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Table A-1

Summary of Plans of Operations and Environmental Analysis Documents for Cortez Gold Mines 1981 to Present

Plan Case File No./ Proposed
General Location/ Disturbance Plan Approval
Plan Date | BLM Administration Description of Operation Acreage EA or EIS No./ROD Date Comments and Remarks
3/30/81 N64-81-001P East Pit, Horse Canyon Pit, 1,857 N64-EA1-47 8/11/81 Letter of | Existing operations when 3809
Cortez Mine/Cortez | waste dumps, heap leach pad, Authorization on | regulations became effective.
Canyon leach ponds, mill, tailings post 1981 Cortez submitted a plan of
BLM-Battle Mountain | disposal, lab, shop, 17-mile haul disturbance operation as required by
road and other ancillary regulations.
facilities.
5/10/84 N64-81-001P Construction of additional 105 Undocumented 10/22/86 Phone conversation records in
Amendment #1 tailings cell/pond and case file indicate Area
Cortez Mine/Cortez surrounding access roads and Manager verbal approval
Canyon monitoring wells. 10/22/86.
BLM-Battle Mountain
5/21/86 N66-P06-01 Cortez Roasting Project; Gold 264 N66-EA6-29 7131/86 Approval of POO-FONSI
Acres Deposit. Affected Environment — 1.5
pages; Mitigation — 2 pages.
8/86 N14-81-001P South Extension Pit, South 55.8 Undocumented 10/16/86 Letter
Horse Canyon/Mount | Silicified Pit, and waste dumps. of Authorization
Tenabo
BLM-Elko
2/26/87 N66-P06-01 Request that existing haul road
and water line be included in
plan.
3/19/87 N14-81-001P Access and drill road 5
Amendment #1 construction and drilling.
Horse Canyon/Mount
Tenabo
BLM-Elko
8/12/87 N64-87-010P Construction and drilling. 10 N64-EA7-46 10/26/87 Letter Exploration activities were
Cortez Canyon/Pixie of Authorization | conducted under Notices up to
area that point. An exploration plan
BLM-Battle Mountain was required for Cortez’
exploration and assessment
work on unpatented mining
claims.
8/17/87 N64-87-010P Exploration: Access and drilling 5 N64-EA7-57 9/28/87 Letter of | Additional exploration activities
Amendment #1 road construction and drilling. Authorization on claims held by Cortez.
Gold Acres
area/North Shoshone
BLM-Battle Mountain
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Table A-1 (Continued)

Plan Case File No./ Proposed
General Location/ Disturbance Plan Approval
Plan Date | BLM Administration Description of Operation Acreage EA or EIS No./ROD Date Comments and Remarks
11/9/87 N64-87-010P Exploration: Access and drill 1 N64-EA8-13 12/3/87 Letter of | Additional exploration activities
Amendment #2 road construction and drilling. Authorization on claims held by Cortez.
Gold Acres
area/North Shoshone
BLM-Battle Mountain
11/10/87 | N64-87-010P Exploration for 5 additional drill 11/18/87 Verbal
Amendment 88-1A holes. Approval
11/19/87 | N64-87-010P Exploration: Access and drill 1 N64-EA8-16 12/14/87 Letter
Amendment #3 road construction and drilling. N66-EA7-57 of Authorization
Cortez Canyon area
BLM-Battle Mountain
5/10/88 N14-81-001P Exploration: Access and drill 1 Undocumented Additional exploration activities
Horse Canyon/Mount | road construction and drilling. on claims held by Cortez.
Tenabo
Amendment #1
BLM-Elko
5/17/88 N64-87-010P Exploration: Access and drill 1 N64-EA8-65 6/13/88 Letter of | Additional exploration activities
Amendment #4 road construction and drilling. Authorization on claims help by Cortez.
Cortez Canyon area
BLM-Battle Mountain
6/13/88 N64-87-010P Exploration: Access and drill 1 N64-EA8-83 8/16/88 Letter of | Additional exploration.
Amendment #5 road construction and drilling. Authorization
Cortez Canyon area
BLM-Battle Mountain
6/29/88 N14-81-001P Exploration: Access and drill 1.32 Undocumented Letter of
Amendment #2 road construction and drilling. Approval
Four Mile area/Mount
Tenabo
BLM-Elko
7/12/88 N14-81-001P Exploration: Access and drill 1 Undocumented 8/2/88 Letter of
Amendment #3 road construction and drilling. Approval
Upper Mill
Canyon/Mount
Tenabo
BLM-Elko
7/88 (?) None in file. Access and drill road N66-EA8-83 8/88 Approval of Plans — FONSI
Amendment to POO | construction and drilling. (8/15/88). Refers to N66-EA7-
N66-87-001P 46.
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Table A-1 (Continued)

Plan Case File No./ Proposed
General Location/ Disturbance Plan Approval
Plan Date | BLM Administration Description of Operation Acreage EA or EIS No./ROD Date Comments and Remarks
7/18/88 N64-87-010P Access and drill road 12 N64-EA8-91 10/3/88 Letter of
Amendment #6 construction and drilling. Authorization
Cortez Canyon/Pixie
area
BLM-Battle Mountain
10/6/88 N64-86-001P Expansion of waste dumps and N64-EA9-11 11/25/88 Letter Extension of waste dumps
Amendment #2 processing of old leached ore of Authorization | and remaining of old ore
Gold Acres piles. stockpiles.
Mine/North
Shoshone
BLM-Battle Mountain
11/29/88 | N64-87-010P Access and drill road 10 N64-EA9-25 3/14/89 Record | A 1,500-acre exploration
Amendment #8 construction and drilling. of Decision target under Cortez’ control
Cortez Canyon area was identified. Programmatic
BLM-Battle Mountain EA to cover exploration
activities as submitted by
Cortez and approved by BLM.
1/23/89 N64-81-001P Development of the ADA 52 75 N64-EA9-34
Amendment #2 deposit and pit and waste dump
Cortez Mine/Cortez expansion.
Canyon
BLM-Battle Mountain
3/2/89 N64-81-001P Application for removal of 3,000
cubic yards of gravel.
4/19/89 N64-87-010P Access and drill road 5 N64-EA8-91 5/2/89 Letter of Previous plan proposed 12
Amendment #7 construction and drilling. Authorization acres; only 7 were conducted.
Cortez Canyon/Pixie Cortez shifted remaining
area acreage to an adjacent
BLM-Battle Mountain location that is of similar
affected environment.
4/27/89 N64-81-001P Mining F-Canyon Pit and waste 60 N64-EA0-17 2/8/90 Letter of Development of the F-Canyon
Amendment #3 dumps. Authorization pit to increase amount of oxide
Cortez Mine area ore to mill until roaster comes
F-Canyon project on line.
BLM-Battle Mountain
12/89 N64-EA0-17 Amendment to Cortez Mine Approved 2/7/90 | ADA-52 deposit and F-

POO N64-81-001P.

Canyon Project.
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Table A-1 (Continued)

Plan Case File No./ Proposed
General Location/ Disturbance Plan Approval
Plan Date | BLM Administration Description of Operation Acreage EA or EIS No./ROD Date Comments and Remarks
1/90 N64-87- 010P Expansion — tailings, heap 428 N64-EIS3-54 9/20/93 Record EIS required by BLM for
Amendment #10 leach, and open pit. of Decision expansion activities.
Cortez and Gold
Acres area
BLM-Battle Mountain
2/90 POO Horse Canyon, 2/8/90

Cortez Canyon, Gold
Acres
BLM-Battle Mountain

3/20/90 POO Supplement 7
BLM-Battle Mountain

5/3/90 N64-87-010P Access and drill road 5 Tiering on existing EA | 9/17/90 Record | Administratively determined to
Amendment #9 construction and drilling. for the project area. of Decision be within the scope of
Cortez Canyon and previously prepared EAs for
Gold Acres area the project area.
BLM-Battle Mountain

2/28/91 N64-81-001P Proposal to expand gravel pit. 5/5/91

10/7/91 N64-87-010P Exploration drilling. 6.5 N64-EA2-13 1/28/92
Gold Acres
BLM-Battle Mountain

2/28/92 N64-87-010P Phase | drilling. 25 N64-EA2-13 3/12/92
Gold Acres
BLM-Battle Mountain

4/20/92 N64-81-001P Construction of 3 wells for 0.6 N63-CX92-46 5/18/92
Amendment #92-1A | groundwater remediation
BLM-Battle Mountain | purposes.

7/13/92 N64-87-010P Construction of 2 water wells 7/28/92
Amendment #92-3A | and 9 exploration holes.
BLM-Battle Mountain

10/5/92 N64-93-001P New open pit mine, dewatering 1,8R64-EANVH4A-EIS-94-65 3/4/96
Pipeline Project system, waste dumps, and
BLM-Battle Mountain | 5,000 tpd ore processing facility.

1/28/93 N64-87-010P Exploration drilling. 6.3 N64-EA8-91 2/16/93
Amendment #92-2A N64-EA7-57
BLM-Battle Mountain

3/24/93 N64-87-010P Exploration drilling. 16.4 4/29/93

Amendment #92-2B
BLM-Battle Mountain
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Table A-1 (Continued)

Plan Case File No./ Proposed
General Location/ Disturbance Plan Approval
Plan Date | BLM Administration Description of Operation Acreage EA or EIS No./ROD Date Comments and Remarks
4/16/93 N64-87-010P Exploration drilling. 75 N64-AD3-40 5/14/93
Amendment #93-3A
BLM-Battle Mountain
4/16/93 N64-87-010P Construction of a temporary fuel 0.5 N64-CX3-36 5/14/93
Amendment #93-4A | depot.
BLM-Battle Mountain
6/24/93 N64-87-010P Relocating the explosives 1.7 NV64-95AD-05 9/22/93
Amendment #93-5A | facility.
BLM-Battle Mountain
7/2/93 N64-87-010P Well drilling to test groundwater 7/28/93
Amendment #92-3A | system.
BLM-Battle Mountain
10/22/93 | N64-94-001P Development of Crescent Pit. 219 N64-EA94-1 5/4/94
Crescent Pit
BLM-Battle Mountain
2/3/94 N64-94-001P Environmental Assessment of N64-EA94-21 4/6/94 Decision of Record and
Crescent Mine. FONSI.
3/9/94 N64-81-001P Closure of a landfill and opening 0.75 NV64-EA94-082 8/22/94
Amendment #94-1A | 2 landfills.
BLM-Battle Mountain
7122194 N64-81-001P Construction of monitoring wells. 0.2 NV64-CX94-83 8/23/94
Amendment #94-2A
BLM-Battle Mountain
9/23/94 N64-87-010P Relocation of an explosives 17 NV64-95-AD-05 11/18/94
Amendment #94-1A | facility.
BLM-Battle Mountain
6/29/95 N64-87-010P Construction of 3 drill holes, 0.8 N64-AD95-061 7/20/95
Amendment #95-1A | sumps, and roads.
BLM-Battle Mountain
10/13/95 | N64-87-010P Construction of exploration 0.5 NV64-CX95-006 1/23/96
Amendment #96-1A | holes for a gravel pit.
BLM-Battle Mountain
1/8/96 N64-81-001P Construction of 3 monitoring 0.5 NV64-CX96-27 6/21/96
Amendment #96-1A | wells (ARD).
BLM-Battle Mountain
1/96 N64-93-100P Cortez Pipeline Gold Deposit 1,827 NV64-EIS92-36 3/4/96
BLM-Battle Mountain | Final EIS
2/8/96 N64-87-010P Construction of gravel pit. 25 NV64-AD96-31 3/7/96

Amendment #96-3A
BLM-Battle Mountain
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Table A-1 (Continued)

Plan Date

Plan Case File No./
General Location/
BLM Administration

Description of Operation

Proposed
Disturbance
Acreage

EA or EIS No./ROD

Plan Approval
Date

Comments and Remarks

3/25/96

N64-87-010P
Amendment #96-4A
BLM-Battle Mountain

Construction of a gravel pit.

75

NV64-EA96-35

5/23/96

5/13/96

N64-81-001P
Amendment #96-2A
BLM-Battle Mountain

Construction of 3 exploration
drill holes.

0.48

NV64-AD96-56

8/28/96

7/5/96

N64-81-001P
Amendment #96A
BLM-Battle Mountain

Horse Canyon exploration.

N64-AD96-56

8/28/96

9/4/95

N64-93-001P
Amendment #96-1A
Pipeline Project
BLM-Battle Mountain

Exploration activities.

50

NV062-AD97-11

2/6/97

9/16/96

N64-96-001P

Proposal of South Pipeline
Project.

3/3/97

N64-93-001P
Amendment #97-1A
Pipeline Project
BLM-Battle Mountain

Relocation of a road.

6.8

NV063-AD97-32

3/5/97

3/27/97

N64-87-010P
Amendment #97-1A
Pipeline Project
BLM-Battle Mountain

Expansion of project
boundaries.

NV63-AD97-048

6/4/97

3/27/97

N64-93-001P
Amendment #97-2A
Pipeline Project
BLM-Battle Mountain

Expansion of exploration area.

NV063-AD97-72

8/18/97

4/3/97

N64-94-001P
Amendment #97-1A
Crescent Pit
BLM-Battle Mountain

Deepen the Crescent Pit.

N63-AD97-43

4/15/97

6/5/97

N64-93-001P
Amendment #97-3A
Pipeline Project
BLM-Battle Mountain

Construction of 70 infiltration
basins.

236

NV063-AD94-064

6/17/97

10/22/98

N64-93-001P
Amendment #98-1A
Pipeline Project
BLM-Battle Mountain

Expansion of infiltration facilities.

600

NV063-EA98-06

3/12/99
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Table A-1 (Continued)

Plan Case File No./ Proposed
General Location/ Disturbance Plan Approval
Plan Date | BLM Administration Description of Operation Acreage EA or EIS No./ROD Date Comments and Remarks
12/10/99 | N64-87-010P (97-1A) | Horse Canyon/Cortez Unified 50 NV063-EA00-35 8/23/01
NVN-066621 Exploration Plan.
Horse Canyon
BLM-Battle Mountain
2/00 NV64-93-001P (96- | South Pipeline Project Final EIS. 7,616 NV063-E1S98-014 6/27/00
2A)
NVN-067575
BLM-Battle Mountain
2/00 NVN-067575 Exploration Acreage 91 NV063-E1S98-014 6/27/00
Assessment”.
1/16/01 NVN-067575 (01-1A) | Modification to the Pipeline Plan 0 NV063-EIS01-70 2005
South Pipeline of Operations for the
BLM-Battle Mountain | Pipeline/South Pipeline Pit
Expansion.
12/18/01 | NVN-067575 (01-2A) | Amendment to the Plan of 60° NV063-DNA02-15 1/8/02
Operations, Pipeline Gravel Pit
Expansion.
6/03 NVN-77313 West Pine Valley Exploration. 150 BLM/EK/PL-2003-032 | 1/05
7/1/03 NVN-066621 (03-1A) | Horse Canyon/Cortez Unified 200 NV063-EA03-37 10/25/04
Horse Canyon Exploration Plan Amendment vs NV063-EA04-61 Amended by
BLM-Battle Mountain | #1. BLM State
Director 4/4/05
7/21/03 NVN-078041 West Side Exploration Plan. 200 NV063-EA-04-18 Pending
12/04 NVN-067575(01-1A) | Pipeline/South Pipeline Pit 7,676 NV063-EIS01-70 7/13/05
Expansion Project Final SEIS.
2/16/06 NVN-067261 Cortez Mine Underground 22 NV063-EA05-088 2/16/06
Cortez Mine Exploration Project.
BLM-Battle Mountain

! The BLM has determined that 91 acres have been approved, through several approval processes, for exploration rather than the 98 acres sited in the South Pipeline Project Final EIS approval for a
difference of 6.8 acres.

2 The additional 60 acres are the result of two boundary adjustments that increased the gravel pit and road surface disturbance by 67 acres and an adjustment to the exploration surface disturbance by a
decrease of 6.8 acres.

