 

445 
1.36 
327 
2.07 
678 
0 

678 
148 
530 

20%-23% 
106- 122 

5-'0 
20% 

107 
47 

480 
1.36 
353 
2.07 
729 
0 

729 
160 
569 

20%-23% 
lU- 131 

61-' 300 
20% 20% 

122 60 
54 26 

546 266 
1.36 1.36 
402 197 
2.07 2.07 
830 -'05 

0 0 
830 405 
182 89 
648 316 

20%-23% . 20%-23% 
130- U9 63- 73 

7 Weighted average of construction, operations and secondary, which are disaggregated in Table 20 of the Mount Hope Project Socioeconomic Assessment). 

1-'-' 
20% 

29 
13 

118 
1.36 
94 

2.07 
196 
0 

196 
43 
153 

200/o- 23% 
31-35 

8 Reflects average household size for total workforce including single status construction workers and weekly commuters. Average household size for a relocating worker 
w/family is assmned to be 2.64. Average household size for a relocating secondary worker is assmned to be 1.9. Average household size for construction is assumed to be 1.3. 
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s 2:30% ofMt. e Direct Jobs Filled 

Const. 

Line 

100 107 

12. Total Population Impact 1.' 1 o x #11 58~ 630 
0 0 

584 630 
167 180 
417 450 

20%-23% 20%-23% 
1\3 - ~'o ~'I.J - l U--I 

9 Average 

122 

719 
0 

719 
205 
514 

20%-23% 
] I 13- ]] S 

Lower 
Mining& 

Prod. 

60 

351 
0 

351 
100 
251 

20%-23% 
.'\1 I - 51\ 

Final 

29 

168 
0 

168 
48 
120 

20%-23% 
2--1- : s 

10 Weighted average of construction, operations and secondary, which are disaggregated in Table 20, Page 47 of the Mount Hope Prqject Socioeconomic Assessment 
11 Weighted average household size for total workforce: 1.3 for construction and 2.04 during operations. These weighted averages include construction workers living in 
construction camps and single status weekly commuter operations workers with a household size of 1, relocating construction and operations workers with an average household 
size of 2.64 and relocating secondary workers with an average household size of 1.9. 
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Sensitivity Analysis 3: 50% ofMt. Hope Direct Jobs Filled b~ Relocatine Households 

Const. 
Operations 

Average Full Full Peak Lower 
and Peak Production Production Production Mining& 

Line Quarter (Yrs. 1- 9) (Yrs. 10- 20) (Yrs. 21- 25) Prod. 
1. Construction Direct 

GMI 
2. Operations Direct 371 400 455 222 
3. Secondary jobs multiplier Assumption 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 
4. Secondary Jobs (#1 + #2) x#3 130 140 159 78 
5. Total Employment #l + #3 501 5-'0 614 300 
6. Local Labor & Daily Commuters Assumpticns 20% 20% 20% 20% 

7. 
Jobs Filled by Local Labor & 
Commuters #5x#6 100 107 122 60 

7a. In-fill Local Jobs to be Filled1 
.. Assumptions 44 47 54 26 

8. New Non-Local Labor Needs...., #5 -#7 445 480 546 266 
9. Avg. Jobs I Household (HHLD) Assumpticn 1.41 1.41 1.41 1.41 

10. NewHHLDs #8 /#9 307 331 377 184 
11. Avg. HHLD SizeH Assumpticn 2.58 2.57 2.58 2.56 
12. Total Population Impact ,.,!]IJ X ,11]] 795 853 9i-' -'72 
13 Population in Construction Camp GMI 0 0 0 0 
14. Population in Community #12- #13 795 853 974 472 
Ua. Weekly Commuter Assumption 93 100 114 56 
Ub. Resident Population Assumption 702 753 860 416 
15. School Age Children (% of 14b) Assumpticn 20%-23% 20%-23% 200/o- 23% 20%-23% 
16. ~umber or students #]2:-;;!].5 1-'0- 161 151 - 173 172 - 198 83-96 
17. Elementary Students(% Share) Assumpticn 70%-50% 70%-50% 70%-50% 70%- 500/o 
18. Middle/High School (% Share) Assumpticn 30%-50% 30%-50% 300/o- 50% 30%-50% 
19. Elem Students #16x#l7 98-81 106-87 120-99 58-48 
20. Middle/High Students #16 X #18 42-80 45-86 52-99 25-48 

12 Assumes that all jobs vacated by existing local employees who accept employment at the mine would be filled by additional relocating worker households. 
13 Assumes that the percentage of secondary jobs filled by relocation households would be 35% compared to 45% in the socioeconomic assessment 
14 Assumes average operations worker PPH of2.85 & average relocating households filling secondary jobs PPH of2.0 1 compared to 2.64 & 1.90 respectively in the 
socioeconomic assessment 
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37 
14-' 
20% 
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2. Eureka County feels that the baseline report describes Eureka as more of a "boom and bust" 
mining community like Battle Mountain, than a "quieter agricultural community, " and they 
would like to see that description changed 

In response to Eureka County's concem, we offer the following supplement to the socioeconomic 
assessment, which restates section 2.2 Social and Economic Setting. 

2.2 Social and Economic Setting 

Eureka County is the second least populous county in Nevada with a 2006 estimated 
population of 1,460 (Nevada State Demographer 2007) and a 2005 resident population 
density of0.35 persons per square mile. 

The unincorporated town of Eureka, the county seat and largest community in the 
county, is located in the southern portion of the county. The communities of Beowawe 
and Crescent Valley are located in the northwestern portion of the county. Farm and 
ranch households reside on agricultural operations throughout the county (Eureka 
County 2006a). 

The town of Eureka initially developed in conjunction with the mining industry, but has 
been sustained tlU'ough the years by the agricultural industry. Although there have been 
good and bad years, agriculture, principally alfalfa and hay farming, cattle ranching, 
and to a lesser extent sheep ranching, have historically provided a relatively stable base 
for the Eureka County economy. 

The history of farming in Eureka County is described in the Land Use element of the 
Eureka County Master Plan as follows. 

Development of the mines brought sheepmen, cattlemen and other settlers who settled 
in the valleys in Eureka County. Government land programs, including the 1877 
Desert Lands Act, the Act of 1888, the Act of 1890, the 1891 Creative Act, and the 1916 
Stock Raising Homestead Act, established privately-owned base properties to support 
permanent range livestock operations and farms 

Farming was limited to native sub-irrigated meadows and lands irrigated by diverted 
swface water until supplemental flowing wells were drilled on the Romano Ranch in 
1948 and the Flynn Ranch in 1949. In 1949 two irrigation wells were drilled in 
Diamond Valley in an effort to develop land under Desert Land Entry. By the mid 
1950s, pumped irrigation wells were being developed in southern Diamond Valley, 
Crescent Valley and Pine Valley. By 1965, some 200 irrigation wells had been drilled 
in Diamond Valley alone. Today, Eureka County's farming districts support a robust 
grass, alfalfa and meadow hay industry (Eureka County 2006a). 

European settlement of the area around Eureka began with the discovery of silver-lead 
deposits near the present town site in the 1860s. Improvements in smelting processes 
led to a mining boom in the county. By 1878, Eureka was the state's second largest city 
with a population of over 7,000 and a raih·oad that connected the town with Palisade to 
the north. As ore bodies played out Eureka lost most of its population, although mining 
activity continued around Eureka through the latter part of the 1800s and up until about 
1920. From that time until the late 1980s when the Atlas Gold Bar mine began 
operations, little mining activity occurred in southern Eureka County. 
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Mining currently plays a large, yet complex role in the economy and culture of Eureka 
County. The two largest gold mining operations in the state, Barrick Golds trike's 
Betze/Post Mine and Newmont Mining's Carlin Trend Complex, are located in northern 
Eureka County, yet most of the economic activity associated with these mines accrues 
to Elko County, which is also home to most of the employees. Mining again became a 
major economic influence in southern Eureka County in 1997 with the development of 
the Ruby Hill mine adjacent to the Town of Eureka. However, population related 
impacts were somewhat limited because a number of local residents were able to secure 
jobs at the mine. Southern Eureka County experienced an economic and population 
contraction when the Ruby Hill mine ceased mining in 2002 and experienced a modest 
economic surge when the East Archimedes expansion of the Ruby Hill mine opened in 
2006. 

Economic and social conditions in Eureka County have also been affected indirectly by 
mining development in the northern part of the county, which has occurred for over 50 
years and began to accelerate during the mid 1980s. The tax revenues that Eureka 
County and the Eureka County School District have received from the mines in the 
northern part ofthe County have allowed the County and the School District to 
construct new facilities and expand public services throughout the county including the 
communities of Eureka and Crescent Valley. The influence of the mining revenues 
from the northern part of the county are reflected in levels of employment, local 
govemment spending for goods and services, and county and school district service 
provision that are higher than would be available without the tax revenues from the 
northern mines. 

Along with agriculture and mining, the legacy of mining's early glory now forms the 
basis for an emerging third facet of Eureka's economy; a tourism and recreation 
industry supported by historic attractions, restored buildings and the area's striking 
natural setting. 

As demonstrated by the foregoing, the economy of Eureka County is natural resource
based. Farming, ranching, mining and tourism/recreation all rely on the land and its 
resources. The traditional uses of these resources complement each other for the most 
part. Farming and ranching provide a stable population base and support a basic level 
of local commerce. Mining in the north and periodic surges in mining development in 
the south em patt of the county provide economic activity and local government 
revenue, which the county has used to upgrade public infrastructure and restore historic 
buildings and streetscapes. This restoration coupled with the scenic setting and 
recreation resources have attracted tourists, which in turn, support commercial 
infrastructure and provide a modest level of local government sales tax revenue. 

Although residents are interested in economic development, the increasing urbanization 
occurring elsewhere in the state, increased environmental and land use regulation by 
federal land management agencies and the social, economic dislocation and other costs 
of the bust side of mining bootns have "galvanized (Eureka County) residents and their 
elected representatives to seek mechanistns to manage growth and influence resource 
management." The county considers these actions "necessary to maintain and enhance 
local economic security and the rural quality of life which has long typified Eureka 
County" (Eureka County Economic Development Council2006). 

March 20, 2009 10 



Comment No.: 143 
Mount Hope Project Socioeconomic Assessment Supplement 

Additionally, we suggest that section 2.3.1 Employment of the socioeconomic assessment should be 
clarified as follows: 

• The ftrst sentence of the ftrst paragraph under section 2.3.1 should be replaced by the following 
sentence: 

"As might be expected, mining dominates the northern Eureka County economy in 
terms of employment and earnings. This dominance is reflected in the Eureka County 
employment by place of work statistics, but not in the employment by place of 
residence statistics discussed in section 2.3.2, which are more reflective of the much 
smaller and more recent mining presence in southern Eureka County." 

• The fll'St sentence of the second paragraph under section 2.3.1 should be amended to read: 

''During the peak employment year of 1997, total employment reached 5,321, driven by 
record high mining employment of 4,374, which included the startup operations for the 
Ruby Hill mine in southern Eureka County, although that mine accounted for less than 
three percent of total mining jobs in Eureka County that year." 

• The third sentence in the second paragraph under section 2.3.1 should be amended to read: 

''Mining employment subsequently fell to 2,903 in 2004." 

• The last sentence in the second paragraph under section 2.3.1 should be deleted. 

• The paragraph immediately following Figure 3 on page 9 should be moved up to follow the second 
paragraph under section 2.3.1 Employment. 

• The following sentence should be added to the end of the fll'st footnote under Table 3. 

"The vast majority of these mining jobs have been located at mines in the northern part 
ofEureka County." 

3. Eureka County is uncomfortable with the description of the Eureka utility 
infrastructure in terms of the description of existing deficiencies. 

In response to this concern, we offer the following supplement to the socioeconomic study. This 
information would supplement section 3.4.8 Community Infrastructure/Public Works Department on 
page 62. Specifically, the following paragraph should be inserted as a third paragraph following the 
existing two paragraphs at the beginning of section 3.4.8. 

Although theMaster Plan for the Town of Eureka Water and Sewer Systems and 
Devil 's Gate GID (District 1 & 2) Water Systems identifies a number of existing 
deficiencies, not all of the improvements identified to correct these deficiencies would 
have to be implemented immediately. These identified improvements to the existing 
system would also be necessary to serve new population demands. According to 
County officials, the Town of Eureka water and sewer systems are largely adequate for 
the demand they presently serve and are not under any regulatmy requirements for 
improvements. The Devil's Gate GID District 2 is deficient in compliance with the 
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Arsenic Rule. The GID board is in the process of making necessary improvements to 
bring the present system into compliance. 

4. Eureka County would like an expanded discussion of the effects of the Mount Hope Project 
on the County's Whiskey Flats Landfill. 

To address this concern, we offer the following supplement to the socioeconomic study. This 
information references section 3.4.8 Community Infrastructure and Services, subsection Solid Waste 
Disposal on page 63. Specifically, we suggest that the first paragraph in the Solid Waste Disposal 
subsection be restated as follows. 

Demand fi·om the population associated with the Mount Hope Project will reduce the 
remaining life of the Class II-rated (less than 20-tons per day) Whiskey Flat landfill, 
but the landfill capacity should be adequate through construction and much of the 
project's initial operations period. The anticipated increase in Eureka County 
population associated with the Mount Hope Project during the first 20 years would be 
about 40 to 45 percent of Eureka County's 2007 population. It is important to note that 
the Whiskey Flat landfill serves all areas of Eureka County's population, either through 
waste collection services or directly. With the expansion of the Mount Hope residential 
subdivision, regular solid waste collection will increase substantially. Additionally, 
waste fi·om the Mount Hope subdivision construction will also utilize capacity in the 
landfill. Consequently, assuming similar rates of solid waste generation, the project 
would shorten the anticipated 30 years of remaining land fill life to just over 20 years. 
Additional operating staff and/or equipment may be necessary to accommodate the 
increased volumes of solid waste. 

5. Eureka County is concerned about the extent to which local government expenditures 
were identified and described in the socioeconomic assessment. Eureka County is 
uncomfortable with the way the Socioeconomic Assessment portrays County fiscal 
conditions and believes the assessment portrays the county as having "lots of money 
and can just fix any impacts. "Eureka County has developed preliminary cost estimates 
to meet the service demands associated with projected Mount Hope-related population 
growth. (Eureka County Fiscal impact Review and Analysis oftheMt. Hope Project, 
Research and Consulting Services, Inc., December 2008). 

The County's analysis outlines the incremental increases in Eureka County government 
employees, operational expenses and capital improvements to address direct and 
indirect impacts of the Mt. Hope Project. Generally, the estimated needs are based on 
the projected population growth when the project is at full production. 

The County's fiscal assessment provides estimates of additional staffing requirements 
and associated operating costs, based on the judgment of County service 
administrators. The County's fiscal assessment estimates incremental staff needs of as 
many as 24 full-time equivalent employees. 

Eureka County's fiscal assessment estimates gross annual operating costs, a large 
portion of which would be the payroll costs associated with staff, at just over $2.0 
million. The total does not include any additional costs that could be associated with 
operations of the local health clinic, but neither does it reflect allowances for increased 
revenues derived from services. The fiscal assessment notes that the water system 
operating costs could increase substantially if arsenic treatment is required for new 
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water sources. The operating costs are largely variable and could change based upon 
the actual impacts on service demands and future decisions regarding levels of service 
by the Board of Eureka County Commissioners. 

Eureka County's fiscal assessment outlined a number of capital improvements required 
to address estimated service demands related to population growth from the proposed 
Mount Hope Project. The combined costs of those improvements are estimated at about 
$7.2 million. Some of these costs would occur prior to, or concurrently with, project 
construction, others would occur later in time as the project operations continue. The 
major capital expenditure estimates developed by Eureka County are summarized 
below and are separated into two groups; those improvements supported by general 
revenue sources and those capital costs associated with utility operations that are 
supported largely by revenues collected from system users. 

• Capital Costs-General Revenue Sources 

Jail Expansion 
Adm. Improvements-Sheriff's Office 
Landfill Capacity 
Major Equipment 
Other Improvements and Equipment 

Total 

$1,500,000 
$ 750,000 
$ 720,000 
$ 860,000 
$ 150,000 

$3,980,000 

Eureka County'sfiscal assessment noted that recreation related impacts and those 
associated with local street and highway improvements are unknown. 

• Capital Costs-Funded By Users 

The County'sfiscal assessment allocated the following costs to the Mount Hope 
Project-related population based on projected population impacts. 

Wastewater Treatment Capacity 
Allocated Water Storage Capacity 
Pump Station-Water System 
Outfall Pipe-Wastewater Treatment 
Effluent Disposal-RIBS 

Total Costs 

$ 969,500 
$ 990,345 
$ 315,000 
$ 777,600 
$ 200.000 

$3,252,445 

Regarding Eureka County's concems with the ftscal section of the socioeconomic study, we 
offer the following. Eureka County's ftscal impact estimates contain a number of major 
improvements that the County believes are required to accommodate mine related growth. 
County service. and staffmg could also increase substantially as a result of mine related 
development However, some of the items identified in the County's ftscal asse.sment may in 
part address existing needs or provide higher levels of services to current re.idents of the 
community. Others would likely be funded at least in part by developers or by user fees. 
Moreover, it is possible that more detailed studies and continued cooperative efforts between 
GMI and the County could identify alternative approaches or reduce the costs to meet some of 
the County's identified needs. 
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Ew·eka County's fiscal assessment was limited to potential County expenditures associated with 
Mount Hope Project demand. However, as noted in the socioeconomic assessment, the Mount 
Hope Mine will generate an estimated $9.5 million in Basic and Supplemental City-County 
Relief tax (sales and use tax) revenues during the construction phase of the project that would 
effectively defi·ay the County's initial capital costs. Over the long term, the estimates of 
projected on-going revenues from ad valorem and sales and use taxes of over $1.9 million 
annually, combined with even a modest amount of revenue fi·om net proceeds of mining taxes 
from the mine, would be sufficient to offset the County's estimates of operating costs. 

Finally, we reiterate the statement contained in section 3.6.2 of the socioeconomic assessment 
... ''It is anticipated that GMI and Eureka County will work cooperatively to identify and 
quantify specific staff, equipment and capital needs to accommodate the project-related 
demand." 
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OFFICIAL CORRESPONDENCE BY ELECTRONIC MAIL 
NO HARD COPY TO FOLLOW 

L7619 (PWR-PP) 

May 6, 2013 

Miles Kreidler, Project Lead 
BLM Ely District 
Egan Field Office, HC 33 
Box 33500, Ely, NV 89301. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Pacific West Regional Office 

333 Bush Street, Suite 500 
San Francisco, California, 94104-2828 

BLM_ NV_ EYDO _Midway _Pan_ EIS@blm.gov 

Re: Revised Comments DEC 13-0063 Proposed Pan Mine Project 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Pan 
Mine which would be located on ELM-administered lands in White Pine County, Nevada. These 
comments replace om conunents sent on May 3, 2013 . 

Midway Gold, U.S., Incorporated proposes an open-pit gold mine about 50 miles west of Ely, which 
would consist of two primmy open pits, four satellite pits, one heap leach pad and two rock disposal 
areas. The total smface disturbance would be approximately 3,204 acres. The environmental impact 
analysis is based on a proposed 13 year mining period, with associated construction, closure, reclamation 
and post-closure monitoring periods extending the project life to approximately 25 years. 

No comments were received from any other National Park Service office, nor any other agency. Our 
comments and concems are categorized as follows: 

Cultmal Resources and Tribal Consultations 

Appropriate background research and "Class Ill" archaeological surveys were conducted within the 

Area of Potential Effects (APE) but do not include the transmission line conidor of the SW line 

alternative and the unidentified reroute area of the Lincoln Highway. Additional archaeological 

survey should be completed. In addition, we recommend that the potential for an archaeological 
district be considered for National Register eligible sites, including any individually ineligible sites 

that contribute to the district. 

Most ofthe APE has been smveyed for archaeological resources. However, it is tmclear if other 

cultmal resources, such as historic sites, buildings and stmch1res, etlmographic sites, and traditional 

culrural properties, were adequately covered or if they will be, and whether individuals who meet the 

Professional Qualifications Standards of the Secretmy of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines for 

Archeology and Historic Preservation were, or will be, directing the inventory and evaluation efforts. 

Please clarify. 
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In §3.12, "Native American Religious and Traditional Values", it is stated "to date no TCPs or EO 
13007 sites have been identified within the project area." It was also stated that data for TCPs relied 
on the BLM tribal liaison's knowledge of places and resources. Although local Tribes were sent a 
notification of project plans and a meeting took place with the Tribal Chairman of the Duckwater 

Shoshone Tribe, what follow-up has there been in consulting with Tribes on a govemment-to
govemment basis and in collecting relevant information? What are the qualifications of the BLM 
tribal liaison? Does that individual possess a background in cultural resource management and tribal 
consultation? We recommend that consultation with Tribes be performed in accordance with Tribal 

Consultation: Best Practices in Historic Preservation by the National Association of Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officers (http://www.nathpo.org/PDF/Tribal_ Consultation. pdf). 

Great Basin National Heritage Area and Lincoln Highway 

Throughout the document there seems to be an overall lack of recognition that Congress designated 
the Great Basin National Heritage Area (GBNHA) in2006 and that this project falls within its 
boundaries. There is no reference to the designation, or to the implications of the project for the 
integrity of the GBNHA. The proposed undertaking clearly has the potential to negatively impact 
heritage resources, including natural and cultmal resources in and around the project area, and 
consequently conflict with the fundamental values of the GBNHA. The GBNHA and the values 
recognized by its designation should be included and addressed in the Abstract, Executive Summmy, 
and Chapters 3 through 6. 

The Final Management Plan for the Great Basin Heritage Area was recommended to the Director, 
National Park Service during February 2013. The September 2011 Draft Plan was prepared in 
consultation with BLM and other pattners, and is available for reference at 

http:/lwlvw.nps.gov/grba/parhngmt/partners.htm. 

It is recommended that preparation of the Final EIS be undertaken in consultation with the Great 
Basin Partnership, which also could aid in developing or refining mitigation strategies for all 
potentially affected resources which may be impacted by tllis proposal. 

Lincoln Highway 

We disagree with the statement in the Executive Smmnmy stating that the project will have minor to 
moderate and long tenn impacts to the Lincoln Highway. There would be a pennanent adverse effect 
to a National Register of Historic Places eligible section of the Lincoln Highway through its 
destruction and relocation. Fmthermore, a precedent would be established that would threaten the 
long-tenn viability and preservation of other significant sections of the Lincoln Highway in Nevada. 
The proposed nlitigation measures, which consist of a video of its fonner alignment and an 
infotmation kiosk, appear to be inadequate when compared with the destruction of the resource. We 

recommend that the tnine not extend to the roadbed of the Lincoln Highway, so that this nationally 
significant resource will not be destroyed. 
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In §3.16 "Socioeconomics", no mention was made of recreation, the NHA, the Lincoln Highway, or 

tourism as economic drivers (or potential drivers) for the socio-economics of the region. We suggest 
that you consult with the Heritage Pmtnership, which may have data on heritage tourism and what 

scenic and historic conidors, such as the Lincoln Highway, do for an area. Driving is an important 

and relevant form of recreation that is important to the GBNHA. We also suggest you consult with 
the Nevada Commission on Tourism. 

Dark Night Skies and Visual Resource Protection 

We disagree with the statement in Chapter 4 (and the related statements in the Executive Summary) 

that says, "Illumination resulting from use of the proposed project lights would have a negligible 

impact on the night sky, because there are very few existing light sources in the area and the ambient 

light level is very low." Since the ambient light level is very low, any lights used for the proposed 

project will be introduced to an othe1wise dark background and create high contrast, making light 
sources readily visible. Referring to the GBNHA, Appendix I (Page 327) of the Management Plan 

states: "With some of the least polluted skies in the nation, very low humidity, and low population 
density, the region may offer some of the best night sky viewing in the lower 48 states." 

Consequently, the ability to view many low intensity astral and stellar features from the area may be 

reduced or lost. The Visual Resources in Chapters 3 and 4 of the EIS should include a thorough 

description of the existing night sky condition and the environmental consequences oftl1e proposed 
action on this nationally recognized area. The minimum amount of light that will be needed at night 
by the project should be identified. The Mitigation Plan for the project should address impacts to the 
night sky in detail. 

The Visual Simulations provided in Appendix 3C should be included in the main document under 

Visual Resources . Juxtaposed before and after shots of the APE and surrounding area will visually 

represent the impacts of the undeliaking on the cunently open and undeveloped landscape. A 
simulation of what the project alternatives and access road will look like entering the main highway 

from the east and the west, as well as the APE and proposed transmission lines from any key 

overlooks, rest areas, or other places the public might stop and get out of their vehicles to survey the 

landscape should be included. Providing both day and night simulations would be appropriate. 

In Section 3.14 "Visual Resources", it is noted that for VRM class III lands, moderate changes that 

are not visible to the casual observer are allowed. These are the types of land detennined by BLM to 

be in the project area. The new road and transmission line and associated facility development, 
though, would likely be ve1y noticeable to the casual observer who is expecting to see an open, 

unobstmcted, Western landscape of basin and range topography while passing through the historic 

Lincoln Highway corridor in the GBNHA. The proposed changes do not appear to be moderate when 

considering the values of the GBNHA. We recommend consultation with the Nevada Commission on 

Tourism on this issue. The Commission has invested substantial resomces in promoting the GBNHA 

to visitors from around the world. 

The mitigation plan referenced in Appendix 4 suggests that exterior surfaces for new facilities in 

conjunction with the mine project be of 'shadow gray' and 'shale green' . What do these colors 

actually look like in different kinds of light at different times of day? Please provide large color 
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samples to the Heritage Pattnership, so that they can take the samples out into the field to assess the 

colors' effectiveness prior to implementation. Work with the Partnership to ensure the most 

appropriate and suitable colors are employed on new facilities that will be visible from the public 

roads. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments and suggestions. For additional information 
concerning the Great Basin Heritage Area and dark night skies please contact Linda Stonier, Heritage 
Areas Co-Coordinator, Rivers, Trails, Conservation Assistance, Pacific West Region (415) 623-2322; for 
information conceming culh1ral resources and Tribal coordination please contact Mark Rudo, 
Archeologist, Pacific West Region (415) 263-2361; for information about Lincoln Highway and visual 
resource impacts, please contact Gretchen Luxenberg, Heritage Areas Co-Coordinator, Pacific West 
Region (206) 220-4138. 

Thank you for the oppmtunity to review the Draft EIS. 

Sincerely, 

Is/ Patricia L. Neubacher 
(signed original on file) 

(for) 
Christine S. Lelmettz 
Regional Director, Pacific West Region 

cc: 
Patricia _Port@ios.doi.gov 
waso _ eqd _ extrev@nps.gov 
Linda_ Stonier@nps.gov 
Mark_ Rudo@nps.gov 
Gretchen_ Luxenberg@nps.gov 
Superintendent, Great Basin National Park 
grba _ superintendent@nps.gov 
Great Basin National Heritage Pattnership 
info@greatbasinheri tage. org 
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Informed decisions are better decisions: The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) believes that public 
Involvement serves to improve communication, Identify solutions 'to Issues and problems, and develop 
enhanced understanding of different perspectives. W~ look forward to hearing from you! 

Where to provide comments: You may hand this form in at a public meeting or mail it using the address on 
the reverse side. Comments can also be submitted electronically at 
BLM NV EYDO Midway Pan EIS@blm.gov. 

County W¥\--\Th P\ (06 

Title----------------Organization---------------

Mailing Address _\,_,_\w=--\\.........._._\~""'4\.L.l..V=-LW))~'-"'""---"'\:J=-'L=->-. -~__._~_~_x;...;:...<._ ________ _ 
City JJ....,~ State __,_i\)""-U...U.....:.... ___ Zip 

Email _________________________________________ __ 

Date 5=- J-{-J~ Meeting location (If applicable) ______________ _ 

0 Please check box If you want to be on the mailing list for future updates and notifications for this prolect. 

The Final EIS will be posted on the BLM Ely District Office website. You will be notified when It Is available 

0 Please check box If you want to receive a copy of the Final EIS (on CD) In the mall. 

Fold In thirds so that the address (reverse side) Is showing, tape at bottom of fold, add postage and mall. 
Note: The comment form must be postmarked by no later than Tuesday, May 7, 2013. 

0 Please check box If you do !!.Q1 want your name released when comments are made public. 

·comments, Including names, street addresses, e-mail addresses and phone numbers (lr provided) of respondents will be available for public review at 
the BLM Ely District Office during regular business hours (7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.), Mon·day through Friday, except holidays. Before Including your 
address, phone number, e·mall address or other personal Identifying Information In your comment, you should be aware that your entire comment
Including your personal Identifying lnfonnallon - may be made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us In your comments to withhold your 
personal Identifying Information from public review, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so. 
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Comment continued: 
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Thank you for your comment! 
To mall: 

Fold In thirds so that address (above} Is showing, 
tape bottom of folq, add postage and mall. 

Please postmark by: Tuesday, May 7, 2013 

'• .. · ... _.,, 

t'J0¢1J. 
:WOJ_:I 
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From: mkreidler@blm goy on behalf of EYQO MidwaY Pan EIS BLM NY 
To: Colleen Layery 

Subject: Fwd: 
Date: Wednesday, May 08, 2013 11: 15:13 AM 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: jesskjorstad@yahoo.com <jesskjorstad@yahoo.com> 
Date: Mon, May 6, 2013 at 8:23PM 
Subject: 
To: "BLM NV EYDO Midway Pan EIS@blm.gov" 
< BLM NV EYDO Midway pan EIS@blm.gay> 

To Whom it may concern : 

I Jesse Lee Kjorstad am in full support of the M idway gold Pan project. I believe in the right 

to mine. I also believe Midway will operate in a very responsible and safe manner in all 

regards to the mining process. Midway has showed great respect for all parties and 

concerns and I believe they will protect and support the environment and community. 

Thank You: 

Sincerely: Jesse Kjorstad 

Sent from Windows Mail 



Comment No.: 147 

Midway Gold Pan Mine Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

BLM COMMENT SHEET 

Informed decisions are better decisions: The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) believes that public 
Involvement serves to Improve communication, Identify solutions to issues and problems, and develop 
enhanced understanding of different perspectives. We look forward to hearing from you! 

Where to provide comments: You may hand this form in at a public meeting or mall It using the address on 
the reverse side. Comments can also be submitted electronically at 
BLM NV EYDO Midway Pan EIS@blm.gov. 

Name ·J ,\1\:A_ ·\L' J .r\"' Q county_..:..Uo::;..-_b~'·4 ...... -...... e_Q ....... _..· -41-,A~Sl"'<::"c::::-----
Title---------------Organization--------------

Mailing Address _ _,\....;'S::;..L._\_\ __ ...;,I}...._~..._. __ e... __ ~ __ . ----------------

City E\...- state ----'.V-=-""'-V ____ Zip 

Email ____ -r-----------------------------
Date Meeting Location (if applicable) ______________ _ 

CiJ'15lease check box if you want to be on the mailing list for future updates and notifications for this project. 

The Final EIS will be posted on the BLM Ely District Office website. You will be notified when it is available 

D Please check box If you want to receive a copy of the Final EIS <on CD) In the mail. 

COMMENT (use back side If you need additional space or attach additional sheets) 

Fold In thirds so that the address (reverse side) Is showing, tape at bottom of fold, add postage and mail. 
Note: The comment form must be postmarked by no later than Tuesday, May 7, 2013. 

D Please check box if you do not want your name released when comments are made public. 

Comments, Including names, street addresses, e-mallnddressos and phone numbers (If provided) of respondents Will be available for pubflo review at 
tho BLM Ely District Offloo during regular bvslness hour& (7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.), Monday through Friday, except holidays. Before Including your 
address, phone number, e-mail address or other personal ldenHfylng lnformaUon In your comment, you should be aware that your entire comment -
Including your personal ldenllfylng Information - may be made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us In your comments to withhold your 
perr;onalldentlfylng lnlormallon from publlo review, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so. 
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Comment continued: 

Thank you for your comment! 
To mall: 

Fold In thirds so that address (above) Is showing, 
tape bottom of fold, add postage and mall. 

Please postmark by: Tuesday, May 7, 2013 

I of.b.S /1/1/ t:r# 
. ((\ so ;'Jf J h<t ( 



comment No.: 148 

Midway Gold Pan Mine Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

BLM COMMENT SHEET 

Informed decisions are better decisions: The Bureau of land Management (BLM) believes that public 
Involvement serves to Improve communication, Identify solutions to issues and problems, and develop 
enhanced understanding of different perspectives. We look forward to hearing from youl 

City 

.....n~~oT--u-~&:..L......_ __ Meeting location (If applicable), _ ___________ _ _ _ 

eck box If you want to be on the mailing list for future updates and notifications for this prolect. 

The Final EIS will be posted on the BLM Ely District Office website. You will be notified when It Is available 

0 Please check box If you want to receive a copy of the Final EIS (on CD) In the mall. 

COMMENT (use back side if you need additional snace or attach ddltlonal sheets) 
h . 

Fold In thirds so that e address (reverse side) Is showing, tape at bottom of fold, add postage and mall. 
Note: The comment form must be postmarked by no later than Tuesday, May 7, 2013. 