Source: BLM 2000a; 2004e.
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Table B-1

Seep and Spring Monitoring Summary

Site Quarterly Overall Flow | Late Fall/Winter
Seep/Spring Identification Monitoring Range Flow Range
Concentration Area Number Period (gpm) (gpm?) Remarks
Rocky Pass Group 27-46-16-11 5/1996 — 9/2006 0.0-0.5 0.0-0.3 Only wet or unmeasured trickle after May 2000
27-46-28-11 5/1996 — 9/2006 0.0 — 809 0.0-49.3 Mostly dry from August 2002 until March 2005
27-46-28-221 | 5/1996 — 9/2006 0.0-15 0.0-8.6 Mostly dry after July 2003. Dry or non-flowing every August 2000 through
2004.
27-46-28-224 | 5/1996 — 9/2006 0.0 - 86.9 4.0 - 38.8 No flow in August 2000 — 2003; no data for August 2004
Peripheral Area 26-46-21-12 5/1996 — 9/2006 0.0-1.09 0.0-1.09 Mostly unmeasured trickle after August 2000
Toiyabe Catchment 26-47-04-24 5/1996 — 9/2006 0.0-18 0.0-5.29 Often dry or unmeasured trickle after August 2000
27-47-27-43 5/1996 — 9/2006 0.0-0.1 0.0-0.0 Site dry after May 1998
27-47-33-42 5/1996 — 9/2006 Trickle — 3.3 0.67 — 1.50 Always some flow
27-47-35-32 5/1996 — 9/2006 0.90 -111.8 0.9-41.3 Always some flow
27-48-16-31 5/1996 — 9/2006 1.80 —10.48 2.10 - 6.40 Always some flow
27-48-19-24 5/1996 — 9/2006 | Trickle — 34.28 Trickle — 12.0 Always some flow
Shoshone Group 28-46-02-34 5/1996 — 9/2006 1.36 — 20.0 1.36 — 12.00 Always some flow
28-46-04-33 5/1996 — 9/2006 0.0-0.72 0.0-0.13 Site often just wet or with only a trickle
28-46-05-42 5/1996 — 9/2006 0.0-4.3 0.0 -0.0 Site often dry
28-46-15-32 5/1996 — 9/2006 0.0-2.0 0.0-0.0 Site often dry
28-46-21-11 5/1996 — 9/2006 0.0-0.75 0.0-0.3 Wet but no flow after March, 2001
28-46-07-31 5/1996 — 6/2006 0.0-32.5 0.0-1.9 Semi-annual monitoring; spring, fall
28-46-17-11 5/1996 — 6/2006 0.0-60.0 0.00 —4.74 Semi-annual monitoring; spring, fall
28-46-29-22 4/1996 — 5/2006 1.0 -168.7 1.0 -30.37 Semi-annual monitoring; spring, fall
29-46-29-234 | 4/1996 — 5/2006 0.0-55 0.0-5.2 Semi-annual monitoring; spring, fall
29-46-29-31 4/1996 — 5/2006 0.0-231.5 0.0-52.3 Semi-annual monitoring; spring, fall
29-46-31-22 4/1996 — 6/2006 0.0 —150.0 0.0-7.0 Semi-annual monitoring; spring, fall
29-46-31-434 | 5/1996 — 6/2006 0.0 - 100.0 0.0-35 Semi-annual monitoring; spring, fall
East Valley Group 28-48-28-14 5/1996 — 9/2006 0.0 -15.0 0.0-5.0 At stock tank
28-48-28-342 | 5/1996 — 9/2006 0.0-0.0 0.0-0.0 Seep - wet area only
28-48-28-343 | 5/1996 — 9/2006 0.0-0.0 0.0-0.0 Seep - wet area only
28-48-28-43 5/1996 — 9/2006 0.0-0.0 0.0-0.0 Seep - wet area only
28-48-32-24 5/1996 — 9/2006 0.0-2.0 0.0-2.0 Observed flow (2.0 gpm) only in November 1998; otherwise wet (seep)
28-48-32-32 5/1996 — 9/2006 0.0-0.0 0.0-0.0 Seep - wet area only
28-48-32-33 5/1996 — 9/2006 0.0-2.0 0.0-1.3 Mostly just wet area; no flow after August 1997
28-48-32-34 5/1996 — 9/2006 0.0-0.0 0.0-0.0 Seep - wet area only
Indian Creek IC-1 2/1997 — 9/2006 | 12.4-15,427 58.8 — 1,561° Streamflow
Mapped Cortez Spring 26-47-01-41 | 6/2002 — 11/2004 | 0.0 — Trickle 0.0 — Trickle Flows absent or too small to measure
NE Toiyabe Seeps 26-47-01-43 | 6/2002 — 11/2004 0.0-0.0 0.0-0.0 Dry except for wet area in March 2004
26-47-12-21 6/2002 — 11/2004 0.0-5 0.0-0.0 Dry except for 3 to 5 gpm in March 2004

9 XIdN3IddVv



¢-d

Table B-1 (Continued)

Site Quarterly Overall Flow | Late Fall/Winter
Seep/Spring Identification Monitoring Range Flow Range
Concentration Area Number Period (gpm) (gpm?) Remarks
Cortez Canyon 27-47-36-431 | 6/2002 — 11/2004 0.0-0.0 0.0-0.0 Dry except for drilling water in June 2002
27-47-36-433 | 6/2002 — 11/2004 0.0-0.0 0.0-0.0 Dry except for drilling water in June 2002
26-47-01-212 | 6/2002 — 11/2004 0.0-0.0 0.0-0.0 Dry except for drilling water in June 2002
26-47-01-214 | 6/2002 — 11/2004 0.0-0.0 0.0-0.0 Dry except for drilling water in June 2002
NE Survey Area 27-48-30-44 | 6/2002 — 11/2004 0.0-0.0 0.0-0.0 Seep; generally wet, but no flow except for trickle in November 2004
NE Corner 27-48-421 6/2002 — 11/2004 0.0-0.0 0.0-0.0 Dry
27-48-30-412 | 6/2002 — 11/2004 0.0-0.0 0.0-0.0 Dry
27-48-30-423 | 6/2002 — 11/2004 0.0-0.0 0.0-0.0 Dry
Horse Canyon Area 26-48-3-143 8/2005 21 No data Sources within and outside channel; flow seeps into substrate nearby
26-48-34-322A 8/2005 5.2 No data Originates below a reclaimed waste rock facility
26-48-3-213 8/2005 4.4 No data Multiple spring sources
26-48-3-321 8/2005 24 No data Large source originating below outcrop
26-48-2-423A 8/2005 5.3 No data Two sources; flow seeps into substrate nearby
26-48-10-344 8/2005 14.2 No data Large spring in incised channel
26-48-23-211B 8/2005 Trickle No data Flow re-emergence; standing water
26-48-14-424 8/2005 7.0 No data Flow seeps into substrate nearby
26-48-26-123A 8/2005 2.9 No data Flow from seepage entering through channel materials

! Generally November through February. Does not include flows suspected to be influenced by spring snowmelt.

2 Reflects November data only (assumed low-flow period).

Sources: Geomega 2006e; JBR 2007c.
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Table B-2

Summary of Active Water Rights in the Vicinity of the Cortez Hills Expansion Project

Map Diversion Rate

Number? Basin Application | Certificate | File Date Status® Source Section | Township | Range (CFS) Type of Use® Owner
1 Pine 7434 1724 7/11/1925 CER Spring 2 26N 48E 0.053 Stock Connolly, Thomas
2 Pine 7436 1725 7/11/1925 CER Spring 3 26N 48E 0.034 Stock Connolly, Thomas
3 Pine 7492 1729 9/4/1925 CER Spring 35 27N 48E 0.05 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
4 Pine 7503 1730 9/16/1925 CER Spring 10 26N 48E 0.034 Stock Connolly, Thomas
5 Pine 7504 1731 9/16/1925 CER Spring 11 26N 48E 0.038 Stock Connolly, Thomas
6 Pine 21178 7397 4/5/1963 CER Stream 14 26N 48E 2 Irrigation Connolly, Thomas
7 Pine V01945 9/23/1925 VST Spring 10 26N 48E 1 Stock Connolly, Thomas
8 Pine V01946 9/23/1925 VST Spring 4 26N 48E 0.025 Stock Connolly, Thomas
9 Crescent 6800 2360 10/19/1922 CER Stream 3 28N 49E 0.504 Irrigation Dann, Mary
10 Crescent 7095 2361 4/23/1924 CER Stream 2 28N 49E 0.155 Irrigation Dann, Mary
11 Crescent 7189 1809 8/4/1924 CER Spring 21 27N 48E 0.184 Mining/Milling | Cortez Joint Venture
12 Crescent 7400 3458 6/18/1925 CER Spring 36 26N 45E 0.002 Stock Filippini, Henry
13 Crescent 7401 3459 6/18/1925 CER Spring 6 25N 46E 0.002 Stock Filippini, Henry
14 Crescent 7435 2336 7/11/1925 CER Spring 12 27N 49E 0.025 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
15 Crescent 7437 2337 7/11/1925 CER Spring 21 28N 49E 0.034 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
16 Crescent 7438 2481 7/11/1925 CER Spring 24 28N 49E 0.019 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
17 Crescent 7439 2338 7/11/1925 CER Spring 25 28N 49E 0.013 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
18 Crescent 7440 2482 7/11/1925 CER Spring 27 28N 49E 0.019 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
19 Crescent 7464 1726 8/5/1925 CER Spring 23 27N 48E 0.05 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
20 Crescent 7465 1727 8/5/1925 CER Spring 26 27N 48E 0.05 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
21 Crescent 7466 1728 8/5/1925 CER Spring 15 27N 48E 0.05 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
22 Crescent 7500 3460 9/8/1925 CER Spring 6 25N 46E 0.002 Stock Filippini, Henry
23 Crescent 7502 2480 9/16/1925 CER Spring 24 28N 49E 0.019 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
24 Crescent 7788 2339 6/24/1926 CER Spring 36 28N 48E 0.034 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
25 Crescent 10071 2599 1/11/1937 CER Groundwater 22 28N 47E 0.67 Mining/Milling | Mill Gulch Placer Mining Co.
26 Crescent 10485 2773 4/4/1940 CER Groundwater 17 27N 47E 0.016 Stock Filippini, Ed
27 Crescent 11186 3528 10/13/1944 CER Stream 29 26N A7E 0.58 Irrigation Filippini, Ed
28 Crescent 11451 3940 12/20/1945 CER Stream 9 28N 49E 4 Irrigation Cortez Joint Venture
29 Crescent 13254 3999 2/3/1950 CER Spring 19 27N 48E 0.018 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
30 Crescent 13343 4845 3/29/1950 CER Groundwater 3 28N ATE 0.13 Mining/Milling | Little Gem Mining Co.
31 Crescent 15835 4832 10/27/1954 CER Spring 10 28N 49E 0.006 Stock Dann, Dewey
32 Crescent 17622 5646 7/24/1958 CER Stream 17 27N 48E 1.2 Irrigation Cortez Joint Venture
33 Crescent 17623 5647 7/24/1958 CER Stream 17 27N 48E 1.6 Irrigation Cortez Joint Venture
34 Crescent 19093 6656 8/3/1960 CER Groundwater 10 28N 47E 0.2785 Mining/Milling | Wright, Elwood
35 Crescent 44757 10/29/1981 RFP Groundwater 8 27N 47E 0.01 Stock BLM
36 Crescent 50683 3/13/1987 PER Groundwater 10 28N 47E 2 Mining/Milling | Wright, Elwood
37 Crescent 73266 9/22/2005 PER Spring 1 26N A7TE 0.0155 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
38 Crescent 73267 9/22/2005 PER Spring 1 26N ATE 0.0155 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
39 Crescent 73268 9/22/2005 PER Spring 12 26N 47E 0.0155 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
40 Crescent 73269 9/22/2005 PER Spring 36 27N A7TE 0.0155 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
41 Crescent 73270 9/22/2005 PER Spring 36 27N 47E 0.0155 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
42 Crescent 73271 9/22/2005 PER Spring 1 26N 47E 0.0155 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
43 Crescent 73272 9/22/2005 PER Spring 1 26N ATE 0.0155 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
44 Crescent 73273 9/22/2005 PER Spring 30 27N 48E 0.0155 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
45 Crescent 73274 9/22/2005 PER Spring 30 27N 48E 0.0155 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
46 Crescent 73275 9/22/2005 PER Spring 30 27N 48E 0.0155 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
47 Crescent 73276 9/22/2005 PER Spring 30 27N 48E 0.0155 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
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Table B-2 (Continued)

Map Diversion Rate
Number® Basin Application | Certificate | File Date Status® Source Section | Township | Range (CFS) Type of Use® Owner
48 Crescent 745421 7/19/2006 PER Groundwater 24 29N ATE 15 Mining/Milling | Nevada Rae Gold Inc.
49 Crescent 74543T 7/19/2006 PER Groundwater 24 29N 47E 0.84 Mining/Milling | Nevada Rae Gold Inc.
50 Crescent V01545 2/20/1918 VST Spring 18 29N A7TE 1 Irrigation Cortez Joint Venture
51 Crescent V01911 8/12/1925 VST Spring 21 26N 46E 0.003 Stock Filippini, Henry
52 Crescent V01912 8/12/1925 VST Spring 10 25N 46E 0.002 Stock Filippini, Henry
53 Crescent V01913 8/12/1925 VST Spring 10 25N 46E 0.001 Stock Filippini, Henry
54 Crescent V01916 8/12/1925 VST Spring 8 25N 47E 0.001 Stock Filippini, Henry
55 Crescent V01917 8/12/1925 VST Spring 17 25N 47E 0 Filippini, Henry
56 Crescent V01918 8/12/1925 VST Spring 8 25N A7E 0.001 Stock Filippini, Henry
57 Crescent V01919 8/12/1925 VST Spring 14 25N 46E 0.003 Stock Filippini, Henry
58 Crescent V01920 8/12/1925 VST Spring 14 25N 46E 0.001 Stock Filippini, Henry
59 Crescent V01921 8/12/1925 VST Spring 6 25N 47E 0 Filippini, Henry
60 Crescent V01922 8/12/1925 VST Spring 6 25N 47E 0 Filippini, Henry
61 Crescent V01923 8/12/1925 VST Spring 8 25N ATE 0.002 Stock Filippini, Henry
62 Crescent V01924 8/12/1925 VST Spring 11 25N 46E 0.001 Stock Filippini, Henry
63 Crescent V01928 8/12/1925 VST Spring 6 25N 46E 0 Stock Filippini, Henry
64 Crescent V01941 9/23/1925 VST Spring 22 28N 49E 0.103 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
65 Crescent V02041 6/16/1926 VST Spring 10 27N 49E 0.5 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
66 Crescent V02042 6/16/1926 VST Spring 14 27N 49E 0.5 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
67 Crescent V02043 6/16/1926 VST Spring 18 27N 49E 0.5 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
68 Crescent V02045 6/16/1926 VST Spring 33 27N 48E 0.5 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
69 Crescent V02047 6/16/1926 VST Spring 21 28N 49E 0.11 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
70 Crescent V02049 6/16/1926 VST Spring 24 28N 49E 0.103 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
71 Crescent V02093 6/9/1927 VST Spring 14 27N 49E 0 Stock Tsakopoulos, Angelo K.
72 Crescent V02094 6/9/1927 VST Stream 13 27N 49E 0 Stock Tsakopoulos, Angelo K.
73 Crescent V07574 2/23/1996 VST Spring 16 29N 46E 0.016 Stock Julian Tomera Ranches, Inc.
74 Crescent V09005 2/10/1998 VST Spring 32 28N 48E 0 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
75 Crescent V09006 2/10/1998 VST Spring 32 28N 48E 0 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
76 Crescent V09007 2/10/1998 VST Spring 32 28N 48E 0 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
77 Crescent V09008 2/10/1998 VST Spring 28 28N 48E 0 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
78 Crescent V09009 2/10/1998 VST Spring 28 28N 48E 0 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
79 Crescent V09010 2/10/1998 VST Spring 28 28N 48E 0 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
80 Crescent V09040 11/24/1998 VST Stream 5 28N A7TE 0 Irrigation Wintle, Grace
81 Crescent V09042 11/24/1998 VST Stream 13 28N 48E 0 Irrigation Cortez Joint Venture
82 Crescent V09043 11/24/1998 VST Stream 7 28N 49E 0 Irrigation Cortez Joint Venture
83 Crescent V09044 11/24/1998 VST Stream 27 28N 48E 0 Irrigation Cortez Joint Venture
84 Grass V01940 9/23/1925 VST Spring 3 25N 48E 0 Stock Connolly, Thomas
85 Grass V01943 9/23/1925 VST Spring 27 26N A7TE 0.025 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
86 Grass V01944 9/23/1925 VST Spring 22 26N 4TE 0.025 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
87 Grass V01947 9/23/1925 VST Spring 34 26N ATE 0.025 Stock Cortez Joint Venture
88 Grass V09249 3/27/2000 VST Spring 11 25N 48E 0.059 Stock Penola, Edna
89 Grass V09580 1/27/2006 VST Spring 33 26N 47E 0.05 Stock Filippini Trust

! See Figure 3.2-9.

2 CER=Certificate
PER=Permit
VST=Vested Right

Source: Geomega 2006f.
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Table C-1
Wildlife Species Observed During 2000 and 2005 Baseline Surveys

Within | Outside
Project | Project
Common Name/Scientific Name Area Area Comments
BIRD SPECIES
Turkey vulture X Overflying the area, 2005.
Cathartes aura
Golden eagle X X Individuals and a nest on cliffs observed just outside of
Aquila chrysaetos the study area in March 2000. Two adults over Copper
Canyon in May 2005.
Red-tailed hawk X Multiple sightings over Copper Canyon in May 2005.
Buteo jamaicensis
American kestrel X March and June 2000 surveys.
Falco sparverius
Sharp-shinned hawk X March 2000 surveys.
Accipiter striatus
Common nighthawk X 2000 surveys.
Chordeiles minor
Chukar X 2005 surveys.
Alectoris chukar
Mourning dove X Observed at several locations usually near water
Zenaida macroura sources, 2000 and 2005.
Common poorwill X Observed during 2000 surveys. Heard calling in Copper
Phalaenoptilus nuttallii Canyon in May and June 2005.
Northern pygmy owl X Possible calls heard in northern Toiyabe Range, May
Glaucidium gnoma 2005.
Burrowing owl X X Northwest Crescent Valley 2000. Active nest along
Athene cunicularia roadside east of Toiyabe Range, May and June 2005.
Long-eared owl X March 2000 surveys.
Asio otis
Short-eared owl X March 2000 surveys.
Asio flammeus
Greater sage-grouse X Complex in Grass Valley, southeastern foothills of the
Centrocercus urophasianus Cortez Mountains between Horse Canyon and Willow
Creek. Two leks known to exist east of the study area
in Horse Canyon 2000.
Northern (red-shafted) flicker X In pifion-junipers in higher parts of the study area, 2000
Colaptes auratus and 2005.
Hairy woodpecker X Male in pifion-juniper forest on east side of northern
Picoides villosus Toiyabe Range, 2005.
Gray flycatcher X In pifion-junipers in higher parts of the study area during
Empidonax wrightii 2000 and 2005 surveys.
Juniper titmouse X 2000 surveys.
Baeolophus ridgway
Horned lark X 2000 and 2005 surveys.
Eremophila alpestris
Pinyon jay X In pifion-junipers in higher parts of the study area during
Gymnorhinus cyanocephalus 2000 and 2005 surveys.
Scrub jay X Documented in riparian areas during 2000 surveys. In

Aphelocoma coerulescens

pifion-junipers in higher parts of the study area 2005.
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Table C-1 (Continued)