0 Please check box If you do !.!Q! want your name released when comments are made public. 

Comments, lnclvdlng names, street addresses, e-mail addresses end phone numbers (If provided) of respondents will be available for public review at 
the BLM Ely Ols!rlct Office during regular business hours (7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.), Monday through Friday, QXeept holidays. Before Including your 
address, pllone number, e·mall addres9 or other personal Identifying Information In your comment, you should be aware that your entire comment -
Including your person;~lldentllylng Information -may be made publicly avalleblo at any time. While you can ask us In your commonts to withhold your 
personal Identifying Information from public review, we cannot gvarantee that we will be able to do so. 

/ 



J 

I . 

Comment No.: 148 

,,,,,,,,,,,,IJJ,III''""'''"''''''''"IJJ"'''""""'' CIO ~ l t:'Sl C.'€!58 

•, . •. 

Comment continued: 

.. ·•. 

Thank you for your comment! 
To mall: 

Fold In thirds so that address (above) Is showing. 
tape bottom of fold, add postage and mall. 

Please postmark by: Tuesday, May 7, 2013 
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From: 
To: 

rrl<re!d!en['bkn.ooy on behalf of EYDO Midway ran EIS. BLM NV 
Col leen layery 

Subject: Fwd: Midway 

Date: Wemesday, May 08, 2013 10:55:01 AM 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Breeden, Mark < breedenm@stifel.com > 
Date: Frl, Mar 22, 2013 at 8:02AM 
Subject: Midway 
To: "BLM NV EYDO Midway Pan EIS@blm.gov" < BLM NV EYDO Midway Pan EIS@blm.gov> 

Mr. Kreidler, 

I'm In favor of the project that Midway Is proposing. As a past resident of McGill, Nevada when 
Kennecott was the main employer I realize how vital mining Is to White Pine County. 

Mark L Breeden 
Senior Vice President/Investments 

IRl 
SOW. Liberty St. Ste 100 
Reno, NV 89501 
Phone: (775) 786-8500 
Toll Free: (877) 635-9530 
Fax: (775) 786-8580 
Email: breedenm@stifel.com 

******************************************************************************** 

All electronic messages sent and received by Stifel Nicolaus 
Associates are subject to review by Stifel Nicolaus. Stifel Nicolaus 
may retain and reproduce electronic messages for state, federal, or 
other regulatory agencies as required by applicable law. 
IMPORTANT: Please do not use e-mail to request or authorize the 
purchase or sale of any security or commodity, send fund transfer 
Instructions, or otherwise conduct any securities transactions. Any 
requests, orders, Instructions, or time-sensitive messages sent by 
e-mail cannot be accepted or processed by Stifel Nicolaus. The 
accuracy of any Information sent by Stlfel Nicolaus through e-mail 
cannot be warranted or guaranteed by Stifel Nicolaus or Its affiliates. 

Stlfel, Nicolaus & Company, Incorporated 
Member NYSE & SIPC 
Headquarters: 501 N. Broadway, St. Louis, MO 63102 
314-342-2000 

Stlfel Nicolaus Canada Inc. 
Member IIROC & CIPF 
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Headquarters: 79 Wellington St W, 21st Floor, Toronto, ON MSK 187 
416-815-0888 

******************************************************************************** 
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Project \~;:mage r - Ely District 
Bureau of Land Management 
HC33 Box 33500 
702 ~. Ind ustrial Way 
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Tel: 775.289 .1 893 
Emai l: mkreicller@blm. gov 

Sf'l1t I'll/ PIJF L:inmJ :md CS. :1/ni/ 
/;:rwndf·d Cnmmem !Je,1d!Jiw: . I 1.?.1 · I (1, 2013 

Comment No. : 150 

CONFEDERATED TRIBES 
o/ tlte 

GOSHUTE RESERVATION 
P.O. BOX 6104 

IBAPAH, UTAH 84034 
PHONE (435) 234-1138 

FAX (435) 234-1162 

~v1 ay 9, 201 3 

RE: CTGR Comments on the Pan Mine Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (Casefile NVN- 090444) 

Dear Mil e. Kriedler: 

The Confederated Tdbes of the Goshut e Reservat ion (hereinafter: "CTGR" or 

"Tribe") respectfully submit these comments on the Pan \ ,line Projec t Drnft Environmental 

Impact Statement (Caselil e \JVN - 090444) . The CTG I, is a ft dera lly recognized Indian Tribe 

and sovereign t ri bal nation. Our Reservation \\·as fo rm ed by execut ive orders and includes 

portions of Utah nnd Nevada, but our resources, interests and use of lands are not confined 

Co!!(ederated 7i·ibes o,(rhe Goslwre Reserrmio11 
Commenfs oi l the !'an Mille f'ro,ject Dr(!fi £/S Page I 
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to the Reservation boundaries . The Tribe's aboriginal homelands include a large area of 

Nevada and L:tah and they encompass the entire Proposed Pnn :vline Project Area. Our Tribe 

st ill uses our aboriginal territory for hunti ng, fi shing, gathering, sacred/ reli gious purposes , 

and other uses . Some tribal uses occur in and around the Pan \!line Project Ar a. Because of 

our prehistoric, histori c and current uses of these land , we are concerned about the impacts 

to the Project ArPa and surrounding environment on our imerests , resources and rights. 

After our review of this Pan \'li ne Project Drall ElS, we are great ly concerned about 

the potential in;eparable env iJ :onm ental · im pacts ~ direct, ind irec t and cumulative . impricts -

from the proposed mining activity both in the short term and long term. Also, we are 

concerned that thi s Draft ElS does not adeq uately address and mitigate potential impacts . If 

the ·oncerns are not sufficiently add ressed and mitiga ted t the li.Ill e .. t extent, the BLM as 

the Federal trustee must rejec t the proposE•d Pan .\,li ne Proj0ct in order lo protect our tribal 

resources, interests, and rights. 

I. Past and Present Mining and Exploration in the Affected Area 

~vlining act ivity in the Pan Mine region of the Pancake Range has been act ive at least 

ince 1876. Accordin g to the DEJS, at lea t ten explorat ion compan ies have been invo lved in 

drilling and explori ng the Pan .\1line area since 1978. The DEIS also identifies many mine 

operations and/ or exploration endeavors t hat are past act ions in the allec ted area that have 

clefi:1cecl 3,644 acres of' land, and many other present mining opera tions that current ly defhce 

41,097 acres of' land. (see DEl S Sections 5.2 and 5.3). 

II. Synopsis of the Pan Mine Project 

Midway Go ld US Inc. submi t led to the BL\~ Ely District u Plan of Opera tions (POO) 

jn October 2011 (\\'it h subsequent POO n:'visions in 1- ebruary and \!lay 201 2) to comm ence 

mining operat ions on 3,204 ac res of BL\ !- administered Jan el . The proposed Pan Mine Project 

Co1!tederated Trihes o.fthe Goslmte Resen-alion 
Comments 0 11 the Pan Mine Proj ect Drqji E. IS Page 2 
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" is located on the we. tern edge of \\ hite Pine County, :.Je,·ada in the Pancak Mountain 

Range approximately 22 mil es southeast of Eureka and 50 miles west of Ely" . [vlidway Gold's 

technical feasibili ty study has inclic<'lled that the proposed Pan :-vli ne mineral reserve of 

53,254 ,000 tons of' ma terial conta ins 864, 000 ounces of recoverable gold, thus ind icating an 

economi ca ll~r feasible mi ne projec t. However, the DEIS doe_ not address whether the Pan 

\~i ne Project wou ld mi ne other minerals at the site. The Proj ct woul d construct and operate 

the gold mine and asso iated facilit ies , inclu ding but not lim ited to mini ng in two main open 

pits , mining in !Cn1r satelli te pits , de,ielop ing ro k ci'ushing faCi liti es and stockpile , developing 

two waste rock disposal areas, developing processing facililie, , ht>ap leach pads and ponds, 

developing groundwater for use in mine operat ion and-associated fac ili ties, developing ronds, 

conductin g addi tional explorat ion ac tivities , and developing a large number of' other mine 

related faci li ties . 

\ '!any documents either are not included in the DEIS or on BL!\-1' s webs ite for our 

Tribe to effec tively review and comment on thi s DFIS. These docume nts include feasibili ty 

studies , techn ica l studic. on re ·ource. , rights-of-way appl ication ti·om \1ll . Wheeler Power, 

and !\·1idway Gold 's POO. Based on Midway Gold's POO, the BLM slates that their review 

of' the POO ensures: (1) ''Adequate provisions are incl uded to preven t unne essary or und ue 

degraclalion of Federal lands and to protect rhe non- mineral resour es of the Federal lands;" 

(2) "Measures are included to prov ide for reclamation of disturbed areas;" and (3) 

"Compliance 11·ith applicable State and Federal law. is ach ieved." Because t he 13U.1 has 

precluded our Tri be and the publ ic fl ·om a tfli r opportunity to obtain and review the I 00 (and 

the other aforementioned docum ents), our Tribe has no way of appropriately reviewing and 

comment ing on th is DEIS and the determinat ions provided above. 

III. Inadequate Consideration of Project Conformance with Land Use Plans 

NEPA docum ents are required to inform the pu blic as to whE!lher the project will be in 

conformance wit h the applicable land u. e plans. Th E.' BL\rl's plann ing regul ations state t hat 

Cm?federated Tribes ofthe Goshute Resen •alion 
Comllt l!nls 0 11 the !'an A4ine Project Draji £/S Page 3 
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conformance or conformity means that "a resource mnnagement action shall be specifi cfl lly 

provided for in the plan, or if not specifi ca lly mentioned, sh~:t ll be clearl y consi. tent with the 

terms, conditions, and decLions of the npproveci plnn or amendment. '' Conformance also 

requires the BUvt to disclose what elemen ts of land us" plans may not ue in con formance with 

the proposed Federal action in the DEI S. According to the BL\~ 2008 Handbook , if the 

proposed act ion does not conform to the exist in g land use plnn, either the proposa l should be 

modified to conform, or a land use plan amendm ent that all ">WS the act ion to be considered . 

. Vloreover, if the existing land use plan is silen t. aboLl l an activity, the pl an direction should be 

reviewed, including the broad and programmatic goa ls and objectives. 

This Pan tvline DElS Jail ed to make required conformi ty determi nat ions. While the 

DEIS generated a list of various documents , dec isions, and mnnagement pl ans that are 

purported ly in con lormance with the proposed Project, there is no findi ng on conformance . :.lo 

conclusions or findings of conlormity are given with other sali en t parameters in the land use 

and manage ment plans , such ns the Proposed Ely l~MP. The DEIS merely provides stut ements 

that "the Proposed ;.\ ct ion and alt ernatives are in conformance". The DEIS must, and 

currently fnil s to, an.:we r the quest ions: Does the project eonform? How so? Wi ll thi s be 

multiple use? 

Se one!, the DEIS tails to di sclo:e whethe r or not the Proposed Action nne! 

Alt ernatives have possible conflicts with the appli cab le BLivl land usc plans . The NE PA 

quest ion is compliance wit h land us plans : "Possible conllicts bel\vecn the propo, eel action 

and the objectives of' Federal ... land use plans .. . . " The DEIS must disclose these 

poss ible con fli cts. If that informatio n is not in the DEIS, then it must be revised o thi s 

disclosure can be subject to public not ice and comment. With th is element ab, ent, the DE IS 

does not meet 'JEP.A' requirements fo r fi.dl and reasonable el i_ closu re of conformity. 

The DEIS claims t hat t he t=>rojec t is in con lorman ·e with various land use plans , 

including "\llanagement Gu ideli nes for Sage-G rouse and Sagebrush Ecosystems in Nevada '' , 

"BL\!1 'Jational Greater Sage- Grou ·e Land L'se Plann ing Strateg/', "Greater Sage-Grouse 

Interim Vlanagement Policies and Procedures" , and the othe r documen t: li sted at DEIS l - 7. 

Confederated Tribes oflhe Gvsluae Resen'(t(iOII 
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Our Tribe does not concur with the BL:VI' s find ing:) on con formance with these plan and 

guidelines in several area . l-or example, sage-grouse priority habit at wi ll be destroyed if the 

Project is approved. Th is is contra ry to several areas ,,·ithin the sage grouse plans and 

management gui delines. 

IV. Inadequate Disclosure of Compliance with Statutes, Regulations and Plans 

.Any NEPi\ projec t mi.tst achi •ve conforrnance with ex ist ing regu lations, statutes and 

land use plans. Under Section 1.6, the DEIS li s ts an array of plans, po licies, guidelines and 

statut es that have been ana lyzed to determine whether the Proposed Action achieved 

compliance . The DEfS prO\ ides no basis for the compliance determinat ions. No informat ion in 

the DEfS allows the Tribe to gauge wh ether the Project is in compliance \\'ilh that list of 

pl ans , policies, gu ide lines and statu tes. Th is precludes our Tribe, and the general pu blic , ft·om 

having the opportunity to f'airly and adequately eva luate this Pan \!li ne DF: IS to not on ly 

ensure compliance hut also to ensure proper avoidance of potential adverse impacts on 

resources that are protected under those plans, regula! ions, and statutes . 

The DEIS identi fi es that there will be impacts on Golden Eagles withi n the Project 

area. Golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. Even 

disturbance of habitat , nests, or ind ividua l birds is considered 'take" under th is Eagle Act. 

Because the Pan \ 'tine Project wou ld clearly have impacts on thes0 birds , \\'hich are sacred to 

our Tribe, th is aspect of the Project is not in conformance with the Eagle .Act. 

V. Errors on Project Segmentation 

Exp lorat ion and mining act iviti es in the Pan \ tli ne Project , rea has been ongoing and 

those act ions are imil ar, connected, and curnu lntive act ions . The relationships of those pas t 

actions to th is Projec t have not been adequately ex plained in the DE IS (see DElS at 1- 1 

through 1-5). The past and present min ing activitie>s are clearly connected, and thus the 

C01ifederated !i-ibes t~(the Goshute Reservation 
Co111111ents on the Pan Mine Project DraJi EIS Page 5 



Comment No.: 150 

environmental impacts in their entirety musl be ana lyzed and disclosed in this DEIS. The 

BLM i n corporat e~ by reference several past E \ ' s fo r· activities in the Pan \!l ine area; 

hO\\·ever, that reference and disclosure atte1npt are inadequate for several reasons . First , the 

mining activity that has led to the Proposed Aclion is of longer durat ion than what has been 

disclo_ed in the DElS. Second, the impacts to the Project nr·(•a fi·om past actions are not 

analyzed adequately and in a way that all ows the combined impacts of connected/similar 

actions to be presented in this single DElS. While some disclosure and as, essmen t is 

!)resented in the Ctimulat ive [mpacts chapter regarding these connected act ions , the ana lysis 

fails on those issues. The DEIS must be revised so that our Tribe has a reasonable 

opportunity to gauge the tota lit y oft he connected action and their cumul ative im pacts . 

VI. Alternatives to the Proposed Action are Insufficient 

NEPA requires that the BLM fo rmulate appropriate alternative that add ress not only 

public concern : and issues rai sed throughout the \!EPA process , but also environmental 

information avai lab le to the BL:vl. The purpose in developing alternatives to i. he Proposed 

Act ion is to "Civoid or minimize adverse effect ... upon the qua li ty of the human 

envi ronment." t\pproprime alternat ives must be developed , studied and described to 

"recommend courses of act ion in any proposal which involve. unreso lved resour e connicts 

concerning alternat ive uses of avai lable resource" . rvloreover, the BUvl has the direct ive to 

analyze a "reasonable num ber to cover the full spect rum of alternatives." Alternat ives must 

not simply respond to an 1\pplicant' s proposal, but develop alternat ives that are pract ica l and 

fea sibiP \rh il e ma intain ing compliance with state and federal statut es and regulations. 

The Pan \~in e DElS describes four nlternatives - the Proposed Ac tion, V\ aste Rock 

Disposa l Alternati\·e, the Southwest Po\\'er I ihe Alternative, and a \Jo . ction Alternative . 

Pursuant to prior authorizat ions, \ili clway Cold is conduct ing mining -'xploralion activities that 

permit 100 acre. of surface el i t urbance , including road constructi on , dr ill pads and 

explora tion drill ing, trench excavation and borehole nugers, sfln ilat ion fhc il it ies , staging areas 

Confeder(lfed Tribes of/he Goslwte ReserraJion 
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fo r ma teria ls and equi pment , and development of groundwater we lls. Wh ile the DEIS appears 

to examine numerous alternatives, the method for identify ing, select ing and eliminat ing 

alternat ives is not based on suffi cient methodologies. NEPA requires that all Federal agencie 

"shall iclent if}' any methodologies used". The mt•thocl for deriving alternnlives is not 

disclo.ed, and the informat ion that is provided remn ins insufliciE•nt. Ind eed, the DEIS in Tab le 

2.4- 1 provides n matrix of potent in I alt ernat ives. Yet the DEI does not disclose where/ how 

each alternative \\'CI S generated nor is there any justification for it subjective "Yes" or ";\lo' 

decisions iri Table 2.4- 1. The presentation of information un der Section 2.4 - 2.6 does not 

const itut e the methodologies u:ed in the deci ~ i on-making process , and is insuflkient 

just ificat ion of the alternat ives. (see Sect ion 2.5) . Thus, the BLM fa iled to appropri at ely 

construct a reasonable range of alternati ,·e.s given the issue::; important to ou r Tribe and the 

general pub lic. 