Poecile gambeli

Within | Outside
Project | Project
Common Name/Scientific Name Area Area Comments
Clark’s nutcracker X In higher parts of the study area, 2005.
Nucifraga columbiana
Black-billed magpie X Probable family group in lower Copper Canyon, 2005.
Pica pica
Common raven X Multiple observations during the 2000 surveys.
Corvus corax Throughout area, at least 2 nests found on outcrops in
northern Toiyabe Range, 2005.
Bushtit X In pifion-junipers in higher parts of the study area 2000
Psaltriparus minimus and 2005.
Rock wren X 2000 and 2005 surveys.
Salpinctes obsoletus
Blue-gray gnatcatcher X In pifion-junipers in higher parts of the study area during
Polioptila caerulea 2000 and 2005 surveys.
Sage thrasher X 2005 surveys.
Oreoscoptes montanus
American robin X In pifion-juniper habitats and riparian areas during 2000
Turdus migratorius and 2005 surveys.
Plumbeous vireo X In pifion-junipers in higher parts of the study area, 2005.
Vireo plumbeus
Black-throated gray warbler X In pifion-junipers in higher parts of the study area during
Dendroica nigrescens 2000 and 2005 surveys.
Yellow warbler X 2000 surveys.
Dendroica petechia
Broad-tailed hummingbirds X 2000 surveys.
Selasphorus platycercus
Black-headed grosbeak X In pifion-junipers in higher parts of the study area, 2005.
Pheucticus ludovicianus
Lazuli bunting X Common in riparian habitats, 2005.
Passerina amoena
Spotted towhee X Recorded in riparian and brushy habitats in 2000 and
Pipilo maculatus 2005.
Western tanager X 2005 surveys.
Piranga lodoviciana
Lark sparrow X Open areas and ridges during 2000 and 2005 surveys.
Chondestes grammacus
Brewer’s blackbird X 2000 surveys.
Euphagus cyanocephalus
Black-throated sparrow X Observed in 2000 surveys. In Crescent Valley, just west
Amphispiza bilineata of northern Toiyabe Range, 2005.
Chipping sparrow X In pifion-junipers in higher parts of the study area during
Spizella passerina 2000 and 2005 surveys.
Brewer’s sparrow X 2000 and 2005 surveys.
Spizella breweri
Western meadowlark X 2000 and 2005 surveys.
Sturnella neglecta
Mountain chickadees X 2000 surveys.
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Table C-1 (Continued)

Within | Outside
Project | Project
Common Name/Scientific Name Area Area Comments
Ruby-crowned kinglet X 2000 surveys.
Regulus calendula
Mountain bluebird X 2000 surveys.
Sialia currucoides
Pine siskin X Copper Canyon, 2005.
Carduelis pinus
Western tanager X 2000 surveys.
Piranga ludoviciana
Cassin’s finch X Piflon-juniper forest higher in northern Toiyabe Range,
Carpodacus cassinii June 2005. In pifion-juniper habitats above Cortez
Canyon during 2000 surveys.
House finch X 2005 surveys.
Carpodacus mexicanus
MAMMALS
Townsend’s big-eared bat X X Adit in central Copper Canyon using an AnaBat bat
Corynorhinus townsendii detector, May 2005.
Little brown myotis X X Adit and pond in central Copper Canyon using an
Myotis lucifugus AnaBat bat detector, May 2005.
Long-eared myotis X X Pond in central Copper Canyon using an AnaBat bat
Myotis evotis detector, May 2005.
Big brown bat X Adit and pond in central Copper Canyon using an
Eptesicus fuscus AnaBat bat detector, May 2005.
Pallid bat X Mist netting surveys east of the project area in mine
Antrozous pallidus workings in September 2004.
Western pipistrelle X AnaBat bat detectors east of the project area in mine
Pipestrelles hesperus workings in September 2004.
California myotis X AnaBat bat detectors east of the project area in mine
Myotis californicus workings in September 2004.
Hoary bat X AnaBat bat detectors east of the project area in mine
Lasiurus cinereus workings in September 2004.
Coyote X Documented during the 2000 surveys. Tracks in area,
Canis latrans heard howling east of northern Toiyabe Range 2005.
Grey or kit fox X Tracks found during the 2000 surveys.
Vulpes macrotis or Urocyon
cinereoargenteus
Mule deer X Multiple observations throughout the study area 2000
Odocoileus hemionus and 2005.
Antelope X One in Crescent Valley approximately 2 miles
Antilocapra americana northwest of survey area, 2005. Multiple sightings near
the study area in 2000.
Packrat X Near Cortez townsite in 2000. In northern Toiyabe
Neotoma sp. Range, 2005.
Least chipmunk X Documented during the 2000 surveys. In pifion-juniper
Tamias minimus habitats in northern Toiyabe Range, May and June
2005.
Townsend’s ground squirrel X 2005 surveys.

Spermophilus townsendii
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Table C-1 (Continued)

Richardson’s ground squirrel
Ammaospermophilus richarsonii

In northern Toiyabe Range, 2005.

Black-tailed jackrabbit
Lepus californicus

2005 surveys.

Mountain cottontail
Sylvilagus nuttali

In northern Toiyabe Range, 2000 and 2005.

Wild/feral horse
Equus caballus

Groups of 5 and 8 horses observed in northern Toiyabe
Range, and tracks throughout the northern part of the
range, 2005.

REPTILES

Western fence lizard
Sceloporus occidentalis

2000 and 2005 surveys.

Crotaphytus collarisi

Western whiptails 2000 survey.

Cnemidophorus tigris

Collard lizard 2000 survey.

Crotaphytus collaris

Collard lizard One individual in pifion-juniper forest in upper Copper

Canyon, 2005.

Gopher Snake
Pituophis melanoleucus.

One individual in higher northern Toiyabe Range, 2005.

INVERTEBRATES
Springsnails X Northeast of the project boundary in Fourmile Canyon,
Pyrgulopsis spp. 2000.

Sources: BLM 2000a, 2002f, 2004e; JBR 2000b, 2004, 2005c; NNHP 2005; USFWS 2002, 2006.
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Table C-2

Special Status Species Identified for the Cortez Hills Expansion Project

Common Name/ Range Potential for Occurrence on
Scientific Name Status® Habitat Requirements or Near the Project Area Eliminated From Detailed Analysis
BIRDS
Western least bittern BLM | Range: Throughout Nevada, as a rare None. Yes. No potentially suitable nesting
Ixobrychus exilis migrant and breeding species. habitat occurs within or near the study
hesperis Habitat: Requires dense emergent area. The closest habitat occurs along
vegetation within wetlands and marshes. the Humboldt River (approximately 30
Nests over water in dense emergent miles north of the project boundary).
vegetation. Occurrence within the project area
would be limited to migrating
individuals.
Northern goshawk BLM | Range: Throughout Nevada. Low. No suitable nesting No.
Accipiter gentilis Habitat: Generally occupies montane habitat occurs within or near
forests in spring and summer, with some the permit area. However,
altitudinal migration into foothills and valleys | suitable habitat could occur
in the winter. Montane and foothill aspen within the study area.
groves are the species’ preferred nesting
sites in Nevada, generally near perennial
streams.
Bald eagle DL? Range: Throughout Nevada. Low. No suitable nesting or No.
Haliaeetus Habitat: Nests in close association with roosting habitat occurs within
leucocephalus water; winters where abundant food is the study area. However,
available, generally feeding near large suitable upland foraging habitat
bodies of water with appropriate roosting occurs within the study area.
trees nearby.
Golden eagle BLM | Range: Throughout Nevada and the West. | High. Nest sites have been No.
Aquila chrysaetos Habitat: Occupies a variety of habitats. documented within the study
Nest on cliffs or rock outcrops, less area. This species also has
commonly in trees, usually in isolated been observed within the
undisturbed areas. project boundary.
Ferruginous hawk BLM | Range: Primarily in eastern and central Moderate. No nest sites have No.

Buteo regalis

Nevada.
Habitat: Edge of pifion-juniper habitat at
interface with low shrub grasslands.

been documented within 2
miles of the project boundary.
However, potential nesting and
foraging habitat occurs within
the study area.
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Table C-2 (Continued)

Common Name/ Range Potential for Occurrence on
Scientific Name Status’ Habitat Requirements or Near the Project Area Eliminated From Detailed Analysis
Swainson’s hawk BLM | Range: Throughout Nevada and the west. | Low. Ng suitable nest trees No.
Buteo swainsonii Habitat: Open habitats, including occur within the project
agricultural areas. Generally nests in trees | boundary. However, suitable
overlooking these habitats, particularly in habitat could occur within the
cottonwoods overlooking pasture and study area.
agricultural lands.
Prairie falcon BLM | Range: Throughout Nevada and the west. | High. Prairie falcons have been | No.
Falco mexicanus Habitat: Nests primarily on ledges and documented within project
outcrops in steep cliff-faces bordered by boundary. Suitable nesting and
desert valleys and agricultural areas. foraging habitat occurs within
the study area.
Greater sage-grouse BLM | Range: Throughout Nevada where High. Potential sagebrush No.
Centrocercus sagebrush occurs. habitat occurs within the study
urophasianus Habitat: The species occurs in healthy area. Although sage-grouse
sagebrush habitats. Leks are located in have not been identified within
open areas. Nesting is within sagebrush the project boundary,
habitats near leks. Chicks are raised in sage-grouse are known to
moist meadows within sagebrush occur within the study area.
communities.
Mountain quail BLM | Range: Western Nevada and the Sierras Low. This species is knownto | No.
Oreortyx pictus and has been reported from the Toiyabe occur within the mountain
Range in central Nevada. ranges of the study area.
Habitat: Frequents areas of dense
vegetation on steep mountain slopes and
dense shrub vegetation along mountain
streams.
Snowy plover BLM | Range: Much of the Great Basin portion of | None. Yes. No potentially suitable nesting
Charadrius Nevada. habitat occurs within or near the study
alexandrinus Habitat: The species selects barren salt area. The closest habitat occurs along
pans or dry mudflats for nesting, usually at the Humboldt River (approximately 30
playas in the valley bottoms. miles north of the project boundary).
Occurrence within the project area
would be limited to migrating
individuals.
Long-billed curlew BLM | Range: Throughout Nevada's Great Basin. | None. Yes. No suitable nesting or foraging

Numenius
americanus

Habitat: Open habitats, including grassy
areas close to marshes and open dry areas
including alkali lakes and playas.

habitat occurs within the study area.
Occurrence within the project area
would be limited to migrating
individuals.
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Table C-2 (Continued)

Common Name/ Range Potential for Occurrence on
Scientific Name Status’ Habitat Requirements or Near the Project Area Eliminated From Detailed Analysis
Yellow-billed cuckoo FC Range: Primarily the eastern U.S. with None. Yes. No suitable nesting or foraging
Coccyzus isolated occurrences in suitable habitat in habitat occurs within the study area.
americanus the western states. Occurrence within the project area
occidentalis Habitat: In the west, the yellow-billed would be limited to migrating
cuckoo nests in dense and extensive individuals.
riverine riparian habitat along larger streams
and rivers, usually with extensive
cottonwood groves.
Short-eared owl BLM | Range: Common summer and sometimes | High. One individual was No.
Asio flammeus winter resident throughout the Great Basin | observed within the project
in Nevada. boundary. Although no nesting
Habitat: Open grassland, meadow, and has been documented within
wetland habitats. Requires low shrub cover | the project boundary, suitable
and riverside vegetation for hunting over nesting habitat occurs within
open grassland. the study area.
Long-eared owl BLM | Range: The long-eared owl is widespread | High. One individual was No.
Asio otis throughout Nevada. observed within the permit
Habitat: High elevation wetlands, juniper area. Although no nesting has
woodlands, and coniferous forests. The been documented within the
species nests and hunts within dense permit area, suitable nesting
riparian habitat, often with a deciduous tree | habitat occurs within the study
component. area.
Western burrowing BLM | Range: Throughout Nevada and the West. | High. Occupied nests were No.
owl Habitat: The owls select open areas with observed near a dirt road within
Athene cunicularia low vegetation in grassland, shrubland, and | the study area.
hypugaea agricultural areas. The owls often select cut
banks or berms along roads and field and
cut banks along washes. Nest sites include
abandoned burrows of prairies dogs,
ground squirrels, foxes, and badgers.
Flammulated owl BLM | Range: The Sierra Nevada, Utah, Arizona, | None. Yes. No suitable nesting or foraging

Otus flammeolus

New Mexico, Colorado, and isolated
mountain ranges in the Nevada portion of
the Great Basin.

Habitat: Mature ponderosa and Jeffrey pine
forest with large trees. Nests in snags of
large dead trees.

habitat occurs within the study area.
Occurrence within the project area
would be limited to migrating
individuals.
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Table C-2 (Continued)

Common Name/ Range Potential for Occurrence on
Scientific Name Status’ Habitat Requirements or Near the Project Area Eliminated From Detailed Analysis
Lewis’s woodpecker BLM | Range: Throughout the Great Basin and None. Yes. No suitable nesting or foraging
Melanerpes lewis the West. habitat occurs within the study area.
Habitat: Requires areas of trees Occurrence within the project area
interspersed with open areas. Primary would be limited to migrating
breeding habitat is open ponderosa and individuals.
Jeffrey pine forests, but also occurs in
logged or burned coniferous forests, and in
open mountain mahogany, aspen, and
cottonwood groves.
Red-naped BLM | Range: A common permanent resident None. Yes. No suitable nesting or foraging
sapsucker throughout the Great Basin in Nevada and habitat occurs within the study area.
Sphyrapicus nuchalis elsewhere in the West. Occurrence within the project area
Habitat: Prefers deciduous trees, nesting in would be limited to migrating
groves of aspen in the mountains and in individuals.
cottonwoods along streams.
Pinyon jay BLM | Range: A common and abundant year- High. This species has been No.
Gymnorhinus round resident species throughout the commonly observed within the
cyanocephalus Great Basin. study area.
Habitat: The species is closely associated
with pifion-juniper habitats but also in
association with other pines such as Jeffrey
pine.
Crissal thrasher BLM | Range: Southern Nevada, southern None. Yes. No suitable nesting or foraging
Toxostoma crissale California, southern Arizona. habitat occurs within the study area.
Habitat: Joshua trees and catclaw The study area is outside of the
mesquite chapparal. geographical range of this species.
LeConte’s thrasher BLM | Range: Southern Nevada, southern None. Yes. No suitable nesting or foraging
Toxostoma lecontei California, and southern Arizona. habitat occurs within the study area.
Habitat: Hottest and lowest deserts, often The study area is outside of the
in open creosote and desert shrub habitats, geographical range of this species.
occasionally catclaw mesquite chapparal.
Loggerhead shrike BLM | Range: Throughout the west and U.S. Moderate. Potential habitat No.

Lanius ludovicianus

Habitat: The shrike is a common, but not
abundant, summer resident of the Great
Basin. It frequents open county in the
valleys and foothills of the Great Basin,
using a variety of shrub and grassland
habitats, perching conspicuously on shrubs
and fences, and nesting in dense shrubs.

within the vicinity of the project
area. Although no documented
occurrences were reported
during the surveys, potential
nesting habitat occurs within
the study area.
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Table C-2 (Continued)

Common Name/ Range Potential for Occurrence on
Scientific Name Status’ Habitat Requirements or Near the Project Area Eliminated From Detailed Analysis
Gray vireo BLM | Range: South and southeast central None. Yes. The study area is outside of the
Vireo vicinior Nevada, southern Utah, and Arizona. geographical range of this species.
Habitat: Dry brush slopes and pifion-juniper
in mountain foothills.
Lucy’'s warbler BLM | Range: Southern Nevada, southern None. Yes. No suitable nesting or foraging
Vermivora luciae Callifornia, southern Arizona, and southern habitat occurs within the study area.
Utah. The study area is outside of the
Habitat: Riparian habitats along streams. geographical range of this species.
Vesper sparrow BLM | Range: Throughout the Great Basin. Moderate. Suitable nesting No.
Pooecetes gramineus Habitat: The vesper sparrow is a ground- habitat occurs within the study
nesting bird that frequents open ground area.
habitat with low shrubs and sparse grass
cover in low sagebrush grasslands.
Black rosy finch BLM | Range: Throughout the Great Basin and None. Yes. No suitable nesting or foraging
Leucosticte atrata the west. habitat occurs within the study area.
Habitat: Breeding habitat is open meadows Also, the study area is outside of the
and tundra above tree-line in the western elevational range of this species.
mountains.
Juniper titmouse BLM | Range: Throughout the Great Basin. High. This species was No.
Baeolophus ridgwayi Habitat: A common year-round resident in | observed within the project
pifion/juniper woodlands. area. Although no nesting has
been documented within the
permit area, suitable nesting
habitat occurs within the study
area.
Yellow-breasted chat BLM | Range: Throughout the Great Basin and None. Yes. No suitable nesting or foraging
Icteria virens the west. habitat occurs within the study area.
Habitat: Nests and forages in dense
riparian thickets in the valleys or along the
foothills of mountain ranges.
MAMMALS
Pallid bat BLM | Range: Widespread throughout much of Moderate. The species has No.

Antrozous pallidus

the west.

Habitat: Arid deserts and grasslands, often
near rocky outcrops and water. Less
abundant in evergreen and mixed conifer
woodland. Usually roosts in rock crevice or
building, less often in caves, tree hollows,
mines, etc.

been observed east of the
study area. Abandoned mine
shafts and adits within or near
the study area contain suitable
habitat for the species.
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Table C-2 (Continued)

Common Name/ Range Potential for Occurrence on
Scientific Name Status’ Habitat Requirements or Near the Project Area Eliminated From Detailed Analysis

Big brown bat BLM | Range: Widespread throughout the U.S. High. Small numbers of No.
Eptesicus fuscus Habitat: Various wooded and semi-open vocalizations from big brown

habitats, including cities. Summer roosts bats were recorded in the study

generally are in buildings; also hollow trees, | area.

rock crevices, tunnels, and cliff swallow

nests. Maternity colonies form in attics,

barns, tree cavities, rock crevices, caves.
Townsend'’s big- BLM | Range: Most of Nevada and the west. High. The species has been No.
eared bat Habitat: Maternity and hibernation colonies | observed within the study area.
Corynorhinus typically are in caves and mine tunnels.
townsendii Prefers relatively cold places for

hibernation, often near entrances and in

well-ventilated areas. Forages over a wide

variety of habitats from coniferous forests to

sagebrush to grasslands.
Silver-haired bat BLM | Range: Throughout much of the western Low. The genus has not been No.
Lasionycteris U.S. recorded at the site during bat
noctivagans Habitat: Primarily in forested areas, but surveys. The site lacks suitable

does forage over meadows and in riparian | roosting habitat but contains

zones along streams. Maternity roosts potential habitat for hibernation.

occur almost exclusively in trees.

Hibernates in trees, rock crevices, buildings,

mines, and caves.
Small-footed myotis BLM | Range: Most of Nevada and the west. Moderate. This species has No.
Myotis ciliolabrum Habitat: Roosts in caves, tunnels, mines, been observed near the study

buildings, and rock crevices. Primarily uses | area. Abandoned mine shafts

grassland and desert scrub habitats. and adits within or near the

study area contain suitable
habitat for the species.

Long-eared myotis BLM | Range: Widespread over the western U.S. | High. The species has been No.

Myotis evotis

Apparently occurs regularly in low numbers
throughout the range.

Habitat: Roosts in a wide variety of
situations—caves, tunnels, and under tree
bark. Primarily uses coniferous forest
habitats, but does occur over shrublands.

recorded within the project
area.
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Table C-2 (Continued)

Common Name/ Range Potential for Occurrence on
Scientific Name Status’ Habitat Requirements or Near the Project Area Eliminated From Detailed Analysis
Fringed myotis BLM | Range: Throughout Nevada and the west. Low. The species has not been | No.
Myotis thysanodes Thought to normally occur in low numbers recorded at the site, but
throughout range. previous bat surveys recorded
Habitat: Uses a variety of habitats, forests, | several unidentified myotis
shrublands, and agricultural land. Roosts in | calls. Also, suitable habitat exits
a variety of habitats, caves, tunnels, mines, | within the project area.
and trees.
Long-legged myotis BLM | Range: Widespread distribution in western | Low. The species has not been | No.
Myotis volans North America; considered locally recorded at the site, but
abundant. previous bat surveys recorded
Habitat: Primarily in montane coniferous several unidentified myotis
forests, seasonally in riparian and desert calls. Also, suitable habitat exits
habitats. Roosts in exfoliating tree bark, within the project area.
tree snags, and rock crevices. Hibernates
in tunnels and mines.
Spotted bat BLM | Range: Widespread throughout Nevada Low. This species has not been | No.
Euderrna maculatum Habitat: Roosts in cliff crevices but can be | recorded at the site during bat
found in a variety of habitats and elevations | surveys but is thought to occur
including sagebrush, pifion-juniper in the area. Suitable habitat for
woodlands, coniferous forests, riparian this species does occur within
areas, and urban habitats. the project area.
Western pipistrelle BLM | Range: Throughout Nevada. Moderate. Vocalizations were No.
Pipistrellus hesperus Habitat: Deserts and lowlands, desert recorded just east of the project
mountain ranges, desert scrub flats, and area.
rocky canyons. Day and night roosts include
rock crevices, under rocks, burrows, and
sometimes buildings or mines. May
hibernate in caves, mines, or rock crevices.
Little brown bat BLM | Range: Found primarily in the northern Moderate. Vocalizations were No.

Myotis lucifugus

portions of Nevada.

Habitat: Associated primarily with
coniferous forests near lakes and streams.
Roost sites include hollow trees, rock
outcrops, buildings, and occasionally in
mines and caves. Hibernates in mines and
caves.

recorded just east of the project
area.
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Table C-2 (Continued)

Common Name/ Range Potential for Occurrence on
Scientific Name Status’ Habitat Requirements or Near the Project Area Eliminated From Detailed Analysis
California myotis BLM | Range: Throughout Nevada. Moderate. Vocalizations were
Myotis californicus Habitat: Occurs in a variety of habitats from | recorded just east of the project
Lower Sonoran desert scrub to forests. This | area.
species typically roosts singly or in small
groups. Roost sites include mines, caves,
buildings, rock crevices, hollow trees, and
under exfoliating bark.
Yuma Myotis BLM | Range: Found primarily in the southern and | Low. The species has not been
Myotis yumanensis western half of Nevada. recorded at the site, but
Habitat: occurs in a wide variety of habitats, | previous bat surveys recorded
including sagebrush, salt desert scrub, several unidentified myotis
agriculture, playa, and riparian habitats. calls. Also, suitable habitat exits
Roost sites include buildings, trees, mines, | within the project area.
caves, bridges, and rock crevices.
Pygmy rabbit BLM | Range: Throughout the range of sagebrush | Moderate. Suitable habitat for No.
Brachylagus in the intermountain West. the species occurs in areas of
idahoensis Habitat: Consists of dense Great Basin tall, dense sagebrush
sagebrush with a dense understory and associated with the study area.
having soils suitable for burrowing. The No pygmy rabbit or pygmy
rabbit’s burrows are distinctive and typically | rabbit signs have been
are placed at the base of sagebrush. observed.
FISH
Lahontan cutthroat FT Range: Western Lahontan basin (Truckee, | None. Yes. No aquatic habitat occurs within

trout
Oncorhynchus
henshawi

Carson, and Walker river basins),
northwestern Lahontan basin (Quinn River,
Black Rock Desert, and Coyote Lake
basins), and the Humboldt River basin.
Habitat: Rivers and streams in the above
drainages.

the disturbance area.
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Table C-2 (Continued)

Common Name/

Range

Potential for Occurrence on

Scientific Name Status’ Habitat Requirements or Near the Project Area Eliminated From Detailed Analysis
Fish Creek Springs BLM | Range: The tui chub species occur widely | None. Yes. No aquatic habitat occurs within
tui chub in a variety of aquatic habitats throughout the disturbance area. The valleys in
Gila bicolor euchila Nevada, California, and Oregon. It occurs which the subspecies occurs are not

as distinctive forms (as many subspecies) in within the project area.

most isolated or partially isolated drainage

systems in these three states. The

subspecies populations are endemic to their

isolated waters. The subspecies euchila is

known from near Fish Springs in the Little

Smoky Valley, and also may occur in

Newark Valley, to the north of Little Smoky

Valley.

Habitat: Spring-fed small streams in the

valleys identified above.
Big Smoky Valley tui BLM | Range: This subspecies of the tui chub is None. Yes. No aquatic habitat occurs within
chub known from the Big Smoky Valley, between the disturbance area. The project area
Gila bicolor ssp. the Toiyabe and Toquima mountain ranges is not included in the valley in which

in central Nevada. the subspecies occurs.

Habitat: Spring-fed small streams in the

above valley.
Big Smoky Valley BLM | Range: The speckled dace species occur None. Yes. No aquatic habitat occurs within

speckled dace
Rhinichthys osculus
lariversi

widely in a variety of aquatic habitats
throughout the west, occurring in most
major western drainages. It occurs as
distinctive forms (as many subspecies) in
most isolated or partially isolated drainage
systems in the Great Basin. The
subspecies populations generally are
endemic to their isolated waters. The
subspecies lariversi is known from the Big
Smoky Valley, between the Toiyabe and
Toquima mountain ranges in central
Nevada.

Habitat: Perennial streams in the above
valley.

the disturbance area. The valley in
which the subspecies occurs is
50 miles west of Eureka.
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Table C-2 (Continued)

Common Name/ Range Potential for Occurrence on
Scientific Name Status’ Habitat Requirements or Near the Project Area Eliminated From Detailed Analysis
AMPHIBIANS
Spotted frog FC Range: Within Nevada, Upper, North Fork, | None. Yes. No potential habitat within the
Rana luteiventris and South Fork of the Humboldt River, vicinity of the project area.
Reese River, Pine Creek (in northern
Eureka County), Rock Creek (in Elko
County), and southern Big Smoky Valley.
Habitat: Aquatic habitats, ponds, and
sloughs in the above drainages.
INVERTEBRATES
Elongate Cain Spring BLM | Range: Reese River Valley on the west None. Yes. Springsnail baseline surveys
pyrg side of the Toiyabe Range in central have been conducted in the Cortez
Pyrgulopsis augusta Nevada. area. One site documented snails,
Habitat: This freshwater snail occurs in but none in the study area.
spring pools in the Reese River Valley.
Large-gland carico BLM | Range: Middle Humboldt River Valley, None. Yes. Two historic sites occur
pyrg northern Lander County, Nevada. approximately 12 miles west of the
Pyrgulopsis basiglans Habitat: This freshwater snail occurs in project area in the Carico Lake Valley,
aquatic habitats within the above drainage. but no documented occurrences
within the study area (NNHP 2005).
Ovate Cain Spring BLM | Range: Reese River Valley on the west None. Yes. Springsnail baseline surveys
pyrg side of the Toiyabe Range in central have been conducted in the Cortez
Pyrgulopsis pictilis Nevada. area. One site documented snails,
Habitat: This freshwater snail occurs in but none in the study area.
spring pools in the Reese River Valley.
Pyrgulopsis sp. BLM | Spring or outflow areas with aquatic plant Yes. No. Springsnails collected in Fourmile
growth. Canyon at a site approximately
4 miles east of the study area during
baseline surveys.
Big Smoky wood BLM | Range: Known only from the Big Smoky None. Yes. The study area is outside of the

nymph Valley, between the Toiyabe and Toquima geographical range of this species.
Cercyonis oetus ranges in central Nevada.
alkalorum Habitat: Grassy alkaline flats.

'Status:

FT - Federally threatened species.

FC - Federal candidate species.
BLM - BLM sensitive species.

DL — The bald eagle was delisted in the lower 48 states by the USFWS on July 7, 2007.

Source: Altenbach et al. 2002; AOU 1983; BLM 2000a, 2002f, 2004e; JBR 2000b, 2004, 2005c; NDOW 2005b; NNHP 2005; USFWS 2002, 2006.
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Table D-1

NRHP-Eligible Sites within the Cortez Hills Expansion Project APE

Cortez Hills
Crescent Complex
Grass Valley | Valley Waste | Underground
BLM Number Eligibility Proposed | Heap Leach Rock Mine
CrNV- Recommendations | Action Alternative | Alternative Alternative Site Type BLM Report Number*
62-141 Eligible X X X Lime kiln and stone ruin 6-46(P)
6-2494(P)
62-464 Eligible Cortez townsite 6-1122-1(P)
62-516 Eligible (P and H) Large prehistoric site; Shoshone Wells townsite 6-2131(P)
6-2369(P)

62-637 Eligible (P only) Prehistoric site with a small historic component 6-2556(P)/1-2523(P)

62-650 Eligible (H only) Adit, structure ruins, and debris 6-1368(P)

62-4734 Eligible (H only) X X Mule trail 6-1381(P)
6-2131(P)
6-2556-1(P)/1-2523-1(P)

62-6454 Eligible X X Woodpiles 6-1368(P)

62-6456 Eligible X X X Woodpile 6-1368(P)

62-6610 Eligible X X X Well and pump station, habitations, debris 6-1381(P)

62-6628 Eligible X X X Small lithic and tool scatter, pifion pole 6-2369-1(P)
6-1381(P)

62-6630 Eligible X X X Large lithic and tool scatter 6-2153(P)
6-1381(P)

62-6631 Eligible X X X Large lithic and tool scatter 6-2153(P)

62-8401 Eligible (P and H) X X X Small prehistoric lithic scatter; historic rock alignment, | 6-2369-4(P)

possible hearth, and debris; possible ethnohistoric 6-1753(P)

62-8402 Eligible X X X Residential features, storage feature, spring 6-1753(P)

improvement

62-8403 Eligible (P only) X X X Prehistoric lithic and tool scatter; debris scatter 6-1753(P)

62-8404 Eligible (P only) X X X Prehistoric lithic and tool scatter, and a ceramic 6-2369-4(P)

brownware fragment; historic debris 6-1753(P)

62-8407 Eligible X X X Residential features and adit 6-1753(P)

62-8409 Eligible (P and H) X X X Prehistoric lithic and tool scatter; historic structures and |6-2369-4(P)

debris 6-1753(P)

62-8410 Eligible X X X Residential features, trails, and a prospect 6-1753(P)

62-8411 Eligible (P and H) X X X Prehistoric lithic and tool scatter; residential features 6-1753(P)

and debris

62-8413 Eligible X X X Mine complex and structure 6-1753(P)

62-8414 Eligible X X X Prospect and residential feature 6-1753(P)

62-8417 Eligible X X X Charcoal platform 6-1753(P)

62-8903 Eligible X X Residential features 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)

62-8905 Eligible X X Oven feature, possible residential feature 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)

62-8906 Eligible X X X Charcoal platform 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)

62-8907 Eligible X X X Hearth feature, debris, and trail 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)

62-8911 Eligible X X X Fireplace and prospects 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
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Table D-1 (Continued)

Cortez Hills
Crescent Complex
Grass Valley | Valley Waste | Underground
BLM Number Eligibility Proposed | Heap Leach Rock Mine
CrNV- Recommendations | Action Alternative | Alternative Alternative Site Type BLM Report Number*

62-8916 Eligible (P and H) X X X Possible historic or prehistoric grave; Historic debris 6-2369(P)

and a mine claim 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
62-8917 Eligible X X X Woodpile, prospects, cairn, debris 6-2369-1(P)
62-8918 Eligible X X X Prospects and dugout, possible blacksmith feature 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
62-8921 Eligible X X X Residential feature and fireplace 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
62-8922 Eligible X X X Residential feature 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
62-8925 Eligible X X X Charcoal platform 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
62-8930 Eligible X X Charcoal platform 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
62-8931 Eligible X X X Charcoal platform, residential feature, and debris 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
62-8933 Eligible X X Charcoal platform 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
62-8934 Eligible X X X Debris scatter 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
62-8944 Eligible (P only) X X X Lithic and tool scatter, groundstone, and possible lithic |6-2369(P)

prospect; historic debris 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
62-8945 Eligible X X X Prehistoric lithic and tool scatter; possible ethnohistoric |6-2369(P)

charcoal feature, groundstone 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
62-8946/8948 Eligible X X X Prehistoric lithic and tool scatter 6-2369(P)

6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)

62-8951 Eligible (P only) Prehistoric lithic and tool scatter, groundstone, small 6-2369(P)

historic debris 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
62-8955 Eligible X X X Residential feature with groundstone, possible 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)

ethnohistoric site
62-8963 Eligible X X X Residential features and debris 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
62-8964 Eligible (P only) X X X Possible prehistoric grave and hearth, groundstone; 6-2369(P)

historic debris 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
62-8968 Eligible X X X Prehistoric lithic and tool scatter; possible ethnohistoric |6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)

component
62-8970 Eligible X X X Charcoal platforms 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
62-8971 Eligible X X X Charcoal platform with a watch station 6-2508(P)

6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)

62-8972 Eligible X X X Charcoal platform 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
62-8973 Eligible (H only) X X Prehistoric lithic scatter; historic debris (possibly 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)

charcoal related)
62-8974 Eligible Charcoal platform 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
62-8975 Eligible X Charcoal platform 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
62-8976 Eligible X X Charcoal platform, residential feature, trails 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
62-8977/12-12465 | Eligible (H only) X Garrison Mine complex, Arctic Mine complex, 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)

residential
62-9454 Eligible (P only) X X X Prehistoric lithic and tool scatter, groundstone, small 6-2153(P)

historic debris
62-9457 Eligible X X X Possible residential feature and debris 6-2153(P)
62-9458 Eligible X X X Debris scatter 6-2153(P)
62-9459 Eligible X X X Possible residential feature and debris 6-2153(P)
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Table D-1 (Continued)

Cortez Hills
Crescent Complex
Grass Valley | Valley Waste | Underground
BLM Number Eligibility Proposed | Heap Leach Rock Mine
CrNV- Recommendations | Action Alternative | Alternative Alternative Site Type BLM Report Number*
62-9462 Eligible X X X Prehistoric lithic and tool scatter, Shoshone brownware |6-2153(P)
ceramics
62-9463 Eligible X X X Possible ethnohistoric feature with groundstone; historic | 6-2153(P)
residential feature, debris scatters, and roads 6-2369(P)
62-9465 Eligible Residential feature and debris 6-2153(P)
62-9467 Eligible X X Prehistoric lithic and tool scatter 6-2369-1(P)
6-2153(P)
62-9468 Eligible X X Prehistoric lithic and tool scatter 6-2369-1(P)
6-2153(P)
62-9471 Eligible X X Debris scatter, pinyon pole, charcoal feature with bone |6-2369-1(P)6-2153(P)
62-9657 Eligible X X X X Prehistoric lithic and tool scatter 6-2556(P)/1-2523(P)
6-2131(P)
62-9697 Eligible (P only) X X Prehistoric rock shelter and flake scatter; historic debris |6-2131(P)
62-9701 Eligible X X X Roads and debris 6-2369(P)
6-2131(P)
62-9703 Eligible X X X Buried pipeline ("Wenban's") and road 6-2494(P)
62-9704 Eligible X X X Telephone line 6-2369(P)
6-2494(P)
62-9705/12-13687 | Eligible X Utility line and road for pipeline system, telephone line |6-2131(P)
6-2494(P)
62-9706 Eligible Habitations and debris 6-2556(P)/1-2523(P)
6-2131(P)
62-9756 Eligible (P and H) X X X Large lithic scatter; large historic scatter with habitation |6-2369(P)
features 6-2131(P)
62-10653 Eligible X X Woodpiles and rock structure 6-2369-2(P)
62-10673 Eligible X Woodpile 6-2369-3(P)
62-10674 Eligible X Woodpile 6-2369-3(P)
62-10675 Eligible X Woodpile 6-2369-3(P)
62-10676 Eligible X Woodpile 6-2369-3(P)
62-10677 Eligible X Woodpile 6-2369-3(P)
62-10702 Eligible X X X Road 6-2369(P)
62-10703 Eligible (P and H) X Large lithic and tool scatter, shell bead, possible stone |6-2369(P)
circle; historic Chinese cemetery with disinterred
gravesites
62-10705 Eligible X X X Possible graves 6-2369(P)
62-10706 Eligible X X Road (old SR 21) with debris 6-2369(P)
62-10708 Eligible X X X Small lithic and tool scatter 6-2369(P)
62-10709 Eligible X X X Unknown linear features, possibly road, ditch, or 6-2369(P)
pipeline
62-10715 Eligible X X X Roads and debris 6-2369(P)
62-10717 Eligible X X Woodpile 6-2369(P)
62-10718 Eligible X X Historic residential features, oven, and debris 6-2369(P)
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Table D-1 (Continued)