The BL'vl also fail ed to develop an appropriate range of alternatives given potentia l 

environmental impact s. All of the alterna tives that are presented in the DEIS will have 

irreparable and significant impact. on ,·eget.ation, \\'ater, air, land use, em ironmental just ice, 

and tribal religious/cul tural uses of the 3,204 acres of land. \1oreover, estimat ions of impacts 

from the Project are likely to be greatly undere~t i mat ed (as pre ented below) , wh i h 

generates inefiective and underestimated proposed mitigation measure~ . Because of t hese 

issues, there is a clear need for altemat ives that would actually reduce impact s. 

Given the DEIS' fi:1 ilure to analyze a reasona ble range of alternat ives , failure to 

develop sutli :ien t alterm tives based on the ·coping process a11cl the best avai lable 

information, and fa ilure to provide cl ue just ifi ca t ion f()r select ing and eli minat ing alternat ives , 

the DEIS essent ially re<:ponclecl to the Applicant' s desired outcome. Even a prelim inary 

cons tra int s ana lysis for the proposed Project would hnve demonstrated sign ifi ca nt impacts of 

part icular resources, in cluding cultura l resources and Nat ive American religious va lues. 

lncleed, the DEIS ident ifies that t he Propo_ed t-\ ction wou ld resul t in adverse impac ts to 

several sites that are eligible for the \!at iona l Register of Historic Prop n ies. Those 

signif-icant impa ··ts alone provide a t rigger for the need and development of appropri ate 
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alternative. , but the BL \,1' s DEIS sta tes that no effect on historic/ cultural properties would 

occur. Our Tribe had no input on cultural resource inventori es , cultural site determinations, 

NRHP eligibility, and no input on wh elher cu ltural sit es may be adversely impacted from the 

Propo ed . ction. The DEIS apparent ly has missed preYious ly documented information on 

cultural use areas / hi stori c s ites t hat did not make it into the impact assessment for this 

proposed gold mine proje ·t . 

The DEIS avoid. addit iona l \Wrking alternat ives by suggest ing act ions that may 

minimize or avoid some impacts. Fo"r ex<imple, the DDS sugges ts that a tren t1i1ent plan may 

be inst itu ted and tha t data recovery measures may be ins til utecl. These measures wou ld 

pu r·ported ly oll 'set the adverse impacts . \·Ve do not agree that those measu res would oft~et 

im pacts to cultural resources . Additional alternalives must be added lo the DElS that respond 

to and/ or avoid ent irely the impacts on cultural areas. These issues are errs of 

noncompliance. 

The range of alternat ives anal yzed fail s to match the Federal Land Policy and 

:vtanagement i\ct as a multi-usc mandate . FLP\t'\ i: Lhe BL\'I's "organic act that establi shes 

the agency 's multiple-use mandate to serve present and fLtture genera t ions ." Instead, the 

alternat ives simply respond to the .App li cant' s pl an to commence large-sca le mi ning 

operat ion · in the Pan 'vline area . The DEIS fa ils to consider alternative: that meet the 

mu ltiple-us mandate that might achieve both tho Appli cFII1t' s proposed Project and the 

BL\1' s mandat e to manage lands in a manner that \\'ill: 

pmtect th r· quHiit~' or st·icntific , scenic, hi, tori cul. ecolo.:ici11, envi ronnwn tnl , ai1· and 

atmosplwric, water rP.':C>li!TE' , il nd archeologir nl values; that , wlwre appropria te, will prl' sc>rve 

and prrHC'C. I cprw in pu blic lands in their natuntlconrlition; that will prol'id C' food and habitnt for 

t! sh i:!l1d wildl ife and dumes tie ani mals : and that will provide fo r 0utdoor rt'creation and human 

occupancy and usc• . 

Thus, the DEl S must ana lyze an appropriate range of alternat ives that meets th<lt mul t iple-

usc mandate and conforms to the entirety of the app li ca bl e land use plan(s) . 
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VII. Inadequate Disclosure of the Affected Environment 

The DE IS' ;-\flee t eel Environment chapter does not fully disclose important resources . 

First, the Duckwater Shoshone Tribe ' s Proposed Expansion Area is nol provid d in the 

DEJS . The DEI S must address potential impac ts to that important area, to ou r neighboring 

Duckwat er Tribe' . current reservat ion lands, and to hi stori ·al l prehi storic cul tural areas. 0lot 

pro\,iding that analysis in the Pan Mine DEIS is i1 fairure to meet NEPA requi ren1ents on 

several counts. Second, the DEl doe not suflicienlly address water resources including 

groundwater. The DEl. · provides an arbitrary "three- mile buOer to allow for impacts that may 

go beyond the projec t area" plus the direct effect.. area of ana lysis within the actual Project 

area. No justif-i cation for the three- mile uulrer is provided and no info rmation is offered that 

would suggest that uch i1 buffer el i. tancc is appropriate for th e:- environm ental conditions in 

and around the Projec t area. The Projec t is situat ed ju. t north of the Duckwater Tribe 

Reservation. Groundwater fl ows fi ·om the Project nrea toward the Duckwater Reservation. 

Third, endangered species occupy springs Rt the Duckwater Heservation. Because the springs 

are connected t0 groundwater sou rces , our Tribe i. concerned that ontamination from the 

Pan Mine will eventually flow to the Reservation and will impact the endangered :pecies and 

their habitat, Duckwater 's domestic \\"e lls, irrigation wells , and other water resources in the 

area. Fourth, the Project area nnd lands adjacent the Project area had long- term tribal 

occupanc) and LL es . \lo disc losure or descripti ons are provi ded in the DEJS. Presently, the 

DEIS fn il s to look at any of these critical envi ronm entn l issues. 

VIII. Inadequate Evaluation, Disclosure and Mitigation of Impacts on Water Resources 

The DEIS icl enti li es under Sect ion 4.2.1 that the Projec t may huve irnpHct s on water 

resources both short and long- term, including downgradienl springs, urface \\·ater, and 

groundwater. The methods to de termine wh ether impacts wil l occur, and to what extent, are 
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genera ll y vacant nnd/ or in need of' Cl suffici ent analysis. The DEIS provides no assessment of 

wh at di stance down stream the impacts may occur lo those re. ource . . The DEIS suggest s that 

based on a comparison of topographic map contour. , mine CI Cti\ ities would not impact an 

unnamed . pring. Th is assessment is given in the following DEIS .. tatement: 

there arC' no rnapped ,;prings or s(•eps wit hin the Propo~<'d .-\ction projec t area ; however, there 

is an unnamed spring locmecl app mximatcly 0.25 mile·: due sou th and upgracliC'nl or t hC' area. 

BasC'd on topographic analysb , the unnamed _spring .. · b not c!oll'ngrildicm or ony mine 

li rcilit iC's or· rl istu rbnnec, Ft nd thcrc fc>re ,,-otrld not be i111pacted bv th e Proposed ;\ct ion or any 

Action t\lternat i\·es . Dl·:ts at 11- 4. 

The DEIS offer: no methodology to make thL determination; it does not identify a distance 

upgrad ient that lhe spring is located fi ·om th e Project Area; it provides no informa ti on 

what ·oever to cdlow the render to fairly eva luate th e conditions and methods thal were used 

in arriving at that determi nat ion . The surface wat er section 4. 2.2 is repl ete with inadequa cies 

that prevent reasonable evaluatiow of impacts for the Projec t . . Another example is that the 

DEl S slates th at there "are no identified wet lands within or in close prox imity to the project 

area." We have no \l'ay of gauging ,,-hal "ident ified \retlancb" refer to , nor what specifi c 

distance "close proximity" refers Lo . Further, lhc• DEIS does not provide any illustrat ion of 

where groundwate r we ll s, the unnamed , pring, and sa lient feature. that may have impacts on 

the unnamed spring. This preclu de.· our Tribe fi·om having any reasonable opportunity to 

review thi s potent ial impact. 

Our Tribe is greatl y com:erned about the meth odology that wns used to deter·mine 

impaets on th is water resource, lending to our subsequent concerns of how impact 

assessments were condu cted for other resources throughout this DEIS. The DEIS suggests 

lhat "t he potential for acid rock cl rainagC' and / or metals leachin g n·om the WRDA: is 

considered low" and on ly min or amounts of' arsenic and tha llium are likely to leach into the 

ground . And a a result, th ere are no assurances that grouncl\\'ater \\' ill noc be contaminated 

either in th e shorl term or long term fi·orn the mining activities . Indeed, the DEIS ''indicates 
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thnt impacts to groundwater qua li ty ti·om the operat ion and reclamation of the WRDAs are 

considered long-term". The Project must require urpropriate m oidnnce, mon it oring and 

mit igation for any impacts on ground\\"ater. 

IX. Inadequate Evaluation, Disclosure and Mitigation of Impacts on Air Resources 

Air quality modeli ng wa. conducted "to asse s ambient air quality impacts off-s it e as a 

result of the Proposed Action" . The DEIS n1ust jJrovici P. maps L1f air quality dispersion models 

to show the pollutant di spersions ucross diflerenl. temporal scales to determine the ex tent of 

impacts to downwind areas, in cluding the Duckwater l~eservation, the ir Proposed Expansion 

Area, and any of our tribal historica l/ cultural use area . Given the multiLUde of ai r pollutants , 

our Tribe is concerned not on ly about the air quali ty in general, but part icular ly about t he air 

qua li ty impacts on t he Duckwater Tribe. 

The proposed Projec t wi ll put a large number of poll utants into the air. Quantitie: of 

pollutants are given in tons / year. Based on modeling predictions , the pollutants are generally 

shown as process and ancillary em i ss i on ~· , fi.1gitive du. t emiss ions, vehicle tailpipe emi. sions, 

greenhouse gas emissions, mercury emiss ions, hazardous air pollutant emiss ions. NEI A 

requires tha t all of these diflerent types of predicted emissions be di sclosed as regulatory 

caps , grand sums, est imates of ho\\' mitigation subtracts from the grand sums, amount s 

already pre. ent in the af1ected environment , th . cau. es of' different emi ssions, and 

increment al increases fr·om differen t sources . At present, the DEIS does not provide nn 

understanding of these sepantte elements ;mel how they add an in crement to Lh e cumulative . 

The DEIS on ly provides regulatory cap: n nitrogen oxide, su lfur dioxide, ca rbon monoxide , 

P~~ JO, PM2.5, led , ozone. \!o regu latory cap is provided for HAP emi ssions for example. 

Disclosure of GI-IG emi ssions is inadeq uate . On Februa ry 18, 2010, t he Counc il on 

Em ironmental Quality provided a draft guidance memorandum to assi,· t Feclerttl agencies Lo 

im prove their con. iderati on of effec ts of greenhouse gas emi:sion (G HGs) and climate change 

in their eva luation of proposal for Federal ac tions under \!EPA CEQ brought attention to the 
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issue of how GHGs and climate change i sues are considered in \!EPA documents to prO\ ide 

a chance to examine rea. onable alt ern atives and mitigation or impacts. The CEQ guidance 

brings forth two main issues: 

( l) rlw Cl lC Pmis~ion ~ ellec ts or u propo:C'd u ·tion a11d alternat ivp act ions; and 

(2) The relillions hip nr climato t hangP pfl(>c ts to :t proposod action or alternrttiv0s, includi ng tho 

relat ionship to proposn l dPsign, em·ironnlC'mn l imp11 ct s. mitigiltion and adaptation nw<tsurcs. 

The CEQ guidance ident ifi es that the Federal government is committed to the goa l ~ of energy 

conservation, reducing energy use , and eliminating or reducing GHG emiss ions, among other 

renewab le energy goals. The BL\il is obli gated to consider and condu ct the appropriate 

envir nmental anal) ses in fed eral projects thHt impli Ci:tto these goals. The CEQ identifi es that 

"information on GHG emiss ions (qual itative or quantitative) that is usel"u l and relevant to the 

deci ion should be used when deciding among alt erna tives." Thus, it i. appropriate for the 

BLM to quantif)' and disclose est imates of GHGs given off from all Projec t act iviti es - direct, 

indirect and cumulative emiss ions - no matter whether they are primary or· secondary 

importance in terms of quantities of emiss ions . GHG emiss ion . assoc iated with the proposed 

Project primarily wou ld be as::-ociatecl with the consumption of energy for mini ng and ore 

process ing over the life or the mine. The DEIS does not disclose GHG emissions other than 

"process and fu gitive" co~ emi ssions , which is based on an arbitrary dec ision to disclose on ly 

those "primary" GHGs. CEQ and \!EPf\ guid ance does not li mit the disclosure of GHG 

emiss ions to primFtry poll utrmt s as sugge. ted in the DE IS at 4-28 . 

The BLM must quant if), and disclose all sources or GHG emi ssions and expecled 

amount s for thi s mini ng project DEIS, espec ially since mining ac tiviti es emi t GHGs both fi·om 

machinery use and land di sturbanc ··. Defacin g and disturbing the ground surface invariably 

cause a release of GHGs and changes the natural GHG fl ux. The Proje ' t proposes to di sturb 

about 3,204 acres or land, inclu ding large amo unts of soil and vegeta tion. The loss of 

vegetat ion eliminates t he natu ral GHG flux es, and li kewi se :oil disturbance by mining and 
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bull dozing rel ease~ GHGs such as CO~ , Cl-1.1 and 0! ~0 . Both vegetation and soi l GHG losses 

to the atmosphere, and the land's long- term inabi lity to fimct ion properly in terms ol G H G 

flu xes following distu rbance, must be considered . The DEIS must include all types GHG 

emissions from all of l he sources and provide estimates oft hose emi. sion. no matler the type 

or quant ity. Otherwise , the DEIS does not meet full disclosure fo r public review and 

commenting. 

X. Inadequate Evaluation, DisClosure and Mitigation of Impacts on Vegetation and 

Wildlife Resources 

The evaluation and disclosure of impact s on vegetati on and wildli !'e resources are 

insuffici ent. The DEIS in the previous f\ir Hesou rces sect ion essentially omits any ana lys is 

and disclosure of climate change , which can add an increment of impact on resources : 

Climate change analyses are comprised of severa l factors , including GHGs. land use manage ment 

practices, and the albedo effect. The tools necessa ry to quantify incremental climatic impacts of 

speci fi c activities assoc iated with those factors are presently unavailable. As a consequence, 

impact assessment of effect or sperific anthropogeni c ac ti vit ies cannot be performed. 

Additionally, specific levels of significance have not yet been established. Therefore. climate 

change analysis for the purpo e of this document is limited to accounting and di sc los ing of factors 

that contribute to climate change. Qualitative and/or quantitati ve eva luationj s] of potential 

contribttting factors within the plan ning area are included where appropriate and practicable. 

DE IS at 4.28. 

The potential impact on native and in vasive vegetation, for example. is only partially 

addressed in this DEIS because of the failure to address how climate change coupled with 

mining activities will impac t the resource. The Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest Vulnerability 

Reporl 20 II [USfS 20 11] addresses potential effects of climate change to natural resources in 

the Project area. Regarding invasive species, the USFS study slates the foll owing: 

lnvasibility of cheatgrass (/Jromus 1ec1urum ) varies ncross elevation grad ient s on the Forest and 

appears to be closely related to temperature at higher elevations and to so ilwater availability at 

lower elevations. Cold soil temperatures at higher elevations limit the growth and reproduction of 
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chcatgra s. High varinbility in soi l wakr and lower average perennial herbaceous cover appear to 

increase invasion potential at low to mid elevations explaining the high susceptibility of more 

mes ic Salt desert shrub and Wyoming sagebrush ecosystems to in vas ion by cheatgrass. Fire and 

removal of perennial herbaceous spec ies increases the susceptibility to invas ion due to elevated 

so il water and the lack of competition. 

These envi ronmental conditions identified above are conditions influenced by c.limate change 

and land disturbances such as thi s Pan Mine Project. Climate change is predicted to generall y 

cause warmer temperatures, earli er snowmelt, impacts to springs and other water resources, and 

climate-induced vegetation and wildlife whereby the drought-tolerant and heat-tol erant spec ies 

will be favored. Thi s DEIS fails to make any attempt to evaluate and di sclose anticipated efTects 

of climate change separately and/or combined with Project-level impacts. This fails the test or a 

hard look that is required in NEPA documents. There must be additive and synergistic effects 

over the long term fron1 the Project and climate change added to the DEfS. 