Cortez Hills
Crescent Complex
Grass Valley | Valley Waste | Underground
BLM Number Eligibility Proposed | Heap Leach Rock Mine
CrNV- Recommendations | Action Alternative | Alternative Alternative Site Type BLM Report Number*
62-10719 Eligible X X Woodpile 6-2369(P)
62-10720 Eligible X X Woodpile 6-2369(P)
62-10723 Eligible X X X Road 6-2369(P)
62-10726 Eligible X X X Large historic debris scatters; residential feature; 6-2556(P)/1-2523(P)
possible industrial feature 6-2369(P)
62-11630 Eligible X X Well and debris 6-2494(P)
62-11635 Eligible X X X Residential features and debris 6-2494(P)
62-11646 Eligible X X X Buried pipeline and road 6-2494(P)
62-11647 Eligible X X X Buried pipeline and road 6-2494(P)
62-11653 Eligible Small lithic scatter 6-2494(P)
62-11654 Eligible Residential feature and debris 6-2494(P)
62-11655 Eligible X X X Possible brick manufacturing location 6-2494(P)
62-11659 Eligible X X X Transmission line for well and pipeline system 6-2494(P)
62-11664 Eligible Well and pump station 6-2494(P)
62-11666 Eligible (P only) Prehistoric lithic and tool scatter; historic debris 6-2494(P)
62-11669 Eligible (P only) Very large lithic, tool, and ceramics scatter; historic 6-2494(P)
debris
62-11671 Eligible X X X Residential features and debris 6-2494(P)
62-11687 Eligible X X X Residential feature and debris 6-2494(P)
62-11689 Eligible X X X Prehistoric lithic and tool scatter; historic debris and 6-2556(P)/1-2523(P)
possible residential feature 6-2494(P)
62-11710 Eligible (Pending) Charcoal platforms and debris 6-2556(P)/1-2523(P)
62-11713 Eligible (Pending) Prospects and tools 6-2556(P)/1-2523(P)
62-11715 Eligible (Pending) Woodpile 6-2556(P)/1-2523(P)
62-11716 Eligible (Pending) Mine complex, structures, residential features, and 6-2556(P)/1-2523(P)
debris
62-11717 Eligible (Pending) Woodpile 6-2556(P)/1-2523(P)
62-11720 Eligible (Pending) Woodpiles 6-2556(P)/1-2523(P)
62-11740 Eligible (P only, Large prehistoric site; small historic component 6-2556(P)/1-2523(P)
pending)
62-11769 Eligible (Pending) X X X Residential feature and debris 6-2556(P)/1-2523(P)
62-13400 Eligible (Pending) X X X Habitation and debris 6-2556-1(P)/1-2523-1(P)
62-13402 Eligible (H only, X X Habitations and debris, lithic scatter 6-2556-1(P)/1-2523-1(P)
pending)
62-13403 Eligible (P only, X X Lithic scatter, debris scatter 6-2556-1(P)/1-2523-1(P)
pending)
62-13410 Eligible (Pending) X X Habitation and debris 6-2556-1(P)/1-2523-1(P)
12-10581 Eligible (H only) Prehistoric lithic and tool scatter; historic debris and 1-1560(P)
possible residential feature 1-1621(P)/6-1507-1(P)
12-12445 Eligible X X X Residential feature 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
12-12447 Eligible X X X Charcoal platforms 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
12-12448 Eligible X X X Charcoal platform with residential features 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
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Table D-1 (Continued)

Cortez Hills
Crescent Complex
Grass Valley | Valley Waste | Underground
BLM Number Eligibility Proposed | Heap Leach Rock Mine
CrNV- Recommendations | Action Alternative | Alternative Alternative Site Type BLM Report Number*

12-12449 Eligible Charcoal platform with a residential feature 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
12-12460 Eligible Charcoal platform 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
12-12461 Eligible X X X Charcoal platform 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
12-12462 Eligible X Charcoal platform 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
12-12463 Eligible X Charcoal platform with a possible residential area 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
12-12464 Eligible Charcoal platform 6-1911(P)/1-2007(P)
12-13690 Eligible (Pending) Residential feature and debris 6-2556(P)/1-2523(P)
12-13691 Eligible (Pending) Mule trail 6-2556(P)/1-2523(P)

! Full citations of BLM survey reports are identified in Table D-2.

Source: Summit 2007a.
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Table D-2

BLM Cultural Resources Report Citations

BLM Report
Number(s) Report Title Report Date Region
6-46(P) Site Form CrNV-62-141 (Lime Kiln) 1976 Cortez Canyon
6-1122-1 A Cultural Resources Inventory of a Corridor Reroute for June 8, 1988 Western Cortez Mountains and
Sierra Pacific Power Company Tonkin Springs Transmission Crescent Valley
Line Project In Lander and Eureka Counties, Nevada:
Addendum to CR6-1122
6-1368(P) A Cultural Resources Inventory Of 5676.9 Acres In Eureka July 7, 1991 Crescent Valley
And Lander Counties, Nevada
1-1560(P) A Cultural Resource Inventory Of A 155 AC Parcel In Eureka | April 21, 1992 Cortez Pediment (Mill Canyon, Cortez
County, Nevada Mountains)
6-1368(P) A Cultural Resources Inventory For The Gold Acres Pipeline | April 28, 1992 Shoshone Mountain Range
Addendum 2 Project In Crescent Valley, Lander County, Nevada BLM
Report CR6-1368(P) Addendum 2
6-1381(P) A Class Il Sample Survey for the Cortez Cumulative Effects | 1992 All of Cortez
Study Area, Lander and Eureka Counties, Nevada
6-1507-1(P)/1-1621(P) | An Archaeological Investigation And Evaluation Of 2194 July 29, 1992 Mill Canyon

Acres In The Mill Canyon Area, Eureka and Lander Counties,
Nevada

6-1711-0 Cortez Haul Road Inventory January, 1994 Crescent Valley

6-1716-0 A Cultural Resources Inventory of Five Parcels for February, 1994 Crescent Valley
Cortez Gold Mines

6-1753(P) A Cultural Resources Inventory Of A 750 AC Parcel For January 25, 1995 Cortez Mountains (Western Edge)
Cortez Gold Mines' South Cortez Mine Area In Lander
County, Nevada

6-1909-0 Class lll Inventory of a Proposed 550 Acre Gravel Source | December, 1995 Crescent Valley

Area in Southern Crescent Valley

6-1911(P)/1-2007(P) Cultural Resources Inventory Of 1,375 AC For Cortez Gold June 5, 1996 Cortez Pediment
Mines Area 2 In Eureka And Lander Counties, Nevada

6-1920-0 Cortez Gold Mine's Airstrip Gravel Pit March ,1996 Crescent Valley

6-1970-1 A Cultural Resources Inventory of the Coral Claims, February, 1998 Shoshone Mountain Range
Lander County, Nevada

6-1982-0 Cortez Gold Mines Dewatering Infiltration Area December, 1997 Crescent Valley

6-1986-0 A Class lll Inventory of a 1050 Acre Dewatering May, 1998 Crescent Valley

Infiltration Area in Southern Crescent Valley, Lander
County, Nevada
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Table D-2 (Continued)

BLM Report
Number(s) Report Title Report Date Region

6-1998-0 A Class lll Inventory of Two Dewatering Infiltration October, 1998 Crescent Valley
Parcels at the South End of Crescent Valley, Lander
County, Nevada

6-2153(P) A Class Il Cultural Resources Inventory of 550 Acres for 1999 Cortez Pediment
Cortez Gold Mines, Lander County, Nevada

6-2131(P) A Class Ill Cultural Resources Inventory of the Sierra Pacific | 2002 Grass Valley
Resources Falcon Project 345kV Transmission Line Cortez Pediment

Crescent Valley

6-2308-0 A Class lll Inventory of a Proposed 132.8 Acre Gravel April, 2003 Crescent Valley
Source

6-2369(P) Cultural Resources Inventory of 570 Acres For Cortez Gold April, 2003 Cortez Pediment
Mines Pediment Project In Lander County, Nevada

6-2369-1 Revisitation and Reassessment of Eighteen Archaeological June 2003; Cortez Pediment
Sites within the Cortez Gold Mines Pediment Project Area of | August 2003
Potential Effect

6-2369-2(P) A Class Il Inventory Of A 30 Acre Parcel For Cortez Gold July 2003; Cortez Mountains
Mines Pediment Project Lander County, Nevada August 2003 (Final)

6-2369-3(P) A Class Il Inventory Of Two Additional Parcels For Cortez April 16, 2004; Cortez Pediment
Gold Mines Pediment Project Lander County, Nevada April 29, 2004 (Final)

6-2369-4(P) Revisit and Reassessment of Three Archaeological Sites July 21, 2004; Cortez Pediment
within the Cortez Gold Mines Proposed Pediment Project August 4, 2004 (Final)
Area of Potential Effect

6-2416-0 A Class lll Inventory of a 247 Acre Parcel at the South April, 2003 Crescent Valley
End of Crescent Valley, Lander County, Nevada

6-2442-0 A Class lll Inventory for Cortez Gold Mines Southern November, 2003 Crescent Valley
Crescent Valley Alluvial Fan Survey, Lander County,
Nevada

6-2494(P) A Class Ill Cultural Resources Inventory in Grass Valley | 2004; Cortez Pediment
and Cortez Canyon, Lander County, Nevada July, 2006 (Final) Grass Valley

6-2508 Letter Report Regarding monitoring of several exploration March 25, 2005 Cortez Pediment

drill pads and wells for Cortez Gold Mines (CGM)

6-2556(P)/1-2523(P)

A Class lll Inventory of 14 Parcels for Cortez Gold Mines
Cortez Hills Expansion Project, Lander and Eureka
Counties, Nevada

January, 2008

Cortez Pediment
Crescent Valley
Grass Valley

6-2556-1(P)

A Class lll Inventory of Five Parcels for the Cortez Hills
Expansion Project, Lander County, Nevada

January, 2008

Crescent Valley
Toiyabe Range
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Table D-2 (Continued)

BLM Report
Number(s)

Report Title

Report Date

Region

6-2556-2(P)

A Class lll Inventory of an 120-acre Parcel for the Cortez
Hills Expansion Project Lander County, Nevada

January, 2008

Toiyabe Range

6-2752

Preliminary Report, Results from a Limited Testing Plan
on Historic residential Sites for the Cortez Hills
Expansion Project, Lander and Eureka Counties, Nevada

May, 2008

Cortez Pediment

6-2761

Preliminary Report, Mapping and Architectural Inventory
of the Cortez Settlement in the Cortez Mining District,
Lander County, Nevada

May, 2008

Cortez Pediment

6-2771

Preliminary Report, Mapping of the Shoshone Wells
Settlement in the Cortez Mining District, Lander County,
Nevada

May, 2008

Grass Valley

6-2772

Preliminary Report, Viewshed Documentation of Road,
Trail, and Utility Sites in the Cortez Mining District,
Lander and Eureka Counties, Nevada

May, 2008

Cortez Pediment
Grass Valley
Toiyabe Range

6-2773

Preliminary Report, A Plan for the Collection of Wood
Samples form Charcoal Production and Cordwood Sites
in the Cortez Mining District, Lander and Eureka
Counties, Nevada

May, 2008

Cortez Pediment

Source: Summit 2007a.
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APPENDIX D

Table D-3

Duck Valley Western Shoshone Families Originating in or with Ties to the Project Region

Family Name

Location of Origin or Ties

Cortez Charlie family

Cortez /| Beowawe area

Ida Cortez family

Cortez /| Beowawe area

Anna Premo Frank family

Cortez area

George Brady family

Austin / Field Creek area

Grass Valley Tom family

Grass Valley area

Minnie Wilson Tybo family

Austin area

Sam Hooper family

Austin / Smokey Valley area

Judy Jackson family

Beowawe area

Agnes Gilbert family

Austin area

Henry Buffalo family

Beowawe area

Captain Sam family

Deeth / Humboldt River area

Grace Paradise Troy family

Mabel Pronto family

Golconda area

Charles Jones family

Paradise Valley

Joe Sims family

Paradise Valley

John Atkins

Carlin area

Sam Jim family

Beowawe area

Maude Jim family

Beowawe area

Note: List of names provided to BLM by R. Premo, Western Shoshone Committee of Duck Valley, June 2008.

D.2-1




UNITED STATES TREATY WITH THE WESTERN SHOSHONI, 1863

October 1, 1863, 18 Statutes at Large 689

Treaty of Peace and Friendship made at Ruby Valley, in the Territory of Nevada, this first day of October, A.D. one
thousand eight hundred and sixty-three, between the United States of America, represented by the undersigned
commissioners, and the Western Bands of the Shoshonee Nation of Indians, represented by their Chiefs and Principal
Men and warriors, as follows:

ARTICLE 1

Peace and friendship shall be hereafter established and maintained between the Western Bands of the Shoshonee nation
and the people and government of the United States; and the said bands stipulate and agree that hostilities and all
depredations upon the emigrant trains,the mail and telegraph lines, and upon the citizens of the United States within
their country, shall cease.

ARTICLE 2

The several routes of travel through the Shoshonee country, now or hereafter used by white men, shall be forever free,
and unobstructed by the said bands, for the use of the government of the United States, and of all emigrants and
travellers under its authority and protection,without molestation or injury from them. And if depredations are at any
time committed by bad men of their nation, the offenders shall be immediately taken and delivered up to the proper
officers of the United States, to be punished as their offences shall deserve; and the safety of all travellers passing
peaceably over either of said routes is hereby guarantied by said bands.

Military posts may be established by the President of the United states along said routes or elsewhere in their country;
and station houses may be erected and occupied at such points as may be necessary for the comfort and convenience of
travellers or for mail or telegraph companies.

ARTICLE 3

The telegraph and overland stage lines having been established and operated by companies under the authority of the
United States through a part of the Shoshonee country, it is expressly agreed that the same may be continued without
hindrance, molestation, or injury from the people of said bands, and that their property and the lives and property of
passengers in the stages and of the employes of the respective companies, shall be protected by them. And further, it
being understood that provision has been made by the government of the United States for the construction of a railway
from the plains west to the Pacific ocean, it is stipulated by the said bands that the said railway or its branches may be
located, constructed, and operated, and without molestation from them, through any portion of country claimed or
occupied by them.

ARTICLE 4

It is further agreed by the parties hereto, that the shoshonee country may be explored and prospected for gold and
silver, or other minerals; and when mines are discovered, they may be worked, and mining and agricultural settlements
formed, and ranches established whenever they may be required. Mills may be erected and timber taken for their use, as
also for building and other purposes in any part of the country claimed by said bands.

ARTICLE 5

It is understood that the boundaries of the country claimed and occupied by said bands are defined and described by
them as follows:

On the north by Wong-goga-da Mountains and Shoshonee River Valley;on the west by Su-non-to-yah Mountains or
Smith Creek Mountains; on the south by Wi-co-bah and the Colorado Desert; on the east by Po-ho-no-be Valley or
Steptoe Valley and Great Salt Lake Valley.



ARTICLE 6

The said bands agree that whenever the President of the United states shall deem it expedient for them to abandon the
roaming life,which, they now lead, and become herdsmen or agriculturalists, he is hereby authorized to make such
reservations for their use as he may deem necessary within the country above described; and they do also hereby agree
to remove their camps to such reservations as he may indicate, and to reside and remain therein.

ARTICLE 7

The United States, being aware of the inconvenience resulting to the Indians in consequence of the driving away and
destruction of game along the routes travelled by white men, and by the formation of agricultural and mining
settlements, are willing to fairly compensate them for the same; therefore, and in consideration of the preceding
stipulations, and of their faithful observance by the said bands, the United States promise and agree to pay to the said
bands of the Shoshonee nation parties hereto, annually for the term of twenty years,the sum of five thousand dollars in
such articles, including cattle for herding or other purposes, as the President of the United States shall deem suitable for
their wants and condition, either as hunters or herdsmen. And the said bands hereby acknowledge the reception of the
said stipulated annuities as a full compensation and equivalent for the loss of game and the rights and privileges hereby
conceded.

ARTICLE 8

The said bands hereby acknowledge that they have received from said commissioners provisions and clothing
amounting to five thousand dollars as presents at the conclusion of this treaty.

Done at Ruby Valley the day and year above written.

James W. Nye

James Duane Doty
Te-moak, his x mark
Mo-ho-a

Kirk-weedgwa, his x mark
To-nag, his x mark
To-so-wee-so-op, his x mark
Sow-er-e-gah, his x mark
Po-on-go-sah, his x mark
Par-a-woat-ze, his x mark
Ga-ha-dier, his x mark
Ko-ro-kout-ze, his x mark
Pon-ge-mah, his x mark
Buck, his x mark

Witnesses:

J. B. Moore, licutenant-colonel Third Infantry California Volunteers
Jacob T. Lockhart, Indian agent Nevada Territory
Henry Butterfield, interpreter

Ratified June 26, 1866
Proclaimed Oct. 21, 1869



United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

Battle Mountain Field Office .
50 Bastian Road TAKE PRIDE
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In Reply Refer Ta:
8110

BLM6-2397
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Steve Schoen

Cortez Gold Mines

Star Route HC66-50
Beowawe, NV 89821-9708

Dear Steve:

Enclosed is your copy of the final new Cortez Programmatic Agreement. If you have any

questions, please give me a call at 775-635-4063.

Sincerely,

KEAE, s

Roberta L. McGonagle
Lead Resource Management Specialist
Nonrenewable Resources
Enc. (1)
Programmatic Agreement



PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT
AMONG THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, BATTLE
MOUNTAIN AND ELKO FIELD OFFICES, THE NEVADA
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE AND CORTEZ
JOINT VENTURE dba CORTEZ GOLD MINES REGARDING
THE TREATMENT OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES DURING
CORTEZ GOLD MINES MINERAL EXPLORATION AND
DEVELOPMENT IN EUREKA AND LANDER COUNTIES,
NEVADA

This PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT ("Agreement"), effective as of date of SHPO signature,
("Effective Date"), is by and among the Battle Mountain and the Elko Field Offices of the

Bureau of Land Management (collectively, the "BLM"), the Nevada State Historic Preservation
Office ("SHPQ"), consulting parties, and Cortez Joint Venture dba Cortez Gold Mines
("Cortez"), concurring party. The BLM is the lead Federal agency for all activities under this

Agreement.