The Proposed Action 'vvill .denude 2,752 acres of vegetation , including pinyon-juniper 

stands that our tribal ancestors and tribal members have used as a center for pine nut harvests 

since time immemorial. Thirty-five percent of the 3,204-acrc Project area is pinyon-juniper. 

mixed with other shrublands. There are a large number of other plants that have trad itional uses 

in the Project area. No discussion is provided that indicates this. or suggests in any way that 

tribal uses of plants may be impacted. The loss of vegetation would constitute a sign ificant loss. 

Moreover. there will be long term direct. indirec t, and cumulati ve impacts. The DElS fai ls to 

provide disclosures that all ow the reader to see what the add itive and synergistic impacts 

would be from the Proposed Act ion. \1i t igation that is offered to off ·et impact. on vegetation 

includes mostly reclamation. While there may be an aim to successfully reclaim disturbed 

areas, it is well known that sagebrush and pinyon- juniper habitats cannot be successfull y 

recla imed in the short term . These vegetat ion type require many clecad , or succession 

before they sta rt to revert to pre- disturbed conditions. 

Our Tribe also is concern ed Hbout the potent ial impacts on wi ldlife. Sage- grouse leks 

occur very near the Project /\rea, with distance ranging fi ·om 1.04 to 2.08 miles from the 

Project sit e. DEIS at tJ- 43 . And admi tt ed ly, the DEIS iclent ilies that these leks are likely to 

be impacted n·om the mining operat ions and construction . DEIS at 4- 43 . Th is runs contrary 
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to statements early on in the DE!S that indica ted the Proposed A ti on and f\lternatives are in 

conformance with applicable manage ment guidelines , plans and regul ati ons . Moreover, Figure 

4 .8.1 clearly shows that sage-grouse priority habitat would be destroyed by Project 

construction. Instead of provi ding much analysis of this real impact, t he DE!S stresses the 

potential impac.:L s on sage-grouse from nntural preda ti on li·om ravens, hawks and eagles . In 

fac t, the DEI S uses about twi ce as mu ch text space to describe th at ravens, hawks, and 

eagles may hunt sage-grouse compared to the DE!S text that discloses the impacL from the 

mine project on sage-grouse. DEIS at 4- 48, ll- 49. The t~1c t that sage grouse have- natu ral 

predators i: not the issue at hand for this DE!S. The issue is : What is the impact fi·om the 

Proposed Action and Alt ernatives? The DE!S must describe fu lly what the impacts wi ll be and 

develop the appropriate mitigalion for those impacts. In fa ct, mu ch of the mitiga tion ofl'er cl 

to avoid impacts on snge- grou._e skirts the issue of the ac tual impncts on sage grouse and 

their habit at in the Projec t area . [nstend, th e miti ga tion offers "off-~ i t e mitiga tion" and minor 

alterations such as modified transmission li nes , vehi cles speed limits, restrict ing engine 

brakes. DE!S at 4- 54 . Thus, the DEIS not only fa ils to be in con formance \\ith applicable sage 

grouse management plnns and guidelines, but the DE!S also fails to di sc.lose , eva luate, and 

mitigate rea l impacts on sage grouse and their habitat. 

The Project Area also conta ins Golden Eagle habit at and nesting territory. DEI S at 

4.45 . Engles are sacred nnima ls to our Tribe and the Project must not im pact these animals 

and their nesting terri tory, which i. protected under the Bal d and Go lden Eagle Protection 

Acl. lncleecl, even "nes t sit e abandon ment con. t itules take under the Eagle Act" . "Take" 

includes pursuit, shoot, shoot at, poison, wound, kil l, capture, trap, collec t, moles t or dis turb 

(LiSC 668c; 50 CFI~ 22 .3). \ est sit e aban donment or any disturbance t o the nes t is defin ed 

as disturbance , which is " take" under the Eagle Act . Further, there may be cumulative 

impacts that lead to a "tnke" under the Eagle Act. This DE!S is sil ent on these issues and 

fail s to conduct any rea l as essment of wh ether mine constru ct ion and operation will impact 

eagles , their nes ts , and habit at. Further, the DEIS does not ad clres. the cumulative impacts 

for th is resource parameter, but must do so to provide full disclosure of im pacts on wi ldl ife 
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re. ources. If there is a like lihood of these impacts, wh ich is nlready obvious, the DE IS must 

provide appropriate mitigation to fi rf'; t and foremost avoid impacts , and secondari ly to 

minimi ze and ofl<>et impacts. The mitigation provided in the DEIS to offset impacts lo golden 

eagles in the Project aren is as follows: 

In Utah, Romin and Muck ( 1999) recommend habituating raptors to noise and other disturbance 

ac ti vities assoc iated with a project. Specifically, these authors state that "beginning land use, 

human act ivi ties, or construction prior to th <! breeding season will all ow a pair of raptors to 

"choose ' whether the nest site is still acceptable considering the disturbance. Warning sirens at 

regular interva ls have al o been used to alen raptor pairs to potentia lly stat1ling noise such as 

blasting. This technique has generally been used where there is no acceptable alternative to the 

proposed acti on. While loss of the nest site may occur. the goa l of th is tec hnique is to avo id the 

loss of eggs or young and all ow the ad ult s an oppoti unit y to sdect an alternate nesting site," 

These habituation techniques woul d be applicable to the Proposed Action . If ac ti vities such as 

blasting were to beg in during early spring and ummer. birds potent ia ll y nesting in prox imity to 

the project area would either become habituated to the di swrba nce or seek another locat ion for 

nesting. Pre-disturbance signals such as sound ing sirens prior to bl as ting may be dfecti ve in 

limiting negati ve raptor responses to blasting. As sounding sirens prior to a blast is a standard 

safety practice at most mi ne ites. thi s technique would be implemented to reduce impacts. 

Our Tribe has serious concerns about th is idea as an effect ive piece of mitigation. The mines 

already sound their sirens to alert workers of blas ting. :vlit iga tion is suppose to be effect ive, 

so the quest ion is whether th is sound ing-of-sirens miLigat ion technique actually works and 

actua lly ofl ers any rea l mitigation to the loss , clamnge, or tnl<e of golden eagles and their 

habitat. The BL\tl must devi se real miti ga tion for golden eagle di sturbance/ take in the Project 

area . The DEIS then must be revi. eel nnrl resubmitted fo r public review and comment. 

There is no cl isc losLwe or eva luat ion of impacts on elk . Elk are important fo r our tribal 

member 's use all over White Pine County including areas ncar lhe Project area . \.Ve are 

surprised to see that no asses: ment was conducted on elk and their habitat for this Project. 

\Jo tli sclosure or import ant e lk habitat is provi cled. We are con ·erned that the elk that may 

occupy or use the Project area for any duration may he subject to poll ut ion fi ·om 

contaminated water, air, soil, and vege tat ion . The DElS mLL t address the direc t , ind irect or 
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cumulative impact on elk. And becau~e tribal members hunt e lk in thi region , th is is a tribal 

cultur11l use that the DEIS mu st d i s cl o~o how that usc will be impac ted by the Projec t. 

Our Tribe also is concerned about the impacts and mitigation on big game species that 

tribal members rely on for hunting. The BU.·! identified that pronghorn antelope and mule 

cl eer are the two primary big game species that occur within the Project area. DEIS at 3-95. 

These anima ls range from the Project area to areas where triba l members hunt for and rely on 

these animals. The DEI S does not di sc lose the critical habitnt for these animals and does not 

e\,aluate the impacts on the habitat or the anima l populations. /\ nd because of the pollutants 

that are inherent in gold mining operations and processing, we are concerned that these 

anima ls may get contaminated from th mi ne pollutants in th air, water, so il or vegetation. 

The DEIS mentions that impact s to mule deer and pronghorn antelope wou ld be '' short-term 

and negligible." But it is not clear as to how this determination arose , especially given that 

some impac ts have not been di sclosed and evaluated. 

XI. Inadequate Evaluation, Disclosure and Mitigation of Impacts on Cultural Resources, 

Native American Concerns, and Indian Sacred Sites 

The Pan !vtine DEIS' analysis of' impacts on. at ive .Ameri can Concerns and Traditional 

Values is severely defi cient. For st art ers, the BU.-I great ly diminishes the importance of the 

region to the Tribes. Our Western Shoshone ancestors have occupied the region since time 

immemorial. The Projec t Area is right in th e heart of some Wes tern Shoshone home: , 

vil lages, and hunting and ga thering locati ns . The DEI S offered the foll owing as their 

ass ssmenl method in determining !\J at.i ve Am eri can concern s : 

The analysis of potcnlifll impucts lu \a il"t' .-\ mt>ricil n Concc•rn ;; nnd Tri:ldiliomtl Values is based 

on n rcvi E'11· of kll (l \1"11 1 ri bal int erests, t rRdi tionnl cult urn l pl<wes, trust a sse l ~/lrcaty ri ght s 

rc· ~ourccs , nnd consultat ion with the potentially aflectrd Tribrs · · · 

We are not ·ure what the 13L\11 means by "known" in terest s, places , and resources . 

Coi!(ederated Tribes of the Goshure Rcserration 
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Background li terature reviews eas ily would have shown that there are tribal interests, cultural 

places, and resources im portant to the Tribes . Thi s approa ·h to summari ly reject any 

importance that the area has historica ll y and culturally to Tribes based on what is "known" is 

of great concern . The definiti on of "known" seems to be quite limited in scope. We are left to 

as. ume that all of the known information was con tained in cultural resource inventories , which 

our Tribe was precluded from having any in volvement in whatsoever. As such, we were not 

given an opportunity to add tri ba l perspectives, tribal hi . tory, interpretations, and our 

li terature revi ews and findin gs into those cult.ural i·esource docurne nts . We were not given an 

opportunit y to examine and interpret on the ground resources . !vloreover, any preliminary 

assessment of the importance of the region to Tribes shou ld have required the BL\~ to 

conduct an ethnographic assessment, whi ch may have ill um inated our cultural t ies and 

concerns to the area . 

Without the appropriate studies or any reasonable effort to address tribal religious 

values and concerns about the Project, th e BLM f~1 il e cl to make a good fa ith eft·ott to at tach 

re ligious and cultural experiences to the cultural sites in the area of poten tial effects . No 

associated impact analysi was provided for the Tribe and the public to consider. f\CHP 

regulations require the BL~. in consultat ion wi th SHPO and any t ribe that at taches religious 

and cultural sign ificance to sit e, to apply crite ria of adverse e flect with respect to all the 

characterist ics of a cul tura lly signi fi cant site that qualify it for listing or eli gibili ty under the 

National Register. Tribal consultation and ethnogra ph ic assessments are oft en necessary in 

order to thoroughly document sites and gauge adverse impacts . Our Tribe was preclu ded fi·om 

having a reflsonable opportunity to partic ipate in the ident ificat ion or sites and in the 

resolu tion of' any adverse effect s . \'loreover , thi s violates the BL\ll ' s regulatory and 

statutory r qui rements of' ful l and fa ir el i closure and duty to in fo rm the public that it has 

indeed taken a hard look al these potentia l impacts. BL\1 is obligated to carefull y and fu lly 

contemplate the environmental effects of the proposed agency act ion, and to in: ure tha t the 

public has sufficient inform at ion to review nne! comm en t on the agency ' s det erminat ions. 

The DEIS slates that "[t]here are no known poten tial place of cult ural and / or 

Cm?federated Trihes (!/ the Gos/wte Reserl'(tfion 
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geographic interest to the Tribes within or near the project area ." DEIS at 4- 67. Further the 

DEIS state, that "\!o TCPs or EO 13007 (Execut ive Order on the Indian Sacred Sites) sites 

have been identifi ed within the project area that might be impact ed by the Proposed Act ion. 

Therefore, no· impacts to ~at ive Ameri can religious concerns are anticipated from the 

Proposed Action ." Our Tribe does not agree with th is a.-sessment as the area provided 

historical home and village sites for ou r tribal ancestors, pine nut gathering areas, and 

hunting areas for the Tribes. These above issues establi sh an incorrect and misleading 

assessrrient of ilrl])acts on lribnl intei·ests and re:' sources, evad ing the t·equirement to cons ider 

every ·ignificant aspec t of an environmental impact of' t he Proposed Action. Further, NE PA 

documents require that environmental concerns have been fully considered in the decision-

maki ng process and that those issues are clearly arti ·ulated fo r pu blic review and commen t. 

Without th is disclosure, thE• document give the appea rance that there will be no impacts on 

resources and int erests thal are import ant to Tribes . Based on this alon e, the DEfS must be 

revised and resubmitt ed tor public co mmen t and review. 

Our Tribe was prec luded fi·om having a fair and reasonable opportunit y to part icipate 

111 any of the cultural resource inventories , the . RHP-eligibili ty determinat ions, and the 

review and final decisions presented in ~ ultura l resource documents. The BLM iden tified in 

the DEIS at 3- 1:30 that numerous cult ural resource inventories have been conducted in the 

Project Area: 

Class Ill ctdtura l rPsouJ"CE' invcJHories (systt>maric 11nd detailed lield in spections) were 

condueted li1r t lw entire f(•n ced nrNI and acress roads (Ranks, ct 111., 201 211 . 20 J2h, 20 12c, 

and 2012d; Orcutt nnd Hrewer . ~ 0 1 ~) .... lnlhrmntion regardi ng ct tl turnl resoun:l:' · in the 

project arc•a was coiiC'ctt•cl through lit eraturE" spar ·hes and fi eld im·cntory . ... Datn lor cu ltural 

resource · inclu dEo>s r0cord sPnrch information for an ar011 one-m iiP ou t from project component s 

and lield inventorif.'s . 

Yet, our Tri be was never provided an opport unity to participate at any stage of the cultural 

resources projects that are we ll within ou r aboriginal territory and in close prox imity to Tribal 
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lands. Our Tribes ' review and i11put was never asked for, we \rere unaware of when these 

inventories were being conducted, and we were never given copies of the cultural resource 

inventories. Our Tribe had no part in the fi e ld surveys or conclusions drawn in the reports . 

Our Tribes' interpretation · of tribal cultural resour es generally are clifterent than what is 

provided by BLVI studies and inventories by an app li cant's th ird party consultant. 

The BLM determined, without Tribal pa rticipat ion in any part of the cultural resources 

work, that "impacts to cultural re:ources would be minor to modera te and long-term". DElS 

at 4-66 . The DEIS summari zes the cuituraf resource findings as foliows: 

There <tre 75 \ RI IP- c·ligihle cult ural re~ourcc . ites (i. e ., historic propert ies) known to be 

with in the prok ct arC' ll (Table 3. 11 - 1. Th0s0 include 67 historic sit es , one prehistoric sit(• , and 

~rvrn mult i- componc• nt sites . Impacts could potent ial!)· be nvoidecl through const ruction d e~ign 

ttlOdificatiun or mitig;t tl•d thmugh data rC' ' ( >V( ' IY studiC'S. IJ[IS at -'1-66. 

Unfortunately, our Tribe has no way to fa irly evalunte the cu ltural resou rces, as we were not 

part of the inventories nor the interpretations of fi eld data regarding what constitu tes a 

cultural site and what constitut es NRHP eligible resources based on the NHPA cr·iteria. Thi s 

DEIS suggests thnt impact s to our cultural resources can be " mi t igated through data recovery 

studies." This is not sufncient mitigation for the wholesale permanent loss of cul tura l 

resources . Appropri at e and suffi cient mitigat ion must be a part of this DEJS in order for the 

Project to approved. 

XII. Inadequate Evaluation, Disclosure and Mitigation of Impacts on Environmental justice 
and Health Concerns 

The DEIS fail s to provide <tn appropriat e analy:L of' environmental justi ce . The EP.A 

defines environmental justice as "the fair treatment and meanin gful involvement of' all people 

regardl ess of race, co lor, sex, na t ional origin, or income with respect to the development, 

implementation and en fo rcement of environmental I mrs , regul ati on _, and poli cies ." The DElS 

offer that an adverse impact on environm ental just ice is one that would res ult in several 
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cases: ( I) disproportionate high and ndverse human health or environmental ofrects on 

minority popu lations or low-income populations; (2) increased risk of rate of exposure to an 

adverse env ironmenta l hazard by a minori ty population or low- income population that 

appreciabb exceeds the ri . k or rate of expo. ure t > the general popu lat ion ; and (3) hea iL h and 

safety hazards that disproportionately afl'ect children. ~tl oreover, the BLM made a 

determination of adverse impact on environmenta l justice based on the e two f~1cto rs : (!) 

whether the impact would be likely on the natura l or physical environment that sign ificantly 

and aclvei·sely aH'ects <i minor it y poiJtllation or lo\v- income populat ion; <1 nd (2) ,i,hether 

environmental e!Tcct. would have a significnnt adverse impact on minority or low income 

populations or ch il dren . DEIS at 4-102. 

The DE!S stales that 'im pact s on environmenta l justice issues would not be 

an ticipated.' Thi.. is incorrect. We cannot find where there is any real ana lysis or detai ls on 

this ma tter in the DEI S. However the BLM arrived at thi s determinat ion seems questionable 

and is replete with serious !laws because of other probl ems in the way this im pact. assessment 

has been conducted ··,cro, s resource pa rameters. For example , the DE IS did not provide a 

sutlicient analysis of groundwat er quality or air quali ty impacts nnd how those impacts will be 

carried toward the Duckwater Reservat ion. Groundwater flows south from the I roject area to 

the Ducl<water Rese rvation. No analysis was conduct cl to determine the rat e of groun dwater 

!low and how long it might take for contaminated groun dwater to meet the Reservation. 

\\ hether that time period is 10 years or 100 year , tha t potential impact is likely to occu r and 

is certainly an environmental justice impact. 

The DEIS also fa iled to appropriately acldross impacts on air quali ty that may impact 

the Duckwater l~eservat i on . There was no as essment of wh i h direction nnd how far ai r 

quality will be impa cted. If such an an<dys ic demonstrated tha t air pollutants impacted the 

Duckwater Reservation, thi s cou ld const itute an adver. e impact of environmenta l justice . But 

because the DEIS has not provicl €:•rl fu ll disclosure of these types of potential impacts on 

resources, the environmental justice impact ·annot be fa ir ly guugecl. The fact thut the DEIS 

indicates that there will be 3204 acres of impact on ou r ancestral homelands, impact.. to our 
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history, impacts to hi storic tribal homes and \'illages, impact s to ancest ral hunting and 

gathering areas, impact s to our sacred an imals , plants and other resources co ll ectively and 

separately consti tutes adverse impacts on environmenta l justi ce according to BUvl' s own 

crite ria. BLNI' s determinalion must be reversed. Further, this DEIS must be revised to 

include the appropriat e impact nnalyses , the appropriate im pac ts on environmental justice, 

and the appropri ate determinat ions of impact s . 

. XIII. Inadequate Evaluation, Disclosure and Mitigation of Cumulative Impacts 

!'\ cum ulative impnct as defi ned under CEQ regul at ions Secti on 1508.7 is "t he im pact 

on t h , environment which resu lt s fi·om the incrementa l impact of the action when aclclecl to 

other past, pre en t, and reasonably future act ions r garclless of what agency (Federal or non-

Federal) or person undertakes such other acti ons. Cum ulotive imp<1cts can result fi·om 

individually min or but collec tively sign ificant act ions taking place ove r a period of lime." 

Our Tribe has con ·erns about the inadeq uate eva luation and disclosure o!' cumulative 

impacts for thi s Pan !\'li ne Project. The Pan ~di ne DElS provides a rather large li st of past 

projects within n rather l<1 rge spat ial ex tent. The DEIS provides miles of im pact in some 

cases , areas of' impad in other cases and then sums the tota l acreages and mi les of 

disturbance. While these general developed areas are interesting, the DEIS fai ls to show the 

incrementa l increase of impact s for a given resource , and how that increment adds to t he 

cumulative. Nor does the DEIS ident if)• how future act ions add their increment to t he grand 

sum of cumulative impacts for the individual resource parameters . For example, the DEIS 

states that the "potent ial cumulaLive impact to groundwater are negligi ble ." Yet the DElS 

presents no Limes series of data that shows ground\\'ater quality testing since aclive mining in 

the region. Further, the cumul at ive impact on wa t E~ r resources as a whole fa il s to detine a 

regulatory cap, grand sum of past, present and fut ure ac ti ons , and how mitigation would offse t 

the present action, reg cnps, etc. 

For air resources, the regul11t ory cap is not defined for cumulat ive impacts. The grand 
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sum of impacts is not clear, yet the DEIS purport. that "there would be no mean ingful change 

in cumul ative impact s to air qua li ty under the two action alternat ives or the No Action 

Alternat ive." DEIS at 5-45. The DEIS does provide est imations of C02 emissions for the Pan 

ivli ne Area, :'-Jevacla, the US, and the world; but it does not give the regulatory cap and does 

not provide the incrementa l increase of GHGs at P<m !vline and sutTound ing area for the 

mu ltitude of projec ts that have taken place, or future projects , on fed eral lands. 

The cumulativ impact analysis for vegetat ion is flawed. The DEIS purports that past 

reclamatioi1 act ivities have succes·sfu ll )i reclaimed lan·cl s. Howe\'er, th is is no( rea lly the case 

becau, e the reclaimed lands remain largely in a disturbance conditi on, or comprising the 

origina l native vegetation commu nity before disturbance occurred . C ee DEIS at 5- 46) . The 

DE!S subtracts re !aimed lands from the totn l di sturbance area . Thi is an incorrect approach 

b cause th e distu rbed land · and reclaimed lands have gradations of rec lamation -- they are 

not fully reclaimed so they cannot be treated as such . 

The DEIS does not adequately iclentif) cumulative impact on any of the resources. 

Whi le some potcmtia l effect s were acldressecl , unspecified e fl ects rema in as described above. 

In several ca. es , the DEIS fails to adequately evaluate cumulative impacts bccause 

effects from these activi ties within the CESt\ hnvc not been quant ified hy the la nd 

manngorn enL agencies as quanLil icat ion is H'r~' diflicul t. (~ ec DEI S a l 5- 53) 

Becau e quantificat ion is difficult does not release the Federal agency from conducting the 

proper impact assessments. 

Furthermore, the Project area that has s en 150 year.: of degradation from mini ng 

activit ies and other impacts is not given the proper cumu lative impact assessment especia ll) 

for cultura l resources and Nnt i\!e f\mericnn concerns nnd trad itional va lues . With the hi story 

of mining and associated env ironmental ass ssmen ts in the region , the BLM made li tt le effort 

to use those earlier nssessmen l.s to conduct a meaningfu l cumulative impact analysis . The 

BLM also fa iled to examine how many other projec ts and disturbanceu might impact the 
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subject area , and how impacts might spread to other regions such as to Duckwater Tribe's 

R servation and Expansion Area. As is, the DElS fail ed to conduct the appropriate cumulative 

impacts analysis ior individual resources and on the whole. The cum ulat ive impacts section of 

thi s DEIS is replete with examples of noncompliance. 

At minimum, the BL:vl must address the cumulative impacts ana lysis at a level of 

adequacy and then redi stribute the DEIS for pub lic revi ew ancl comment. 

XIV. Failed to Conduct Government-To-Government Consultation 

Federal mandates and orders requ ire the BUd to consult with our Tribe in an 

appropriate government -to-government manner. In accordance with the NHPA (P.L. 89-

665), the NEPA (P.L. 91- 190), the FLPVIA (P. L.94 - 579), the t\ IRFA (P.L. 95- 341), the 

N!-\GPRA (P.L. 101-601), .ARP!-\ (P.L. 96-95), EO 13007 (Indian Sacred Sites , 1996), and EO 

13175 (Consul tat ion and Coordination with In dian Tribal Governments 2000), Department of 

Int erior Secretnrial Order 3317 (December 1, 2011 ), and other laws , the BL\•1 must provide 

affected Tribes , organi zations, nnd/ or individua ls an appropriate opportunity to participate in, 

comment, and consult on proposed act ions tha t might impact resources , sites, or activities of 

concern. Through appropriate governmenl-to-govemrnent consult at ion with Tri bes, BUvl 

must attempt to identify specific traclitional/cultural/spiritua l sites, act ivities, and resources 

and limit, reduce, or possibly elimina te any negative impacts. 

The BUv1 fail ed to act in a government- to-government con:ultation manner with our 

Tribe, failed to share relevant cultural resource/ prehistoric informat ion from their Class I and 

Class Ill cultural resource inventories , and fai led to provide our Tribe with a reasonable 

opportunit y to participate in determining and protecting el igible properties under . HP.A and 

sacred sites under EO 13007 and .AIRF.A/ RFRf-\ . This prec lu ded our Tribe from having a fair 

nnd reasonable opportun ity to resolve cultura l resource confl ict: associated with th is Project. 

The federa l government is charged with moral ob ligat ions of the highest responsibility 

and trust. Its conduct, as disclosed in the act s of those who represent it in dealings with the 
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Indians, shou ld therefore be judged by the most exact ing fidu iary , tanclards. Seminole Nation 

''· United States, 316 U.S. 286, 296- 297 (1942) . The trust responsibilit y res trains 

government act ion that affects Indians and therefore is an im portant so urce of protect ion fo r 

Indian rights . This tru st res ponsibility applies to all federal actions or projects and agencies 

that occur beyond Indian reservat ion boundaries. The T ribes have the right to maintain th eir 

religious practices in th e same place and in the same manner as their ancestors have s ince 

time immemorial. The federa l government' s trust responsibilit ie: to the Tribe are such that 

government actions must pre\rent adverse imp<lcl. on Ani erican Ind ian religious belief's ilnd 

practices, and to protect the spiri tual lives of tribal members no,,- and into the toreseeable 

future. In this case , the BLM has fail ed to uphold its trust ob ligation s to the Tribe. 

Furthermore, th e BLM has not 'omp li ed with numerous Executive Orders that apply to 

federa l agency actions and are speci fi ca lly designed to protect Indian in te rests . E.g., EO 

13007 (agencies must "avoid adversely affect ing the physical inl grity of such sacred sit es") ; 

EO 11 593 (agencies shall "admini ster the cultural properties under th eir control in a spiri t of 

stewardshi p and trustee.-hip" ). 

XV. Concluding Remarks 

Our Tribe has identified that the Pan Mine Project Draft EIS is s ign ificant ly fl awed in 

the development and analysis of alternatives, conform ance with land use plans, and 

di sclosure, analysis and mitigat ion of impacts on resources important to our Tribe. The DEIS 

de li vered a mu lti tude of "negligible" determin at ions that were not support ed by evidence. 

:v!oreover, the mitigat ion oft en \\·as in suflkient for th e impacts described, and cumulative 

impact asses ·men ts were replete \\'ith errs. Given these !laws, th e BL'vl mu st either correct 

the DEI S and re ·ircul ate for public comment and rev iew, or not permit the Pan \1ine Projec t. 

Our Tribe appreciate: the opportunity to provide comm en ts on the DEIS an cl who look 

forward to the BL\11, ns federal tru stee , ens urin g that our tribal interes ts and resources are 

protect ed. 
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Sincerely, 

--- _.-· ~~~ - . ___ _;; ____ .----· 
./ Ed :--.Ja ran jo, Chairman 
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636 Aultman Street 
Ely, Nevada 89301 

Comment No.: 151 

Email: elycc@whitepinechamber.com 

Reference: Midway Gold Pan Mine DEIS 

Phone: 775-289-8877 
Fax: 775-289-6144 
www.whitepinechamber.com 

April 25, 2013 

The White Pine Chamber of Commerce Board of Directors voted 
unanimously to send a letter of support on the above named project. 

Midway has been a strong supporter of many, many activities throughout 
White Pine County. They hold public meetings to keep the citizens up to 
date informed as to their progress. 

- We Wish-to ffndorse the.DEIS and express fhaffilere are ·many reasons-that 
this project is important to the business community of White Pine County. 
First and foremost Is the jobs that will be created during construction and 
then when production begins. The added revenue that will be brought into 
the County through purchases and taxes. We agree with Midway about the 
Waste Rock Disposal Site Design Alternative. 

Jla~~ 
Dave Costello ~~ 
President 



MIDWAY GOlD 

April 25, 2013 

U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
Egan Field Office 
702 N. Industrial Way 
HC 33 Box 33500 
Ely, NV 89301 
Attn: Mr. Miles Kreidler 

Comment No.: 152 

RE: Midway Gold's Pan Mine Draft EIS 

Dear Mr. l<reldfer, 

Midway Gold 
The Point at Inverness, Suite 280 

8310 South Valley Highway 
Englewood, Colorado 80112 

I am writing as a private citizen to endorse the plan that Midway Gold Is proposing to mine the 
deposit at the Pan project In Nevada. In a forty-two year career I have conducted numerous 
feasibil ity studies as well as been responsible for designing, constructing, staffing and operating 
multiple mining operations and Improving process efficiencies around the world. 

The past four years I have served as Chairman, President and CEO of Midway, pleased to lead a 
team with equally deep experience In mine planning and operation . This team has worked hard 
to bring the Pan mine Into reality, pursuing a sustainable approach to mining. The Pan Mine will 
be exemplary, benefitting from the fortunate environmental factors of an arid climate, deep 
aquifer, highly buffering carbonate geologic setting. The mine has been designed to minimize 
environmental and social Impacts, and will bring economic advantages to Nevada and the 
communities we are part of. 

Mining plays a significant role In Nevada's economy, contributing more than 6.5 billion dollars or 
nearly 5 percent of the state GDP (up more than 400 percent since 2004). The mining Industry 
accounted for 19.7 percent of all employment growth June 2009-June 2012 (2,600 jobs out of 
13,200 net growth statewide) . Mining contributed $417.2 million In Nevada property, sales, and 
net proceeds tax In 2011 (statistics available from the Nevada Mining Association website: 
http://www.nevadamininq.org/lssues policy/pdfs/ NevadaEconomyandMininq .pdf ). 

Through the Pan Mine, Midway Is well situated to contribute to this Important sector of Nevada's 
economy. The Pan Mine will provide 160 jobs during the one-year construction phase and 150 jobs 
during operations, with the expectation that the majority of the workforce will be hired from the focal 
region. The overall annual labor payroll for this project will be more than $11 million. Property taxes are 
expected to bring In $1.2 million per year and the net proceeds tax is projected to bring in $28 million 
(gold price of $1550/oz.). The project's overall capital investment is $100 million with Nevada purchases 
expected to an average of $20 million per year. 

Midway Is even now working to reduce the environmental Impact of the mine plan. We prefer 
the waste rock disposal site alternative Identified In the Draft EIS because It will occupy less sage 
grouse general habitat, as well as reduce visual Impacts and total acreage disturbed by 79 acres. 
We are voluntarily modifying our designs so that we will meet the ICMI International Cyanide 
Management Code. We are making plans to house and transport employees as necessary to 
provide the best working conditions possible. These plans have been outlined In Midway's formal 



Mr. Miles Kre idler 
April 25, 2013 

K.A. Drunk comments re : Pan DE IS 

Comment No.: 152 

comments to the BLM on the DEIS. Midway has already made contributions to the local 
community through participation In community events as well as contributions to deserving 
organizations. 

Page 2 

Midway has worked with the BLM and NDOW to address concerns regarding sage grouse habitat. 
The access road has been routed to avoid and shield leks found In the area. Further site-specific 
surveys have added to the BLM's understanding of sage grouse usage of local habitat. In 
addition, Midway has committed to an Independent study to be conducted by the USGS, funding 
It for more than $1.5 million. Midway will also pay for mitigation to actual impacts Identified by 
these studies. The Southwest Powerllne Alternative has been studied but It has been found 
that any benefits to the sage grouse brought by the longer alternative would be more than offset 
by the negative Impacts to other birds, vegetation and water resources. However, Midway 
supports modifications to the powerllne that will also moderate Impacts to any nesting sage 
grouse In the area. 

I appreciate that the Egan field office of the BLM has worked with Midway to develop the plan to 
this point. We look forward to continued good stewardship on the part of the BLM. 

Sincerely, 

Kenneth A. Bruni< 
Chairman, President and CEO 
Midway Gold U.S. Inc. 

iP/ 
Kenneth A. Bruni< 
7215 S. Chapparal Circle East 
Centennial, Colorado 
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April 30, 2013 

Midway Gold Pan Mine EIS 

c/o Miles Kreidler 

Bureau of Land Management 

Ely District Office 

HC 33 Box 33500, 702 N. Industrial Way 

Ely, Nevada 89301 

Comment No.: 153 

EiiJN 
Eu reka Busi n ess Network 

RE : Letter in Support of Midway Gold's Pan Project Development 

Dear Mr. Kreidler, 

As Chairwoman of the Eureka Business Network (EBN), I am writing this letter of support for Midway 

Gold's Pan Mine Project located in White Pine County, Nevada. The EBN is a local organization that 

meets monthly to discuss local economic issues and business related topics. EBN membership Is 

comprised of businesses in Eureka County and our members seek and support economic development 

and diversification. 

During the Pan Mine permitting process, Midway Gold has proved itself a good neighbor by contributing 

generously to the community and by participating In various business and community development 

projects. 

The development of the Pan Mine would provide long-term employment for area residents and 

generate income for local businesses. The town of Eureka needs an infusion of new residents, new 

businesses, new housing development and new jobs. Please accept this letter of support for Midway 

Gold and the Pan Mine from EBN as testimony from the EBN members that voted in support of this 

letter for the Pan Mine Project. 