RECITALS

WHEREAS, the BLM has determined that the development of mining and exploration projects
by Cortez may have an effect upon properties eligible for inclusion-in the National Register of
Historic Places, and has consulted with SHPO pursuant to Section VI.B.1.b., c. & d. of the State
Protocol Agreement dated June 4, 1999 between the Nevada State Office of the Bureau of Land

Management, and the SHPO ("Protocol");

WHEREAS, the Battle Mountain Field Office of the Bureau of Land Management, Cortez,
SHPO and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (the "Council”) are parties to that
certain Programmatic Agreement effective May 8, 1992 ("Original PA"), regarding the treatment
of historic properties during Cortez mineral exploration and development;

WHEREAS, the Battle Mountain Field Office of the Bureau of Land Management, the Council,
Cortez and SHPQO desire to terminate the Original PA and the BLM, Cortez, and SHPO desire to

enter into this Agreement;

WHEREAS, Cortez is the operator of projects in the area of interest defined in Section B hereof
("Area of Interest"), has participated in this consultation and has been invited to be a concurring

party to this Agreement,

WHEREAS, Tribes with ancestral ties to the Area of Interest have been consulted regarding this
Agreement, are invited to concur in this Agreement, and will be contacted and consulted, as
appropriate, regarding any Undertaking proposed by Cortez under this Agreement;



WHEREAS, Cortez has previously filed plans of operations under 43 C.F.R. §3809.11 to
conduct mineral exploration and extraction activities in the Area of Interest that are multi-year in

scope;

WHEREAS, effects on historic properties in the Area of Interest cannot be fully determined and
the Parties desire to enter into this ‘Agreement to set forth procedures to be followed to comply
with the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act ("Section 106")

for Cortez Undertakings in the Area of Interest; and

WHEREAS, this Agreement is intended to cover all aspects of compliance with Section 106
associated with Cortez Undertakings in the Area of Interest.

AGREEMENT

NOW THEREFORE, the parties agree that cultural resource issues involved with the
development of mining projects in the Area of Interest shall be addressed in accordance with the
following in satisfaction of the BL.M's Section 106 responsibilities. Capitalized terms used
herein and not defined herein have the meanings given them in 36 C.F.R. § 800.2 (1986) or in

the definitions set forth in Appendix B, attached hereto.

A. PURPOSE AND INTENT.

The purpose of this Agreement is to establish procedures for use by the BLM, SHPO and Cortez
regarding compliance with Section 106 for Undertakings proposed and developed by Cortez in
the Area of Interest, however this agreement does not apply to projects conducted solely on
private land. This Agreement defines general and specific measures that will be undertaken by
the BLM, SHPO and Cortez to ensure that the BLM's objectives and responsibilities under the

NHPA will be fulfilled.

B. AREA OF INTEREST.

The Area of Interest consists of lands administered by the BLM in Lander and Eureka Counties
as set forth in Appendix A.

C. IDENTIFICATION AND INVOLYVEMENT-.OF INTERESTED PARTIES.

The BLM (i) has identified interested parties pursuant to 36 C.F.R. §800.1 (1986), (ii) will notify
them, as appropriate, of Undertakings proposed under this Agreement, and (iii) will involve such
interested parties, as appropriate, in consultation pursuant to Section 106 for each such

Undertaking.

D. STIPULATIONS. The BLM shall ensure that the following stipulations are followed:

1. Development of Historic Context for Area of Interest. As soon as practicable
after the Effective Date of this Agreement, Cortez will complete, or cause to be



completed, a general Historic Context for the Area of Interest. Evaluation of
project-specific proposals submitted prior to completion of a Historic Context
may proceed concurrently with development of the Historic Context. For the
avoidance of doubt, project-specific cultural resource evaluation and project
approvals may proceed prior to completion of the Historic Context provided that
cultural resources that cannot be evaluated without the Historic Context will be
treated as if eligible and avoided or mitigated.

SHPO Involvement. Determination of whether an Undertaking proposed
hereunder requires SHPO involvement shall be govemed by the Protocol,
provided that either the BLM or Cortez may request SHPO involvement at any
time, whether or not such involvement is required by the Protocol. By way of
example only, routine environmental assessments and preliminary exploration
under an exploration plan of operations generally do not require SHPO
involvement while close-spaced drilling under exploration plans of operations and
mining plans of operation may require SHPO involvement.

Designation of APEs. The BLM shall designate specific APEs associated with
Undertakings under this Agreement, unless consultation with SHPO is required
under the Protocol, in which case BLM shall consult with SHPO before
designating any such APE. Cortez may propose Undertaking-specific APEs for
the convenience of the BLM and SHPO, but final determination of an APE shall

be made by the BLM.

Procedures for Compliance with 36 C.F.R. Part 800.

a. Identification. Except as specified in Section 4.a.i(c), or at the request of
the BLM or Cortez, identification efforts generally do not require SHPO

involvement.

i Preparation of Class III Inventories.  Areas of proposed
disturbance in an APE designated by the BLM hereunder shall be
inventoried at the Class III level. Such Class III Inventories shall
be conducted in accordance with the following:

(a) Recordation of Cultural Resources. Contractor(s) will
record all newly identified Cultural Resources, and update
previously recorded sites as directed by the BLM, all
according to the Protocol.

(b) Collection of Artifacts. Artifacts will only be collected
when authorized by the BLM Authorized Officer.

() Cultural Resources Extending Qutside of Surveyed Area.
Cultural Resources extending outside the survey area will
be recorded unless the BLM and SHPO agree that an




alternative approach is sufficient for an Eligibility
determination.

(d) Linear Sites. Linear Sites will be recorded in accordance

with Appendix D of the Protocol. Linear Sites will be
recorded outside of the survey area only to the extent
necessary to determine Eligibility.

Resolving Eligibility. Eligibility determinations are made by the BLM,
unless consultation with SHPO is required under the Protocol, in which
case BLM shall consult with SHPO before making any such Eligibility
determination. Where Cultural Resources have been identified pursuant to
identification efforts, the BLM shall ensure that the following procedures

are followed:

il.

iit.

iv.

National Register Criteria. The BLM shall apply the National
Register Criteria to identified Cultural Resources and determine

whether such Cultural Resources are Eligible. The BLM may
require that the Contractor conducting the Class III Inventory make
initial recommendations regarding Eligibility, but determinations
of Eligibility will be made by the BLM in consultation with SHPO
when required under the Protocol. If SHPO and the BLM cannot
reach agreement regarding Eligibility, the BLM shall seek a formal
determination of Eligibility from the Keeper in accordance with
36 C.F.R. § 800.4(b)(4) [1986]. The Keeper's determination will
be binding on BLM and SHPO.

Properties of Cultural or Religious Importance to Indian Tribes.

The BLM shall apply the National Register Criteria to properties
which may be of cultural or religious importance to an Indian tribe
and, with the SHPO's concurrence, determmine whether such
properties are Eligible. If SHPO and the BLM cannot reach
agreement regarding Eligibility, the BLM shall seek a formal
determination of Eligibility from the Keeper in accordance with
36 C.F.R. § 800.4(b)(4)(1986). The Keeper's determination will be
binding on BLM and SHPO.

Historic Districts. If a proposed Undertaking is in a previously
defined Historic District, all Historic Properties in the Historic
District will be evaluated and classified as either contributing or
noncontributing to the Eligibility of the Historic District.

Test Excavation. Information gathered by the Class III Inventory
may be inadequate for determining Eligibility. In such cases, the
BLM may, after obtaining SHPO's concurrence, authorize an
evaluation plan (which may include subsurface testing) under




vi.

Vii.

ARPA. In developing a subsurface evaluation plan, the BLM shall
ensure that any testing is limited to defining the nature, density and
distribution of materials of the Cultural Resources in order to
provide the minimum data necessary to make final evaluations of
Eligibility and to devise appropriate treatment options.

Resources Outside of APE. Cultural Resources located completely
outside of an APE do not require evaluation under this Agreement.

Determination Made Prior to Activity. The BLM shall ensure that
Cultural Resources identified in an APE are evaluated for
Eligibility prior to initiation of activities that may have an Adverse

Effect on such resources.

Notice of Determination. The BLM will inform Cortez of
Eligibility determinations within 20 days of such determination.

Effects and Treatment. Where Historic Properties have been identified
pursuant to a Class III Inventory, the BLM shall ensure that the following
procedures are followed in determining Effects on Historic Properties and
treatment of Adverse Effects, if any.

i.

Determination of Effects.

(a) The BLM shall determine the nature of Effects that a
proposed Undertaking will have on Historic Properties
identified in an APE.

(b) If the BLM finds that the Undertaking will have no Effect
on Historic Properties, the BLM may issue a Notice to
Proceed (as defined in Section D.7).

(c) If the BLM finds that an Undertaking will have a potential
Adverse Effect, the BLM will determine whether standard
avoidance measures, monitoring or other measures
contained in the Protocol could be reasonably implemented
to reduce a potential Adverse Effect to a "no Effect”
determination or a determination that any Effect of the
Undertaking would be less than an Adverse Effect. If such
measures are successful in reducing potential Adverse
Effects to a “no Effect” determination or a determination
that any Effect of the Undertaking would be less than an
Adverse Effect, the BLM may issue a Notice to Proceed.

(d) If avoidance and monitoring procedures contained in the
Protocol are not appropriate or effective, the BLM will



consult with SHPO on appropriate treatment or mitigation
of such Adverse Effect. If the BLM and SHPO determine
that appropriate treatment or mitigation of Adverse Effects
has been completed, the BLM may issue a Notice to

Proceed.

(e) If no Adverse Effect is found, the BLM may issue a Notice = - ‘

to Proceed.

il. Treatment Plans and Other Mitigation.  Recognizing that
avoidance may not be reasonably practicable, the BLM, in
consultation with SHPO and Cortez, shall develop an appropriate
treatment plan designed to lessen or mitigate project-related
Adverse Effects to Historic Properties. For properties Eligible
under National Register criteria A. through C., other forms of
mitigation may be considered in the treatment plan in lieu of, or in
addition to, data recovery (e.g. oral history, historic markers,
exhibits, interpretive brochures, publications, etc.).

(a) Data Recovery. When data recovery is the preferred
treatment option for an Historic Property, the BLM shall
ensure that the Contractor develops a treatment plan based
on an appropriate research design and that the treatment plan
is submitted to SHPO for a 30 day review and comment
period. Data recovery plans shall be consistent with the
standards in the Department of Interior's Formal Standards
for Final Report of Data Recovery Programs (42 FR 5377-

79) (the "Data Recovery Standards”).

(b) Implementation. Upon completion of consultation with
SHPO and Cortez on a treatment plan, the BLM shall

ensure that the treatment plan is implemented within the
timelines set forth in the treatment plan.

d. Records; Curation.

i Records and Curation. The BLM shall ensure that all records and
material resulting from identification and treatment are curated in
accordance with 36 CFR. §79 in a BLM approved facility in
Nevada, and that all material to be returned to their owners will be
maintained in accordance with 36 C.F.R. § 79 until analysis is
complete and the materials are returned. Unless otherwise
negotiated, all materials must be curated or returned to their owners
when the final report is accepted by the BLM.

R



1.

Reports. The BLM shall ensure that all final archaeological reports
resulting from actions pursuant to this Agreement will be provided
to SHPO and Cortez. The BLM shall ensure that all such reports
conform to contemporary professional standards and the Data
Recovery Standards. Precise Historic Property location data may
be provided in a separate appendix if the BLM determines pursuant
to Section 304 of the NHPA that release of such data could
jeopardize Historic Properties.

Discovery Situations. Cultural Resources, not previously identified,
which are discovered while conducting activities pursuant to an
Exploration or Mining Plan shall be handled as follows:

1.

ii.

iii.

Discovery Situations. If a Cultural Resource is discovered during
an Undertaking, mining-related activities within a 100 meter buffer
zone (the "Avoidance Boundaries") surrounding the discovered
Cultural Resource will cease immediately and Cortez shall notify
the BLM Authorized Officer within 24 hours (the "Discovery
Notice"). The Cortez officials that are authorized to stop work are
listed in Appendix D attached hereto. Within 48 hours of delivery
of the Discovery Notice, a BLM Authorized Officer will visit the
discovery site to determine whether proceeding with activities in
the buffer zone will harm the discovered Cultural Resource or
whether the buffer zone may be safely reduced to allow activity
outside of such reduced buffer zone without harm to the discovered

Cultural Resource.

Consultation with SHPO. Within 48 hours of delivery of the
Discovery Notice, the BLM shall notify SHPO of the discovery
(the "SHPO Notice"). SHPO shall give its comments to the BLM
within 2 working days of receipt of the SHPO Notice. If the BLM
has not received SHPO comments within 2 working days of the
SHPO Notice, the BLM shall presume SHPO concurrence with
any BLM recommendation in the SHPO Notice or that SHPO has
declined to participate in any consultation regarding the discovery,
and the BLM may make a decision regarding the discovered
Cultural Resource without further SHPO consultation.

BLM Notice to Cortez. Within 4 working days of delivery of the
SHPO Notice, or 6 working days of delivery of the Discovery
Notice, whichever comes first, the BLM shall notify Cortez of the
BLM's decision whether to (i) allow mining related activities to
proceed without mitigation, (ii) require mitigation of the discovery
or (iii) allow mining related activities to proceed during mitigation
of the discovery (the "Mitigation Decision Notice").




iv. Mitigation. The BLM will have 7 working days from delivery of a
Mitigation Decision Notice requiring mitigation to consult with
Cortez and SHPO and decide the nature and extent of mitigating
measures required. The BLM shall notify Cortez and SHPO of the
BLM's decision regarding mitigation within 10 days of delivery of
a Mitigation Decision Notice and will ensure that any required
mitigating measures are implemented.

V. Human Remains. Human remains and associated artifacts may be
discovered during project development or during controlled
archaeological excavations. Discovery of such items will be
handled in accordance with the following procedures.

(a) Federal Lands. If human remains, funerary objects, or
items of cultural patrimony or sacred objects are discovered
on federal lands, Cortez and the Contractor(s) will comply
with the discovery and notification requirements of the
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of
1979, 25 U.S.C. §3001 et. seq. ("NAGPRA"), and its
implementing regulations. Such resources discovered on
federal lands will be secured by Cortez until such time as
the BLM has secured the area or has taken custody of such

“resources,” up 'to 48 “hours. ~ ‘Cortez "shall maintain the
Avoidance Boundaries set forth in Section D.4.e.i.

(b)  Private Lands. Human remains and associated funerary
objects found on private or state lands will be handled
according to the provisions of applicable Nevada law (NRS
383). Cortez will notify the relevant county coroner or
sheriff, the SHPO and the BLM of any such discovery.

5. Other Considerations

a.

Third Party Contractors. Cortez shall bear the reasonable expense of
Contractors to perform Section 106 compliance under this Agreement.
Such costs may include pre-field planning, fieldwork, post-fieldwork
analysis, research, report preparation, interim and summary report
preparation, and costs associated with the curation of artifacts. The BLM
shall ensure that historic, architectural and archaeological work conducted
by Contractors pursuant to this Agreement is carried out by, or under the
direct supervision of, persons meeting the Secretary of Interior's
Professional Qualification Standards (48 FR 44738-39) and BLM

Guidelines.

Inclusion of Stipulations in Plans. The requirements under Section D.4.e
regarding discoveries will be included in construction, operations and



maintenance plans. Cortez will brief field personnel and any Contractor
hired by Cortez regarding these requirements.

Exemption of Modifications to Exploration or Mining Plans.
Modifications to approved Exploration Plans and Mining Plans are
categorically exempt from the Section 106 Process under Appendix C of
the Protocol, provided that any such modification does not involve
additional surface disturbance or have an Effect on Historic Properties.

Reports and Monitoring

a.

Reports and Time Frames. The BLM shall ensure that reports are
completed in a timely manner and conform to the BLM Guidelines and the

Data Recovery Standards.

i. Contractors' draft final reports of identification, evaluation,
treatment or other mitigative activities shall be submitted to the
BLM within the time frames specified in the BLM Guidelines

unless otherwise agreed in writing.

ii. Unless otherwise agreed in writing, the BLM, SHPO, Cortez and
Contractors shall adhere to the timelines set forth herein.

iii. Within 20 days of receipt of the draft final report from the
Contractor, the BLM shall review and comment for revision. The
BIM shall submit all final reports to SHPO.

iv. If SHPO's concurrence is required under the Protocol, SHPO shall
review and comment on the final reports within 30 days of such
submission by the BLM. If SHPO does not respond within 30
days, the BLM shall be entitled to presume SHPO concurrence
with the BLM's findings and recommendations as detailed in the
final report, and may proceed with the Undertaking.

V. If consultation with SHPO is not required under the Protocol, the
BLM may proceed.

vi. The BLM shall provide SHPO with a copy of any reports prepared
under this Agreement.

Monitoring. The BLM and SHPO may monitor actions carried out
pursuant to this Agreement in accordance with the Protocol.

i BLM may require an appropriate monitor in any areas identified as
sensitive by BLM, in consultation with SHPO, during project



activities in those areas. Treatment Plans will contain monitoring
plans as needed.

Notices to Proceed. The BLM will issue to Cortez a notice that it may proceed

with an activity (a "Notice to Proceed") under any one of the following
conditions:

a.

e.

The proposed disturbance area in an APE has been inventoried and the
BLM has determined that there are no Historic Properties in such
inventoried area;

Evaluation of the Eligibility of identified Cultural Resources has been
conducted and the BLM, and SHPO, if required under the Protocol, has
determined that the Cultural Resources are not Eligible;

The BLM determines that a project activity will not have an Effect on
Historic Properties, or when Historic Properties are avoided pursuant to
Section D.4.c. and measures set forth in the Protocol;

The BLM determines that any Effect on an Historic Property will not be
an Adverse Effect or may be effectively avoided or mitigated according to
standard procedures-in the Protocol; or

Treatment options for Historic Properties affected by the activity have
been approved by the BLM after consultation with SHPO; provided that if
a treatment option selected requires fieldwork, the BLM may authorize
Cortez to proceed with specific mining activities that would affect Historic

Properties after:
i. The fieldwork phase of the treatment option has been completed;

il. The BLM has accepted a summary description of the fieldwork
performed and a-reporting-schedule for that work; and

iii. = Cortez has posted a“surety acceptable to the BLM as-set forth in
Section D.8 below for post-fieldwork costs of the treatment plan.

8. Surety Bonds

a.

Bond Amount. Cortez will post a surety bond with the BLM in an amount
sufficient to cover reasonable curation and post-fieldwork costs associated
with implementing a treatment plan or other mitigative activities.



b. Forfeiture. The bond pbsted shall be subject to forfeiture if post-

fieldwork tasks are not completed within time periods established by the
treatment plan, provided, however, that the BLM and Cortez may agree at
any time to extend any such time periods. The BLM may not deny a
reasonable request by Cortez for extension of such time periods. The
BLM shall notify Cortez that the bond is subject to forfeiture and shall
allow Cortez 45 days to take corrective action before the BLM acts to

forfeit the bond.

c. Release. The bond shall be released in whole or part as specified curation
and post-fieldwork tasks are completed and accepted by the BLM.

E. NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION.

1.

Identification of Interested Indian Tribes. The BLM has identified Indian tribes
that may attach religious or cultural significance to areas in the Area of Interest.
Such tribes are listed on Appendix C hereto and have been (i) given an
opportunity to participate in consultation regarding this Agreement and (ii) invited
to concur in this Agreement. Such tribes will be consulted, as appropriate,
regarding any Undertaking proposed by Cortez under this Agreement.

Consultation. In connection with evaluation of Undertakings proposed under this
Agreement, the BLM will identify and evaluate properties in the Area of Interest
to which Native Americans may attach religious or cultural significance through
consultation with the Indian tribes listed on Appendix C. Cortez may provide for
a Contractor to assist the BLM in gathering data and identifying and evaluating
such areas. The BLM will formally consult with tribal governments, as needed, in
accordance with Executive Order 13175 on Consultation and Coordination with
Indian Tribal Governments, dated November 6, 2000 (65 FR 67249) and
Memorandum of April 29, 1994, "Government-to-Government Relations with
Native American Tribal Governments” (59 FR 22951). Identification, evaluation
and treatment efforts will be consistent with the BLM Manual 8160 and the BLM

Handbook 8160-1, each as issued by the BLM.

Confidentiality. Information gathered through consultation considered
confidential or proprietary by an Indian tribe or tribes may be held confidential to

the extent allowed by Federal law.

F. DISPUTE RESOLUTION.

1.

Disputes Between the BLM and SHPQ. Any disputes or objections arising
during identification, evaluation, or discovery situations that cannot be resolved
between the BLM and SHPO shall be referred to the Council for comment.

a, To facilitate this process, the BLM will provide the Council with copies of
relevant information on the dispute. In addition, consultation with the



Council shall be by the most expeditious means available, including telephone, e-

mail, or fax.

b. Council comments will be considered by the BLM in its decision-making,
and the BLM will notify the Council, SHPO and Cortez of its resolution of
the dispute.

c. Except as set forth in this Section F.l1.c., Cortez may continue all

previously approved actions under any Mining Plan or Exploration Plan.
The BLM shall notify Cortez in writing of any suspension of activity
required by law pending dispute resolution under this Section F.].

2. Disputes Between Cortez and the BLM. Cortez and the BLM shall endeavor to
resolve all disputes between or among them by consultation and negotiation. Any
disputes or objections arising under this Agreement between the BLM and Cortez
shall be referred to SHPO for comment.

3. No Waiver. Nothing in this A greement, including the provisions of this Section
F, shall waive or otherwise limit any administrative or judicial remedy or right of

review available under applicable law or regulation.

G. AMENDMENT.

No amendment, modification or change to-this Agreement shall be enforceable unless executed
by the BLM, SHPO and Cortez. ‘

H. TERM AND TERMINATION.

This Agreement shall be effective as of the Effective Date and will automatically terminate on
the tenth anniversary thereof, unless each of the BLM, SHPO and Cortez agree to extend the
term hereof. Any of Cortez, SHPO or the BLM may terminate this Agreement by providing 30
days notice to the other parties, provided that the parties will consult during the period prior to
termination to seek agreement on amendments or other actions that would avoid termination.

I SECTION 106 COMPLIANCE.

Implementation of this Agreement evidences that the BLM has satisfied its Section 106
responsibilities for all actions associated with Cortez's mining exploration and development

projects in the Area of Interest.

J. PARTIES IN INTEREST; NO THIRD PARTY BENEFICIARY.

The obligations of Cortez created by this Agreement are enforceable only by the BLM against
Cortez. This Agreement creates no independent right or private right of action by any person or
entity to enforce any obligation hereunder against Cortez.



K. TERMINATION OF ORIGINAL PA.

Upon execution of this Agreement, the Original PA will be terminated and of no further force or
effect, and this Agreement supercedes the Original PA in its entirety.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement on the dates set forth
below, to be effective as of the Effective Date.

CONSULTING PARTIES

BUREAU QF LAND MANAGEI%’[%NT, BATTLE MOUNTAIN FIELD OFFICE
M Date:___6-/8-0Y

Namc E‘ivg_[i . SmrHL

Title: Field Manager

B AU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, ELKO FIELD OFFICE

By: MWW %"M Date: 6—13/04‘
Name:_He/en M. Han KinS

' Title: Field Manager

NEVADA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER

A“ m. 6&‘&.{}%6«\ Date: 9/9—?70{
| Namc (Llios YN (Salgtee~

Title: State Historic Pr\escrvatlon Offlcer

CONCURRING PARTIES
CORTEZ GOLD MINESM ?’7

By: Q@- Date: 7 -2 -of

Name: . RZER AErdasds
Title: M, Fisl€RAz. M8 AR




TE-MOAK TRIBE OF THE WESTERN SHOSHONE

By:

Date:

Name:

Title: Tribal Chair
YOMBA SHOSHONE TRIBE

By.

Date:

Name:

Title: Tribal Chair
DUCKWATER SHOSHONE TRIBE

By:

Date:

Name:

Title: Tribal Chair
ELY SHOSHONE TRIBE

By:

Date:

Name:

Title: Tribal Chair

SHOSHONE-PAIUTE TRIBES OF DUCK VALLEY

By:

Date:

Name:

Title: Tribal Chair



APPENDIX A

Township 25N, Ranges 44E, 45E, 46E, 47E, 48E, 49E, and 50E; Township 26N, Ranges
44E, 45E, 46E, 47E, 48E, 49E, and SO0E; Township 27N, Ranges 44E, 45E, 46E, 47E,
48E, 49E, and 50E; Township 28N, Ranges 44E, 45E, 46E, 47E, 48E, 49E, and 50E;
Township 29N, Ranges 44E, 45E, 46E, and 47E; and Township 30N, Ranges 44E, 45E,
46E, and 47E.

Map of area covered by this programmatic agreement:

/\/ Area Boundary

App. A-1



APPENDIX B

AGREEMENT-SPECIFIC DEFINITIONS

A. DEFINITIONS.
Adverse Effect. As defined in 36 C.F.R. § 800.9(b) (1986).

Agreement. As defined in the introductory paragraph.

APE. An "Area of Potential Effect" as set forth in 36 C.F.R. § 800.2 (1986) (attached as
Appendix A).

Area of Interest. As defined in the Recitals and more particularly described in Appendix A.

ARPA. The Archeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, 16 U.S.C. § 470aa et. seq.

Avoidance. Preventing a potential Adverse Effect on an Historic Property from occurring by
partial or complete relocation of a proposed land use as set forth in the Protocol.

Avoidance Boundaries. As defined in Section D.4.e.i

BLM. As defined in the introductory paragraph.

BLM Authorized Officer. For purposes of Cortez obligations to give notice to the BLM, an
Authorized Officer, as used herein, shall mean the Field Manager, the Assistant Field Manager,
the Cultural Resources Specialist or the Archeologist at either the Battle Mountain or Elko BLM

Field Offices.

BLM Guidelines. The Nevada BLM Cultural Resources Inventory General Guidelines (4™
edition, January 1990).

BLM Manual. The BLM Manual, 8100 Series, issued by the BLM.

Class I Survey. A professionally conducted review of published historic and archeological
material about a geographic area compiled pursuant to the BLM Guidelines.

Class IIT Inventory. A professionally conducted continuous intensive survey pursuant to the
BLM Guidelines.

Concurring Parties. As defined in the introductory paragraph and Stipulation LE.].

Contractor. The BLM's third party contractor, or any other third party contractor engaged by the
BLM or Cortez to perform Section 106 compliance work hereunder.



Cortez. As defined in the introductory paragraph.

Council. As defined in the Recitals.

Cultural Resource. A definite location of human activity, occupation, or use identifiable through
field inventory, historical documentation or oral evidence. The term includes archeological,
historic, or architectural sites, structures, or places with important public or scientific uses, and
may include definite locations (sites or places) of traditional cultural or religious importance to
specified social and/or cultural groups. Cultural Resources are concrete, material places and
things that are located, classified, ranked and managed through a system of identification and
protection set forth in the BLM Manual. A Cultural Resource may or may not be Eligible for the

National Register.

Data Recovery Standards. As defined in Section D.4.c.ii.a.

Discovery Notice. As defined in Section D.4.e.i.

Effect. As definedin 36 C.F.R. § 800.9(a) (1986).
Effective Date. As defined in the introductory paragraph.

Eligible or Eligibility. A determination that a Cultural Resource meets the National Register
Criteria.

Exploration Plan. A plan of operations submitted to the BLM under 43 C.F.R. § 3809.400 et
seq. for exploration activity that involves more than 5 acres of surface disturbance.

Historic Context. An organizing structure for interpreting history gleaned from a Class I Survey
that organizes information about Historic Properties that share a common theme, common

geographic area, and a common time period.

Historic District. A district listed in the National Register.

Historic Property. As defined in 36 C.F.R. § 800.2(e) (1986). For the purposes of this
Agreement, "Historic Property"” shall include unevaluated Cultural Resources and Cultural

Resources properties eligible for listing-in the-National Register.

Indian tribe(s). An Indian tribe as defined in 36 C.F.R. § 800.2. (1986)
Keeper. The Keeper of the National Register of Historic Places, as defined in 36 CFR 60.3(f).
Linear Site. A Cultural Resource with linear features, such as an irrigation ditch or road.

Mining Plan. A plan of operations submitted to the BLM under 43 C.F.R. § 3809.400 et seq. for
mining activity.



Mitigation Decision Notice. As defined in Section D.4.e.1ii.

NAGPRA. The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1979, 25 U.S.C. §
3001 et seq.

National Register. As defined in 36 C.F.R. §800.2(k) (1986).

National Register Criteria. As defined in 36 C.F.R. 800.2(1) (1986).

NHPA. The National Historic Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C. §470 et seq.

Notice to Proceed. As defined in Section D.7.

Original PA. As defined in the recital.

Party or Parties. As defined in the introductory paragraph.

Protocol. As defined in the Recitals.
Secretary. As defined in 36 C.F.R. 800.2(m). (1986)

Secretary's Standards. The Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology
and Historic Preservation (48 FR 44716-37).

Section 106. Section 106 of the NHPA, codified as 16 U.S.C. 470f.
SHPO. As defined in the introductory paragraph.

Undertaking. As defined in 36 C.F.R. §800.2(0). (1986)



APPENDIX C

NOTIFIED TRIBES
Te-Moak Tribe of the Western Shoshone
Yomba Shoshone Tribe
Duckwater Shoshone Tribe
Ely Shoshone Tribe

Shoshone-Paiute Tribes of Duck Valley



APPENDIX E

NOISE MEASUREMENTS
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Cortez Hills Expansion Project
Noise Measurement Results

Table E-1

Location #1: Rocky Pass Vicinity®

Start Elapsed Measured Noise Levels (dBA)
Date Time Time | Minimum | Maximum | Lio° Lso” Loo” Leq Notes

5/12/03 | 18:41:54 | 10:14.2 29.2 58.7 NA NA NA 40.7 | Birds, breeze in sage

5/12/03 | 18:55:09 | 05:16.5 29.1 51.0 NA NA NA 37.3 | Birds

5/13/03 | 17:38:31 | 25:01.5 29.2 63.4 50.4 37.6 29.7 46.4 | Few birds, one straight (tank) truck, most variation
wind driven

5/14/03 | 13:11:12 | 10:35.2 29.3 49.2 32.3 29.7 294 31.5 |"Dead quiet," a few flying insects, an occasional bird
mid-low flyby in valley to west
flyovers with one return, birds

* Approximately 0.2 to 0.3 mile east of Rocky Pass Road, just north of Rocky Pass.

2 Lo = Sound level exceeded 10 percent of the time during a given period; often represents a short-term noise event associated with passing vehicles or airplanes flying over.

Lsg = Sound level exceeded 50 percent of the time during a given period; the median sound level.

Lgo = Sound level exceeded 90 percent of the time during a given period; sometimes used as an approximation for background noise.

3 XIAN3ddV



¢3

Table E-2

Cortez Hills Expansion Project

Noise Measurement Results

Location #2: Dean Ranch Headquarters Yard*

Start Elapsed Measured Noise Levels (dBA)
Date Time Time Minimum | Maximum L1o Lso Loo Leg Notes
5/13-14/03 | 20:40:00 | 13:26:41 28.2 69.7 41.0 30.6 28.3 39.0 | Overnight measurement
5/14/03 11:14:33 | 23:05.5 29.1 62.9 43.6 34.5 30.7 43.2 | Bird, dogs at 50 dBA, 2 dump trucks at 62 dBA

! 100 feet west of main house.

3 XIAN3ddV
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Table E-3
Cortez Hills Expansion Project
Noise Measurement Results

Location #3: Horse Canyon Haul Road Vicinity*

Start Elapsed Measured Noise Levels (dBA)
Date Time Time Minimum | Maximum L1o Lso Loo Leq Notes
5/13/03 14:30:38 03:33.0 34.1 63.7 59.2 49.0 38.2 54.5 Military fighter flyover - valley to west
5/13/03 | 14:35:52 | 22:07.5 29.9 44.0 37.8 | 333 | 310 | 348 r';]'gztn?;ﬁ]eze’ birds, drilling activity higher on
5/13/03 14:58:54 05:03.7 311 41.3 35.9 33.8 32.0 34.3 | Light breeze
5/13/03 15:26:14 21:28.0 29.3 53.8 35.9 30.2 29.7 33.5 | Occasional light breeze through trees

' 0.3 mile above haul road; 230 degrees to “flag stick.”

3 XIAN3ddV



Table E-4
Cortez Hills Expansion Project
Noise Measurement Results

-3

Location #4: South-southeast of Existing Pipeline Pit*

Start Elapsed Measured Noise Levels (dBA)
Date Time Time Minimum | Maximum Lo Lso Lao Leq Notes
5/13/03 16:21:51 00:28.0 42.2 57.7 56.1 52.2 43.6 52.8 | Mine trucks, early blast siren (note very brief
elapsed time)
5/13/03 16:26:27 27:02.2 34.5 69.8 47.1 41.6 38.4 45.1 | Haul trucks and beepers, sirens, blasting

! 160 degrees from existing Pipeline Pit; 0.1 mile west of Rocky Pass Road.

3 XIAN3ddV
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Table E-5
Cortez Hills Expansion Project
Noise Measurement Results
Location #5: Existing Cortez Tailings Facility®

Start Elapsed Measured Noise Levels (dBA)
Date Time Time Minimum | Maximum L1o Lso Loo Leg Notes
n. . Wind (7 to 13 mph) a major factor, sound
5/13/03 18:46:46 21:44.2 30.7 54.7 48.6 42.7 36.6 45.0 pressure level (SPL) at 30 dBA
5/14/03 | 15:46:19 | 12:24.2 29.3 39.3 317 | 205 | 203 | 303 |YeW high altitude airline flyover (first
2 minutes)
5/14/03 15:58:58 02:01.5 30.9 42.0 39.0 36.1 32.0 36.6 | Very high altitude airline flyover

! Approximately 1.0 mile east of Cortez Canyon Road.

3 XIAN3ddV



Table E-6
Cortez Hills Expansion Project
Noise Measurement Results
Location #6: Fenceline North of Existing Pipeline Tailings Facility

Start Elapsed Measured Noise Levels (dBA)
Date Time Time Minimum | Maximum Lo Lso Lao Leq Notes
5/14/03 12:43:15 05:34.5 41.6 55.4 50.8 47.3 43.5 48.1

9-3
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Cortez Hills Expansion Project
Noise Measurement Results

Table E-7

Location #7: CGM's Headquarters Parking Lot"

Start Elapsed Measured Noise Levels (dBA)
Date Time Time Minimum | Maximum Lo Lso Lao Leq Notes
5/14/03 14:36:57 40:01.7 50.5 75.4 59.3 55.4 53.0 57.3 | General plant noise and equipment noise

* Straight south of security building.

3 XIAN3ddV
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APPENDIX F1 — PUBLIC COMMENT LETTERS



Table F1
Public Comment Letters

Letter Number

| Commenter

Federal Agencies

F-001

NOAA

F-002

USEPA

Nevada State Agencies

S-001

John Carpenter, State Assemblyman

S-002 NDOW

S-003 Nevada State Clearinghouse

Local Agencies

L-001 Elko County BOC

L-002 Eureka County BOC

L-003 Humboldt River Basin Water Authority
L-004 Lander Economic Development Authority
L-005 Lander Economic Development Authority
Tribal

T-001 Elko Band Council

T-002 South Fork Band Council

T-003 South Fork Band Council - EPA
T-004 Elko Band Council

Organizations

0-001 Great Basin Resource Watch
0-002 Oxfam Petition

0-003 Western Shoshone Defense Project
Businesses

B-001 ML Enterprises

B-002 Plumb Line Mechanical

B-003 Redi Services LLC

B-004 Royal Gold, Inc.

Individuals

1-001 Mark Blair

1-002 Thomas Budlong

1-003 Peggy Young

1-004 Ronald Damele, Jr.