Sincerely, 

Eleny Carrion Mentaberry 

Eureka Business Network Chair 

ECM/cwp 

cc: Eureka County Board of Commissioners 

P.O. Box 154 • Eureka, NV 89316 • EurekaBuslnessNetwork@gmall.com 



Kenneth A. Brunk, Midway Gold 

File 

Comment No. : 153 

E::JN 
Eur eka Busi n ess Ne l l'l o r k 

P.O. Box 154 • Eureka, NV 89316 • EurekaBusinessNetwork@gmail.com 
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BLM Ely District Office 
HC 33 Box 33500 
Ely, Nevada 8930'1 
Attn: Miles l<reicller 

Re: Support for the Midway Gold Pan Mine Project. 

Dear Mr. l<reidler: 

Comment No.: 154 

I present you with these comments on behalf of the three principles of M.B. Bybee Co. Inc., DBA The 
Ramada Inn & Copper Queen Casilro, 805 Great Basin Blvd. Ely, Nevada 8930"1, M.B. Bybee, 
President, Marl< B. Bybee, Vice President ancl Shane A. Bybee, Secretary. 

It is our sincere feeling that the Pan Mine will introduce many high paying jobs, directly and indirectly, 
into Ely and White Pine County. These jobs will have an immense impact on the economic future of our 
small comrmlr1ity. These jobs are only part of what Midway offers our community. Midway Gold has 
already become a powerhouse of community involvement with the small workforce they have 
employed for the permitting stage of this project, we are excited to see the benefit they will provide our 
community when their staffing reaches full force! 

Ely and White Pine County have a strong tradition of responsible mining, it is our feeling that Midway is 
committed to this tradition. Midway's commitment to the mitigation of Sage Grouse and other wildlife 
habitat impact has been, in our opinion, exemplary. The hours of research and the millions of dollars 
invested into alternative waste rock disposal solutions, road location ancl habitat protection demonstrate 
Midway's commitment to responsible mineral production. 

We at the Ramada Inn & Copper Oueer1 Casino wholeheartedly suppor1 the opening of the Pan Mine 
and wislr tllem a bright future. 

Sincer~y. 
'-..., -' ,, 

~-:=-· -·· 
Shane A. Bybee 
G. M. I Secretary 
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MIDWAY GOLD 

April 23, 2013 

U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
Egan Field Office 
702 N. Industrial Way 
HC 33 Box 33500 
Ely, NV 89301 
Attn: Mr. Miles l<reidler 

RE: Midway Gold's Comments on the Pan Mine Draft EIS 

Dear Mr. l<reldler, 

The following are Midway's comments on the Pan Draft EIS. 

Socioeconomics 

Comment No.: 156 

Midway Gold 
The Point at Inverness, Suite 280 
8310 South Valley Highway 
Englewood, Colorado 80112 

Midway does not believe there will be a housing Issue associated with the Pan Mine work force. The 
majority of the workforce will be hired from the area and will already have homes in the area. Midway 
estimates that approximately 20 homes and 40 apartments will be needed for the estimated workforce 
that does require homes in the area. There are currently 65 to 70 houses listed for sale in the area. To 
aid in this regard, Midway has purchased 14 lots that are semi-developed at this time, and 12.5 acres of 
undeveloped land. 

Midway has procured development companies who will build homes on these lots and properties on an 
"as needed basis." The builders would build five homes and make them available to Midway first, then 
sell them on the open market if Midway does not take them. They would build more homes on 
demand, only as needed. Midway has talked with several builders who would build apartments on a 
similar, on-demand, basis. Midway will also bring in trailers or temporary housing as necessary. 
Midway believes that these actions will adequately remedy any housing shortage without causing any 
sort of "over-building" issue for local real estate businesses. 

Emergency Vehicle I Police Support 
First response for critical medical issues will be call for a helicopter from Salt Lake City. For less critical 
issues, Midway will have an ambulance on site. A call would be made to the White Pine County 
ambulance service in Ely. Victims would receive immediate care on site, be loaded and transported by 
Midway's ambulance to a point where the two ambulances meet. The patient would then be 
transferred to the White Pine County ambulance and taken to the hospital in Ely. Midway does not 
envision any Instance where a Eureka County ambulance service would be called upon. 

Police matters on mine sites are extremely rare. If this service were ever required from Eureka County, 
the instance would be rare and unpredictable. Midway does not feel that it would warrant any sort of 
mitigation to Eureka County. 



Mr. Miles Kreidler 
llprll 23, 2013 

Midway Comments re: Pan DE IS 

Transportation 

Comment No.: 156 

Page 2 

Midway Intends to supply transportation for employees from Ely and Eureka to the mine site. Most 
likely; this would be by vans or buses, depending on the number of employees from each location. 
Shared transportation will reduce trips to and from the site, reduce parking area requirements, and will 
be a safer method of transportation for our employees. 

Sage Grouse Mitigation 
Midway believes that with the addition of raptor perch protection and line markers on the power line 
poles and power lines, respectively, within three miles of the two active lek locations, all potential 
impacts to sage grouse will have been mitigated and that no additional mitigation should be required. 
That said, Midway has committed to an independent study conducted by a third party, federal agency 
that will cost over 1.5 million dollars, and to pay for off-site mitigation based on the actual impacts 
identified by this study that could reach over 4 million dollars. Consequently, Midway feels that any 
further mitigation would be extreme and unwarranted. 

Sincerely, 

Kenneth A. Brunk 
Chairman, President and CEO 



Midway Gold Pan Mine EIS 

C/o Miles l<reidler 

Bureau of Land Management 

Ely District Office 

HC 33 Box 33500 

702 N. Industrial Way 

Ely, NV 89301 

RE: Letter in Support of Midwav Gold's Pan Project Development 

Dear US Government: 

Comment No.: 157 

I am writing this letter of support for Midway Gold's Pan Mine Project located in White Pine 

County, Nevada. During the Pan Mine permitting process, Midway Gold has proven itself to be 

supportive of Eureka. I have every reason to believe that Midway Gold will be a positive 

influence on our community and Nevada. 

I am an educated avid outdoorsman and wildl ife advocate who has spent a lot of time in the 

vicinity of the mine project and the agreed upon mitigation of wildl ife is far more than sufficient, 

to the point of being more of a burden on the mine than necessary. I do not believe that the 

mine will have significant negative impact on the wildlife in t he area. 

The development of the Pan Mine w ill provide long-term employment for area residents and 

generate needed income for local businesses. 

Please accept this letter of support for Midway Gold and t he Pan Mine as testimony in support 

of the Pan Mine Project. 

Sincerely, < .:~ . - ._, ____ .. . --- --·- -·-----
---=~ ·-. 

_.... -.,-'""'' '-<!~'f'· - -------

Scott Raine --------~--- --

90 Nob Hill Avenue 

Eureka, NV 89316 
(775) 318-0506 

scott@scottraine.com 

20 April 2013 



Rasey Thomas 

White Pine County 
Community and Economic Development 

Courthouse Annex • 957 Campton Street • Ely, Nevada 89301 
(775) 293-6592 o Fax (775) 289-8860 

Aprill2, 2013 

Bureau of Land Management 
HC 33 Box 33500 
Ely, NV 8930 I 

Dear Ms. Thomas: 

Comment No.: 158 

White Pine County has been home to a number of mining companies since the early 1900's. 
Mining in general has provided a stable economy for White Pine County for many years 

Since the initial location of Midway Gold to White Pine County, the company has proved to be a 
good neighbor. The company has worked closely and partnered with the citizens, civic groups, 
businesses, and government bodies for the sustainability of White Pine County. 

The White Pine County Economic Diversification Council appreciates the close working 
relationship that Midway Gold has established with White Pine County and its' residents. The 
White Pine County Economic Diversification Council supports the Midway Gold Pan Project. 
The Midway Gold project will enhance the mining activity in White Pine County. 

( 

If you should have any questions, please feel free to contact our office at 775-293-6562. 

Chairwoman 

RB/eb 



• 1 Comment No.: 159 

April 20, 2013 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The purpose of this letter is to support the efforts of Midway Gold to establish a working mine in 
White Pine County, Nevada. Midway's efforts to date are indicative of a project that will 
become a major part of the lifestyle that we enjoy in our community. 

My wife and I have lived here in rural Nevada since 1968 and made our living as educators In the 
local school system. I worked summer jobs in the mining industry for nearly 25 years and am 
very aware of the contributions that mines make to our local and State's economy. I was always 
proud to work shoulder-to-shoulder with White Pine graduates. That experience led me to 
positions in our District's school administration system and brought me to understand the 
symbiotic relationship that can exist between mines and communities. My wife worked for 30+ 
years In a local parochial school until its close years ago and then the public school system. She 
is currently establishing a charter school that will be able to educate many of the children 
brought by the mine to our area. With mining's unselfish efforts in the past, White Pine Schools 
have flourished and have produced many admirable citizens, consumers and contributors to 
society. Midway's revenues will continue that trend! 

Midway Mines have quickly established themselves as community members and progressive 
leaders. They have already done a great deal to aid school's efforts here in Ely. It is quite 
apparent that their community support will continue to expand as their operations flourish and 
prosper. It is also apparent that Midway is a company that is interested and invested In 
conserving the beauty of the natural resources that makes our county unique In Nevada. We 
greatly admire their efforts to this point In time. 

We attended a meeting of our local Shoshone tribal council and were privileged to be present 
during a Midway presentation by Roger Gross and Andy Britton. They were describing the Pan 
Project's progress to this point. We thought they were very reassuring to the council. They 
enumerated all that they were doing to preserve the sanctity of the Shoshone ancient areas and 
the painstaking work to be done to ensure that the Tribe's concerns would receive the highest 
priority. 

We heartily endorse Midway's efforts to contribute to this area's stability and prosperity. We 
admire the sincerity of their contributions to this point and are confident that they will energize 
our economy and future. There is no doubt that their contributions as a mining company will 
also have a positive national impact. They should be supported in these efforts. 

Warren and Julie l<rch 
103 Grant Ave. 
Ely, Nevada 
89301 



Comment No.: 160 

April 22, 2013 

Congratulations to Midway Gold Company, the investors and 

employees for their accomplishments and a big "thank you" for the 

investment in White Pine County. The window of opportunity for a 

mining venture is short lived and time is of the essence to make a 

project successful for everyone involved. I acknowledge and respect 

the permitting process that a mining company must endure, but stress 

the need for diligence in placing these procedures on a "fast track" 

process. We live in an extremely challenging economic environment 

and cannot hinder any kind of potential economic growth in White Pine 

County. We all can appreciate how difficult it is to entice new industry 

into this community. As a sixteen year veteran County Commissioner, 

and Irene, being a twelve year veteran White Pine County School Board 

member, we support this investment and welcome the stimulus it 

brings to our business community, the appreciation in real estate 

values, increased enrollment in our school system and fortunately, for 

the current elected officials, the bountiful tax dollars provided to their 

operating budgets. As business owners in White Pine County, Irene and 

I pride ourselves as survivors of the local economic roller coaster and 

can be identified as ((endangered species" while living and operating 

businesses in Ely, Nevada. We plead for intelligent and progressive 

processing of Midway Gold's applications and look forward to the 

celebration at their ground breaking ceremonies. 



\ 
.l 

Laura Baldwin 

1133 Mill St. 

Ely, NV 89301 

BLM-Egan Field Office 

Attn: Miles Kreidler 

HC 33 Box 33500 

Ely, NV 89301 

Dear Miles, 

Comment No.: 161 

April18, 2013 

As you likely know, I am a geologist for Midway Gold. I have worked on the Pan project since moving to 

Ely for my job in October of 2010. Naturally, I am somewhat biased in favor of the Pan Mine opening, as 

my job is potentially contingent upon the success of that single project. However, I am not writing to 

you today as an employee of Midway, but rather as a citizen of Ely, White Pine County, and the Great 

Basin area. 

I have always lived in areas where mining is an important part of the community. I grew up In a part of 

Idaho situated between the phosphate mining in the east and the metals mining in the central part of 

the state. I went to college In northern Idaho, not far from the Coeur d'Alene mining district. In graduate 

school, I lived in Indiana where facing stone, crushed stone and gypsum mining operations are common. 

The economic benefits to the communities are clear. They provide jobs, diversify the economies and 

create revenue at various levels. 

Clearly the Great basin Is no exception to this. Ely has suffered the fluctuations of the metals market for 

years. The employment in Ely is split into several major sectors. There are those who work for the 

prison, those who work for "Robinson"-regardless of who owns it, those who work for Barrick, many 

who work for the government in some capacity and others in supporting services and gaming. My 

husband was born and raised here and recalls the periods when "the mine" was open and closed. That 

was one of the main factors to the success of Ely as a whole. Diversification of the local economy, both 

in terms of the commodity being produced, and the major employers will help to stabilize the 

community and Midway is in a position to provide that to us. As stated In the Draft EIS, the addition of 

nearly 150 new jobs would be a significant boon to a restless workforce. In my opinion, the Pan mine 

would benefit my family directly by creating a better community In which to live and work. My husband 

and I also own a small handy-man business here in Ely. I know that the creation of more good-paying 

jobs and a more stable economic situation would benefit our business by creating more work and 

helping us expand. I think that another big employer would help all of the local businesses thrive. When 

the local economy Is depressed, everyone tightens their belts and settles In for hard times. Spreading 

out the employment would mitigate that effect so that businesses can keep their doors open. That 

would make Ely and surrounding communities more desirable areas to settle, raise families, retire, live, 

work and play. 



Midway Gold Pan Mine Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

BLM COMMENT SHEET 

Comment No.: 162 

Informed decisions are better decisions: The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) believes that public 
Involvement serves to Improve communication, Identify solutions to issues and problems, and develop 
enhanced understanding of different perspectives. We look forward to hearing fmm you! 

! 

Where to provide comments: You may hand this form In at a public meeting or' mall It using the address. on 
the reverse side. Comments can also be submitted electronically at 

nty_\"'-'-'·N ~-· _- ·-... __,_~ ~..;;..._·· --'--. ------

___ Zip 

Date _ _,_,1:{""--'-3""". _- ...._V_3 ___ Meeting location (If applicable). ___ __._ _________ _ 

'9t Please check box If you want to be on the mailing list for future updates and notifications for this protect. 

The Final EIS will be posted on the BLM Ely District Office website. You will be notified when It Is available 

0 Please check box If you want to receive a copy of the Final EIS (on CD) In the mail. 

COMMENT (use back side If you need additional space or attach additional sheets) 

Fold In thirds so that the address (reverse side) Is showing, tape at bottom of fold, add postage and mall. 
Note: The comment form must be postmarked by no later than Tuesday, May 7, 2013. 

,P(Piease check box If you do not want your name released when comments are made public. 

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 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.), Monday through Friday, except holidays. Before Including your 
address, phone number, e-mail address or other personal ldenUJylng Information In your comment, you should be aware lhat your entire comment -
Including your personal ldenlilyfng lnformellon - may be made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us In your oomments to withhold your 
personal ldenlffylng lnfurme!lon from public review, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do eo. 
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Thank you for your comment! 
To mall: 

Fold In thirds so that address (above) Is showing, 
tape bottom of foi(J, add postage and mail. 

Please postmark by: Tuesday, May 7, 2013 

Comment continued: 

:WOJ,:I 
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Midway Gold Pan Mine Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

BLM COMMENT SHEET •· : ~ -

,{;omment No.: 163 

i 

Informed decisions are better decisions: The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) believes that public 
Involvement serves to Improve communication, Identify solutions to issues and problems, and develop 
enhanced understanding of different perspectives. We look forward to hearing from youl 

Where to provide comments: You may hand this form in at a public meeting or mail It using the address on 
the reverse side. Comments can also be submitted electronically at 
BLM NV EYDO Midway Pan EIS@blm.gov. 

Name ~b£ie. Ua.nce>ne County___,W.~.~-1? ______________ _ 

Title----------------Organization---------------

Mailing Address _ _,_?t....:'13~S::..........!.w.~L~--=s;....JI!-..,!c;...._ __________________ _ 

City £ 1 State -~N=-=U _____ Zip -~8...L9=3=tJ-'-! __ 

Email ~n~a ...... nL..>.,Xq........,;k......,(d .... s=....:u"".S=-....;;@.~.,_V..:.:~::...:f...:;.:o~a ........ ~ c6?~1?1'-'---------------------. I 

Date .5 - 4i - ./3 Meeting Location (If applicable). _____________ _ 

0 Please check box If you want to be on the mailing list for future updates and notifications for this proJect. 

The Final EIS will be posted on the BLM Ely District Office website. You will be notified when it Is available 

0 Please check box if you want to receive a copy of the Final EIS (on CO) In the mall . . 

COMMENT (use back side If you need additional space or attach additional sheets) 

~~ _,.¢., r c.( z0. c.: (.5' k/e.. ~a//~ .14-

Fold In thirds so that the address (reverse side) is showing, tape at bottom of fold, add postage and mall. 
Note: The comment form must be postmarked by no later than Tl(eSday, May 7, 2013. 

0 Please check box if you do not want your name released when comments are made public. 

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 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.), Monday through Friday, except holidays. Before Including your 
address, phone number, e·mall address or other personal fdenUfylng 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 comments to withhold your 
personal Identifying Information from public review, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so. 
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Thank you for your comment! 

Comment continued: 

To mail: 
Fold in thirds so that address (above) is showing, 

tape bottom of fold, add postage and mail. 
Please postmark by: Tuesday, May 7, 2013 

•: .. 



Midway Gold Pan Mine Project 
Draft Environmental lrnpact Statement 

· Com.ment No.: 164 

Informed decisions are better decisions: The Bureau_of Lari~[Mal1ag·~lflent (BI-M) believes that public 
Involvement serves to improve communication, identify solutlon.~;;to·.:Ji;sue·f\ ·and problems, and develop 
enhanced understanding of different perspectives. We look forw'~r.c!':to hearing fr.om you I 

Where to provide comments: You may hand this form In at a publiC: meeting or mail It using the address on 
the reverse side. Comments can also be submitted electronically at 
BLM NV EYDO Midway Pan EIS@blm.gov. . 

Name LA!ltql 2Jurrla n County ~b)""'-. .._P __________ _ 
Tltle _______________ Organlzation ______________ _ 

Mailing Address I I o :3 Be .1/ IJ. t1 C'. 

City ELY 
' 

State 1/tl 
~L- ---; . 

ztp ft?ao 1 -2o9r:. 
j 

Email ______________________________________________ ___ 

Date 6'3 -;g Meeting location (If applicable) ______________ _ 

0 Please check box If you want to be on the mailing list for future updates and notifications for this pro!ect. 

The Final EIS will be posted on the BLM Ely District Office website. You will be notified when it is available 

0 Please check box If you want to receive a copy of the Final EIS (on CD) In the mall. 

COMMENT (use back side if you need additional space or attach additional sheets) 
' 

Fold In thirds so that the address (reverse side) Is showing, tape at bottom of fold, add postage and mall. 
Note: The comment form must be postmarked by no later than Tuesday, May 7, 2013. 

0 Please check box If you do not want your name released when comments are made public. 

Comments, lnoludlng names, street addresses, e-mail addresses and phone numbers (If provided) of respondents will be I!Vallable for public review at 
the BLM Ely Dlslllcl Office during regular business hours (7:30 a.m. lo 4:30 p.m.), Monday through Friday, except holidays. Before Including your 
address, phone number, e-mall address or other personalldentlfyfng lnfonnaUon In your comment, you should be aware that your entire comment
Including your personal Identifying lnfonnatlon - may be made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us In your comments to withhold your 
personal identifying fnfonnatlon from public review, we cannot guarantee that we will be able lo do eo. 
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Comment continued: 

Thank you for your commentl 
To mall: 

Fold In thirds rio that address (above) Is showing, 
tape bottom of fold, add postage and mall. 

Please postmark by: Tuesday, May 7, 2~13 

. . · .. · 

Comment No.: 164 



Midway Gold Pan Mine Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

BLM COMMENT SHEEltrr: 

' 
Comrne~t N~.; 165 

Informed decisions are better declslr:~ns: The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) believes that public 
Involvement serves to Improve com·munlcatlon, identify solutions to· Jssuestand.problems, and develop 
enhanced understanding of different perspectives. We look forward fO.·hear.ing:from youl 

Where to provide comments: You may hand this form In at a public tneetlng or mall It using the address on 
the reverse side. Comments can also be submitted electronically at 
BLM NV EYDO Midway Pan EIS@blm.gov. 

Name Me \-l'"\1/\ s e6-r (e.... County___,l::fJ,::)::...;::;:_h_ .• -t..:.__e--..:..l>_;_:· __;Vl~L=---------
Title----------------Organization--------------

Mailing Address II 0 S: / ~ ·*.h- b S . .\-

City 6l ':::f- . State .-:1\J-=-...;;..LJ ____ Zip ~ C( ·s 0 ( 

Email IY\ i- 5 ~o-r\,(,_ ti) h 6 A- fY\D..·, \ • C... o VV\ 

Date s:IL~It3 Meeting Location (If applicable) ______________ _ 

0 Please check box If you want to be on the mailing list for future updates and notifications for this prolect. 

The Final EIS will be posted on the BLM Ely District Office website. You will be notified when it Is available 

0 Please check box If you want to receive a copy of the Final EIS {on CO) In the mall. 

COMMENT (use back sldel ou need additional space or attach addltloAal sheets) 
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Fold In thirds so that the address (reverse side) Is showing, tape at bottom of fold, add postage and mall. 
Note: The comment form must be postmarked by no later than Tuesday, May 7, 2013. 

0 Please check box If you do !12! want your name released when comments are made public. 

Comments, Including names, street addresseG, e-mail addresses end phone numbers (If provided) of respondents will be available for public review at 
the BLM Ely District Office during regular business hours (7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.), Monday through Friday, except holldaye. Before Including your 
address, phone number, e-m ell address or other personal ldenUfylng Information In your comment. you should be aware that your enUre comment
Including your personal Identifying lnformallon - may be made publicly available at any Ume. While you can ask us In your oommenls to withhold your 
personal Identifying lnfonnellon from public review, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so. 
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Comment continued: 

. ~ .. ··· 

Thank you for your comment! 
To mall: 

Fold In thirds so that addres~ (above) Is showing, 
tape bottom of f.old, add postage and mall. 

Please postmark by: Tuesday, May 7, 2013 



Midway Gold Pan Mine Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

BLM COMMENT. SHEE·T 

Comment No.: 166 

Informed decisions are better decisions: The Bureau of land Man~g~merit -(BLM) believes that public 
Involvement serves to Improve communication, Identify solutions to lssli~s.~arid problems, and develop 
enhanced understanding of different perspectives. We look forward to ~e~rihg;from you! 

Where to provide comments: You may hand this form In at a public meeting or malt It using the address on 
the reverse side. Comments can also be submitted electronically at · 
BLM NV EYDO Midway Pan EIS@blm.gov. 

Name f..e.. r~5, ( Rom &V:O county ~L ..... &>=--:.k_,1_;.._. _p-'--"' .. ,1"'--_L-=-------

Title -----------------.-Organization-~------------

Maili~Add~~~\\~6~t~+~~~-~t~G~~S-~~~~-~~--- -~---~--~-~ 
City G ~~ ' 
Email ~ e.j roo 1'\A '() h.(...\- me->-.\ · ttl Y'VI 

Date &..._ ( '{ lt 3 Meeting Location (if applicable). _____________ _ 

J:t Please check box If you want to be on the mailing list for future updates and notifications for this project. 

The Final EJS will be posted on the BLM Ely District Office website .. You will be notified when it Is available 

Fold In thirds so that the address (reverse side) Is showing, tape at bottom of fold, add postage and mall. 
Note: The comment form must be postmarked by no later than Tuesday, May 7, 2013. 

0 Please check box if you do n,g! want your name released when comments are made public. 

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 durfng regular business hours (7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.), Monday through Friday, except holidays. Before Including your 
address, phone number, e-mail address or other personal ldenUfylng lnformatlon In your comment, you should be aware that your enUre comment
Including your personalldentlfylng Information - may be made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us In your comments to withhold your 
personal Identifying Information from public review, we cannot guarantae that we will be able to do so. 
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Comment continued: 

' ! ' : I 
/ ' . 

. ·· .. . · ~ 

Thank you for your comment! 
To mall: 

Fold In thirds so that address (above) is showing, 
tape boHom of fold, add postage and mall. 

Please postmark by: Tuesday, May 7, 2013 
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Midway Gold Pan Mine Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

BLM COMMEN'f SHEET 

Comment No.: 167 

, t 

. 

Informed decisions are better decisions: The Bureau of Land, Management (BLM) believes thai. public 
involvement serves to Improve communication, Identify solutions' to Issues ;and problems, and develop 
enhanced understanding of different perspectives. We look forwar~ to hearing from youl , 

Where to provide comments: You may hand this form in at a public meeting or mail it using the address on 
the reverse side. Comments can also be submitted electronically at '1 

BLM NV EYDO Midway Pan EIS blm. ov. 

Name b R..l~:_s• 
Title CJ {)£teA 'R->1<. 

I Organization---------- ------

Mailing Address __ ..J...? _s:"- .:S dZO &ur 
city _.....;L!::::::o:·=t...,;/ ~+-- _____ ____ state _ __,fll)'-=-__,(~/ __ z;p ---~eu....~c....~=..;:;:o:.....Jz:.._ 

Emau_~e~b~tt..L.::s:::......:...l -~.f<-l...L,--:.hl-=~c~...t:::/.L.../_@_;;~::.:..,- ....::~=-...s..../t1_:..;9;.L.I,L...l, \...._.....!...., c::.......;·_CJ·,;_;:''l:=\~--------
Date !i:(': ':{ - \ ,.5 Meeting Location (if applicable). ___ _ _ ________ _ 

J;{'Piease check box If you want to be on the mailing Jist for future updates and notifications for 'thls proJect. 

The Final EJS will be posted on the BLM Ely District Office website. You will be notified when It Is available 

erPiease check box If you want to receive a copy of the Final EIS {on CD) in the mall~ 
COMMENT (use back side if you need additional space or attach additional sheets) 

\-fc&~Y z:1u,'p f1Jc,..Jf- Of?C'I<q rio/C.. lt)c~0 c.t :p b 

Fold In thirds so that the address (reverse side} Is showing, tape at bottom of fold, add postage and mall. 
'fiJote: The comment form must be postmarked by no later than Tuesday, May 7, 2013. 

J' Please checl< box If you do n2.t.want your name released when-comments are made public. 

:omments, Including names, street addresses, e-mail addresses and phone numbers (If provided) of respondents will be available for public review at. 
1e BLM Ely District Office during regular business hours (7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.), Monday through Friday, except holidays. Be(ore Including your 
ddress, phone number, e-mail address or other personal Identifying lnfonnatlon In your comment, you should be aware that your entire comment -
tcludlng your personal Identifying lnfonnatlon - may be made publicly available at any lime. While you can ask us In your comments to withhold your 
ersonalldentlfylng lnfonnallon from public review, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so. 
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Comment continued: 

To mall: 
.fold In thirds so that address (above) is showing, 

tape bottom of fold, add postage and mail. 
Please postmark by; Ttlesday, Ma~i~-::~P'!:~- · 

.. .. , .. ,.1,/ j}~~~l~ii't 
' / >I {h . • .. .: .. ·: . • / /. :: ..... 
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Comment No.: 168 

Midway Gold Pan Mine Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

BLM COMMENT SHEET 

Informed decisions are better decisions: The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) believes that public 
involvement serves to Improve communication, Identify solutions to Issues and problems, and develop . 
. enhanced understanding of different perspectives. We look forward to hearing from you! 

Na county-..>,.' ..,._>. ).....,h__,.._,\ ..... J..._._e, ~\)"-\...._.Y\.J"--=,.._ ______ _ 

Ma 

_____ Zip 

Date---------Meeting Location (If applicable). ___________ .......-__ _ 

D Please check box if you want to be on the mailing list for future updates and notifications for this pro!ect. 

The Final EIS will be posted on the BLM Ely District Office website. You will be notified when It Is aval 
: ; ,. 

D Please check box If you want to receive a copy of the Fjnal EIS (on CD) In the mall. · I 
COMMENT (use back side if you need additional space or attach additional sheets) 

g. ' . .. 

Fold In thirds so that the address (reverse side) is showing, tape at bottom offoid, add postage and mail. 
Note: The comment form must be postmarked by no later than Tuesday, May 7, 2013. 

~Please check box If you do not want your name released when comments are made public. 

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 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.), Monday through Friday, except holidays. Befoie Including your 
address, phone number, e·mall address or other personal Identifying Information In your comment, you should be aware that your entire comment -
Including your personatldentlfylng Information - may be made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us In your comments to withhold your 
personal Identifying Information from public review, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so. 
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Comment continued: 

, ... ; 

•.... ' _, .·· 

Th.ank you for your comment! 
To mall: 

Fold in thirds so that address (above) is showing, 
tape bottom of fold, add postage and mall. 

Please postmark by: Tuesday, May 7, 2013 

, · : ~ ., 

Comment No.: 168 



Midway Gold Pan Mine Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

BLM COMMENT SHEET 

comment No.: 169 

Informed decisions are better decisions: The Bureau of land Management (BlM) believes that public 
Involvement serves to Improve communication, Identify solutions to Issues and problems, and develop 
enhanced understanding of different perspectives. We look forward to hearing from you! · 

· Where to provide comments: You may hand this form In at a public meeting or mail it using the address on 
the reverse side. Comments can also be submitted electronically at 
BLM NV EYDO Midway Pen EIS@blm.gov. 

Name /lei+ ;uc~ County __ '2~(,_0;._<-c. __________ _ 

Title------:------------Organization---------------

Mailing Address ~·A_o_~_"'-.....;,..__i_L_:S_C. ___________________ _ 
City s L 'f.o . State ;u/ 
Email ~ovM@_.~t[Jv· " ~ 
Date Meeting location (If applicable) ______________ _ 

0 Please check box if you want to be on the mailing list for future updates and notifications for this proJect. 

The Final EIS will be posted on the BLM Ely District Office website. You will be notified when It Is available 

0 Please check box If you want to receive a copy of the Final EIS (on COl In the mall. 

COMMENT (use back s/de/f you need additional space or attach additional sheets) 

7Ars f~~Je._c::r t s A-- ~o~ y&_,)u?-- ~~----

Fold In thirds so that the address (reverse side} Is showing, tape at bottom offold, add postage and mall. 
Note: The comment form must be postmarked by no later than Tuesday, May 7, 2013. 

0 Please check box If you do !!9! want your name released when comments are made public . 

. Comments, Including names, street addresses, e-mail addresses end phone numbers (If provided) ?f respondents will be available for public review at 
-the BLM Ely District Office during regular business hours (7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.), Monday through Friday, except holidays. Before Including your 
address, phone number, &·mall address or other personal ldenlffylng Information In your comment, you should be aware that your entire comment -
Including your personal fdenlffylng Information -may be made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us In your comments to withhold your 
personal Identifying Information from public review, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so. 
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Thank you for your comment! 
': : _,;1~ . To mall: 
Fdi'd In thirds so that address (above) Is showing, 

··'tape bottom of fold, add postage and mall. 
Please postmark by: Tuesday, May 7, 2013 

Comment continued: 



Midway Gold Pan Mine Proje
1

ct 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

BLM COMMENT SHEET 

Comment No.: 170 

Informed decisions are better decisions: The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) believes that ptibli9 
involvement serves to improve communication, Identify solutions to Issues and problems, and develop , 
enhanced understanding of different perspectives. We look forward to hearing from you I · · 

Where to provide comments: You may hand this form In at a public meeting or mall it using the address on 
the reverse side. Comments can also be submitted electronically at 

:~:e ~z:o M~;~n EIS@blm.go:unzy _L_0_i,......;...../_·n_r-_/r:_V,-=-· f--=p;;_·__;-c:....._ _______ _ 

Title puttl;;;;. Organization---------------

Mailing Address fb /f~v / _3 ~ / 
City ,!l1<'t't!/ state /Vu Zip 813/tJ 
Email ________________________________________________________ _ 

Date 5-- Z - CO I ;J Meeting Location (if applicable) _____________ _ 

0 Please check box If you want to be on the mailing list for future updates and notifications for this prolect. 

The Final EIS will be posted on the BLM Ely District Office website. You will be notified when It Is available -~se check box If you want to receive a copy of the Final EIS Con CD) in the mail. 

COMMENT (use back side if you need additional space .95attach additional sheets) , 

IJ?t'h< /o/ ha> b~cb ·ti !3f5: {ad of · ~h/1< /!"'"' 

Fold In thirds so that the address (reverse side) is showing, tape at bottom of fold, add postage and mall. 
Note: The comment form must be postmarked by no later than Tuesday, May 7, 2013. 

0 Please check box If you do !!Q! want your name released when comments are made public. 

Commen'ts, Including names, street addresses, e-mail addresses and phone numbers (If provided) of respondents will be available for public review at 
the BLM J;:ly District Office during regular business hours (7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.), Monday through Friday, except holidays. Before Including your 
address, phone number, e·mall address or other personal Identifying Information In your commen~ 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 comments to withhold your 
personalldenUfylng Information from public review, wo cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so. 



Comment continued: 

Thank you for your comment! 
To mall: 

Fold In thirds so that address {above) Is showing, 
tape bottom of fold, add postage and mall. 

Please postmark by: Tuesday, May 7, 2013 
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