1-005 Frank Dann

1-006 Greg Doubek

1-007 Russ Downer

1-008 Kevin Emmerich & Laura Cunningham
1-009 Felix ke

1-010 Wm. Kirkpatrick

1-011 David Mason

1-012 Mary McCloud

1-013 Bob McCusker

1-014 Joyce McDade

1-015 Jody Micheletti

1-016 Lou Myers

1-017 Rick Ochs

1-018 B. Sachau

1-019 Jean Wagner

1-020 W.L. Wilson

1-021 David Wolfin

1-022 Tom Barron

1-023 Mark Bauman

1-024 Chris Brioli

F1-1




Table F1 (Continued)

Letter Number Commenter
1-025 Ned Coates
1-026 Charles Compton
1-027 Marcia Conaty
1-028 Willard Daetsch
1-029 Kerry Davis
1-030 Alex Dingle
1-031 Colette Etchart
1-032 Michael Gowell
1-033 Joanne Groshardt
1-034 Daniel Hawley
1-035 Chuck Horn
1-036 Leslie Kappes
1-037 David Keech
1-038 Hazel Landa
1-039 Nancyann Leeder
1-040 Linette Mansberger
1-041 Priscilla Mattison
1-042 William McMullin
1-043 John Porterfield
1-044 Jill Ransom
1-045 Siri Reed
1-046 Martina Roels
1-047 Paul Sherman
1-048 Margorie Sill
1-049 Cheryl Smith
1-050 Kunda Lee Wicce
Form Letters
E-001 A Form Letter
E-002 George and Frances Alderson
E-003 Clark Andelin
E-004 Kathleen Anderson
E-005 Margaret Anderson
E-006 Paul RW Anthony
E-007 Jean/Hack Atthowe
E-008 Marilyn Bailey
E-009 Dolores Baron
E-010 Deb Barr
E-011 Brooke Battles
E-012 Debbie Zwirtz
E-013 Joseph Belisle
E-014 Suzanne Benoit
E-015 Kevin Biegler
E-016 Bonnie Bingler
E-017 Daryl Black
E-018 Joanne Blair
E-019 Matt Blake
E-020 Virginia Bloetscher
E-021 Patty Bonney
E-022 Scott Bowler
E-023 Barbara Brothers
E-024 Mary Brown
E-025 Paul Burt
E-026 Stephen Burton
E-027 J. Capozzelli
E-028 Joi Carruth

F1-2




Table F1 (Continued)

Letter Number

Commenter

E-029 Marian Carter
E-030 Kelly Carvallis
E-031 Susan Chandler
E-032 Gary Christensen
E-033 Michele Church
E-034 Wayne Clark-Elliott
E-035 Hereen Claudio
E-036 Chris Clovis

E-037 Robert Coleman
E-038 Frances Cone
E-039 Melissa Coogan
E-040 Sharon Cox

E-041 Janice Cranch
E-042 Gayle Crawford
E-043 lan Cree

E-044 Jim Cutler

E-045 Tamara Dabney
E-046 Penny Zahler
E-047 Allison Davis
E-048 Germaine de Pibrac James
E-049 Jean Woodman
E-050 Theresa Dillon
E-051 Catherine Dishion
E-052 Mary Jane Dodd
E-053 Debbie Dominguez
E-054 Mercy Drake
E-055 John Eakins

E-056 Sandra Wong
E-057 John Eaton

E-058 Martha Eberle
E-059 R. Michael Ehr
E-060 Barbara Emerich
E-061 Cheryn English
E-062 George Facsoy
E-063 Vanessa Farmer
E-064 Joann Feist

E-065 Heidi Felten

E-066 Lou Ferraro

E-067 James and Joan Fields
E-068 Elaine Fischer
E-069 Lorraine Foster
E-070 Barry Friedman
E-071 Elicia Fritsch
E-072 Deb Fritzler

E-073 Sandra Ghosheh
E-074 Charles Gillard
E-075 Rhonda Gilliam
E-076 Karl Goble

E-077 Nat Goodhue
E-078 Katherine Gould-Martin
E-079 Rosemary Graham-Gardner
E-080 Heather Gray
E-081 Karlene Gunter
E-082 Richard Hair
E-083 Richard Harold
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Table F1 (Continued)

Letter Number

Commenter

E-084 Carroll Harris
E-085 Donna Hart
E-086 Gretchen Healy
E-087 Avriel Heart
E-088 Lynda Hendrell
E-089 Lyn Henri

E-090 David Henson
E-091 Laura Hewitt
E-092 Linda Higgins
E-093 Karie Hillery
E-094 Mary Hitt

E-095 Ruth Hosek
E-096 Philip Hult

E-097 Marianne Hunter
E-098 William Hunter
E-099 Henry Ickes
E-100 Charles Jacobs
E-101 Bryn Jones
E-102 Hazel Jonjak
E-103 Bill Josephs
E-104 Joe Judd

E-105 Linda Judd
E-106 David Kane
E-107 Bert Katzung
E-108 Arlene Kelly
E-109 John Kelly
E-110 Beverly Kerkes
E-111 Adam Kever
E-112 Susan Kingsley
E-113 Lisa Koehl

E-114 William Lee Kohler
E-115 Marilyn Kohn
E-116 Kathryn Kram
E-117 Tony Kugler
E-118 Hazel Landa
E-119 Marcie Lane
E-120 Vance Lausmann
E-121 Patricia Layden
E-122 Isolt Lea

E-123 Form Letter
E-124 Carlyn Leeper
E-125 Melanie Leighton
E-126 Bob Licari

E-127 Irving Lillien
E-128 Ross Lockridge 111
E-129 Terrence Logue
E-130 Leland Long
E-131 Sara Lovitz
E-132 Sierra Lund
E-133 Suzanne Lyon
E-134 Joan and Wallace MacDonald
E-135 Terri MacKenzie
E-136 Scott MacLowry
E-137 Bonnie MacRaith
E-138 Jimmy Malecki

F1-4
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Table F1 (Continued)

Letter Number

Commenter

E-139 Dorothy Many
E-140 Rita Marie

E-141 Beverly Mays
E-142 Linda Wolf

E-143 K.J. McElrath
E-144 Claire McKay
E-145 Cynthia Mead
E-146 Rhese Meares
E-147 John Meeks
E-148 Paleidia Melanson
E-149 Durango Mendoza
E-150 Adra Miller

E-151 Richard Miller
E-152 Dale Mohr

E-153 Sergio Monteiro
E-154 Rose Marie Mooney
E-155 Patricia Nebeker
E-156 Charlie Neiss
E-157 Bonnie Newburg
E-158 Linda Norelli
E-159 Shannen O'Brian
E-160 Carol Okstel
E-161 Jane Oxenbury
E-162 Amy Page

E-163 Robert Pancner
E-164 Frank Paulo
E-165 Jerry Pendergast
E-166 Tamarah Perez
E-167 Louise Perini
E-168 Diana Peters
E-169 Carol Peterson
E-170 Teri Power

E-171 Judith Prowell
E-172 Jane Rainwater
E-173 Julia Rapp

E-174 Mary Ray

E-175 Harvey Reading
E-176 Lorna Reed
E-177 Mary Reed

E-178 Michelle Reitmajer
E-179 James Roberts
E-180 Sarah Roberts
E-181 Janet Robertson
E-182 Beth Rockwell
E-183 Jeff Wiles

E-184 Kathryn Rose
E-185 Gregory Ross
E-186 Richard Salters
E-187 Linda Shepard Salzer
E-188 Diana Sanderson
E-189 SJSC

E-190 H. Schaktman
E-191 Lois Schank
E-192 Jeff Schatz

E-193 Elizabeth Scherer

F1-5




Table F1 (Continued)

Letter Number

Commenter

E-194 Francis Schilling
E-195 Paul Schutt

E-196 Tamar Schwartz
E-197 Bruce Scotton MD
E-198 Martin Scurrah
E-199 LaRoy and Mary Seaver
E-200 Mark Seebach

E-201 Naomi Septoff

E-202 Susan Shamblin
E-203 Toni Siegrist

E-204 JoAnn Simko

E-205 Kathleen Simmon
E-206 Ymani Simmons
E-207 Deborah Smith
E-208 Robert Smith

E-209 Patricia Sorensen
E-210 Bill Sorochan

E-211 Colleen Spivey
E-212 Frieda Stahl

E-213 Deborah Stephenson
E-214 Phyllis Stonebraker
E-215 Steve Summers
E-216 Arthur Swers

E-217 Michelle Talukdar
E-218 Terelle Terry

E-219 Jane Theobald
E-220 Paul Torrence

E-221 Lawrence Toush
E-222 Nathan Tyson

E-223 Julia Van de Grift
E-224 John van Vlaanderen
E-225 Betty Van Wicklen
E-226 Ruth Vandoren
E-227 Margot VanEtten
E-228 Kathleen View

E-229 Doug Walters

E-230 Theodore Wilcox
E-231 Thomas Washburn MD
E-232 Fran Watson

E-233 Leslie Weinberg
E-234 Cal Wellander

E-235 A.E. White

E-236 Avalon White

E-237 Betty Whitmer

E-238 Anne Daletski

E-239 Marc Moshman
Postcards

P-001 Michael Acceerso
P-002 Bill R. Larson

P-003 E.C.

P-004 Kayla Rae Carpenter
P-005 Darlene M. Cassadore
P-006 Cynthia Chamber
P-007 Jeff Clarke

P-008 Stacy Cohen
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Table F1 (Continued)

Letter Number

Commenter

P-009 Travis Conobay
P-010 Kathleen Cruise
P-011 Elizabeth C. Dann
P-012 Sandy Dann
P-013 Barry Dotson
P-014 Lucille Estella
P-015 Phyllis Evening
P-016 Olivia Gallagher
P-017 Derek Gates
P-018 Helen C. Gildred
P-019 Jim Gorman
P-020 Darin M. Hamann
P-021 Jane L. Hunter
P-022 Bernice Lalo
P-023 Wendy Lawrence
P-024 Mishwa Lee
P-025 Nancy Louden
P-026 Margaret Madden
P-027 Jolander Marshall
P-028 Jeff Mathison
P-029 Mary McCloud
P-030 Connie McDade
P-031 Ernest McDade
P-032 Joyce McDade
P-033 Joyce McDade
P-034 Joyce McDade
P-035 Rhodea Nicols
P-036 Dela Richale
P-037 Bruce Scotton

F1-7




FEDERAL AGENCIES



F-001-001

Wt OF ¢,
F ‘gf“"‘&_ UNITRER ST ATES ":"A"TMW ﬂ;ﬂ“‘:‘:‘“:!’::“ Comment noted. CGM would notify the National Geodetic Survey of proposed disturbance
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November 27, 2007 s ot Siver Sthirs Sty end BSEa 0 8Eee
Mr. Christopher Worthington, EIS Project Manager HOTNOY 30 PHI2: 23
Bureau of Land Management i
Battle of Mountain Field Office ' TILE slUAN
50 Bastian Road ., .-

Battle Mountain, NV 89820

Dear Mr. Worthington,

We have provided comments on the DEIS regarding the Cortez Hills Expansion Project,
Proposes to Construct and Operate New Facilities and Expansion of the Existing Open-Pit Gold
Mining and Processing Operations, Crescent Valley, Lander & Eureka Counties, NV (20070410).

The DEIS has been reviewed within the areas of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, National Geodetic Survey’s (NGS) geodetic responsibility, expertise, and in
terms of the impact of the proposed actions on NGS activities and projects.

F-001-001| Ifthere are any planned activitics which will disturb or destroy geodetic control monuments,
NGS requires notification not less than 90 days in advance of such activities in order to plan for
their relocation. NGS recommends that funding for this project includes the cost of any required
relocation(s).

All available geodetic control information about horizontal and vertical geodetic control
monuments in the subject area is contained on the homepage of NGS at the following Intemet
address: http://Www.ngs.noaa.gov. After entering this website, please access the topic “Products
and Services” then “Data Sheet.” This menu item will allow you to directly access geodetic
control monument information from the NGS database for the subject area project. This
information should be reviewed for identifying the location and designation of any geodetic
control monuments that may be affected by the proposed project.

We hope our comments will assist you. Thank vou for giving NGS the opportunity to review
vour DEIS.

Program Analyst

NOAA’s National Geodetic Survey
Office of the Director

1315 East-West Highway

SSMC3 8729, NOAA, N/NGS
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910
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F-002-001

As stated in Mitigation Measure V1 in Section 3.4.4, Monitoring and Mitigation Measures,
CGM would coordinate with the BLM on appropriate riparian/wetland mitigation (i.e.,
development of new riparian/wetland areas and/or enhancement of existing riparian/wetland
areas at off site locations) to compensate for the loss of riparian/wetland vegetation. The
loss of riparian/wetland vegetation would be compensated at a 2:1 ratio.

The riparian/wetland mitigation plan currently is being developed. Target replacement areas
are located in a side canyon adjacent to the main Copper Canyon drainage, downstream of
a perennial portion of the canyon. A design to retain stream flow and surface runoff is in
development. Prior to disturbance of riparian areas, plants, seeds, and soils from the
existing area would be collected for placement in the riparian/wetland replacement areas.

The plan would be finalized and established prior to any riparian/wetland disturbance and
would be available for public review and comment. The plan would specify who would be
responsible for plan implementation and monitoring and describe contingency measures

should the initial plan fail to meet objectives. Additionally, CGM would be responsible for
developing an annual riparian/wetland vegetation monitoring report, which also would be

available for public review.

F-002-002

Comment noted; however, it is not the BLM's policy to include the reclamation cost estimate
for financial assurance in NEPA documents. The reclamation and closure technigues are
presented in the EIS to allow for review and comment on their adequacy. Reclamation and
closure costs are time-sensitive, which is why the BLM Authorized Officer has the authority
to review and require cost updates at any time to ensure bond adequacy. In addition, the
BLM Authorized Officer has the regulatory authority to require additional bonding and/or
long-term trusts if these needs become necessary. As long as a plan of operations remains
open, the operator of record is liable for post-mining environmental issues. In the case of
the Cortez Hills Expansion Project, a potential long-term liability exists, and a long-term
trust has already been established. This essentially keeps the case file open as long as the
trust is in effect, and the operator is responsible for environmental actions. BLM, as the
beneficiary, will have access to the funds for environmental remediation and monitoring if
the company is no longer solvent.

F-002-003

As provided for in 43 CFR 3809.552(c), BLM previously identified the need for a Long Term
Contingency Fund (LTCF) for CGM’s existing operations at the site to ensure the
continuation of long-term monitoring and management of any issues identified during
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monitoring. The Pipeline Project LTCF meets the requirements of 43 CFR 3809.555(e), as
the LTCF is an insured trust account maintained by a licensed securities brokerage for the
benefit of the Secretary of Interior.

The primary purpose of the existing Pipeline Project LTCF is to provide a contingency fund
for long-term monitoring of the project (after reclamation and bond release) and for
remediation of any unforeseen future environmental issues, pursuant to the Pipeline EIS
and the Record of Decision (ROD). As discussed in the Pipeline EIS and required by the
ROD as a condition of approval, CGM will set aside a total of $1,250,000 in trust over a
period of approximately 5 years (2005 — 2009). Upon termination of the trust, all remaining
funds, if any, will be paid in equal shares to Lander County, Nevada, and to the Nevada
Department of Wildlife for their general purposes.

The existing fund will remain in place and would be increased to meet the potential
monitoring and mitigation needs associated with the proposed Cortez Hills Expansion
Project.

As part of the proposed reclamation plan, reclamation permit, and reclamation closure
bond, monitoring of the environmental performance of reclamation and closure activities for
the proposed project would be required for a period of at least 3 years (see Section
2.4.12.8 of the EIS). The LTCF would address long-term environmental monitoring and
potential impacts in the post-closure period after bond release.

The primary activities covered under the LTCF include:

« Long-term pit lake water quality

* Maintenance of storm water diversions

« Maintenance of process draindown evapotranspiration cells
« Mitigation of potential impacts to seeps and springs

Following the fund additions associated with the proposed Cortez Hills Expansion Project,
the total estimated costs for impacts covered under the LTCF would be approximately
$2,600,000. By 2009, the existing LTCF established by the Pipeline Project ROD will have
been fully funded to $1,250,000. While the existing fund would grow in value over its life
span to far exceed the cost estimate that includes the Cortez Hills Expansion Project, the
fund would be increased through five additional payments of $250,000 from 2010 through
2014, and one payment of $100,000 in 2015, to match the estimated LTCF costs.
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F-002-004

The additional mercury controls on thermal sources that would be installed at the Pipeline
Mill (i.e., a retort to replace the existing gold drying ovens and activated carbon beds on
retort, furnace, kilns, and electrowinning exhausts) are designed to accommodate the
proposed increased mill throughput capacity from 13,500 tons per day to 15,000 tons per
day.

Geochemical characterization of the mercury species and concentrations in the ore that
would be mined under the proposed project indicate that it is comparable to currently mined
ore at the existing operation (Cortez Hills Expansion Project Waste Rock Assessment
[Geomega 2007c]; Figures 3-6f and 3-8; Appendix D). Therefore, the planned controls
should be comparably effective in controlling mercury emissions from thermal sources in
processing ore from the Cortez and Cortez Hills pits.

The 2006 mercury emissions were estimated to be 167 pounds without the planned
controls. With the planned controls in place, the expected emissions at 13,500 tons per day
of mill throughput would be less than 50 pounds per year. Assuming that increasing the mill
throughput from 13,500 tons per day to 15,000 tons per day would have a proportional
increase in operating hours, the expected emissions at the increased throughput would be
less than 55 pounds per year.
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S-001-001

JOHN C. CARPENTER Please see Section 3.2, Water Resources and Geochemistry; Section 3.10, Air Quality; and

DESTRICT OFFICE:

ASSEMBLYMAN - N:;gé:“‘a;gge . Section 3.5, Wildlife and Fisheries Resources regarding dewatering, mercury emissions,
T EIVED-MAILROG Ofice: 775) 738-088 and wildlife effects, respectively.
ks Fax No: (775} 738-4853
COMMITTEES: - JJOTDEC -5 PHIZ: 55 LEGISLATVE BULDING:
s St G 570 S-001-002
& BLike A Carson City, Nevada  BS701-4747 - _
Ofica: (775) B84-8831 or 5B4-8555 .
e ﬂtB ﬂf NEU&DH aF;xN:.-.i??s;w m: ’ Comment noted. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS regarding potential impacts to Native
and Mining
Trensportation . ..
Aﬂﬁtmh[g American traditional values.
December 1, 2007 Seventy-First Session
S-001-003

C t noted.
Christopher Worthington, EIS Project Manager omment note

Bureau of Land Management
Battle Mountain Field Office
50 Bastian Road

Battle Mountain, NV 89820

Dear Christopher,

Please consider these comments on the Cortez Hills Expansion Project to be
very favorable toward this project. After reading the document, I believe
any cumulative effects to be negligible.

$-001-001 Dewatering, mercury emissions and effects upon wildlife seem to be of
S-001-002 minimal consequences. The greatest attention will have to be paid to Native
American traditional values. With cooperation between tribes and other
parties, I am sure any negative effects can be minimized or eliminated.

$-001-003 The economic value of this project to Lander and Elko counties will be
huge. Gold mining has become the economic engine of our region and order
to keep the “train on the track”, new deposits must be found and developed.

Please keep this project on a timetable for completion in the near future so
Northeastern Nevada can continue to prosper.

Sincerely,

& Ll

John C. Carpenter
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Comments noted.

S-002-002
The big game range figures in Section 3.9, as well as the mule deer figure in Section
3.5, have been revised to reflect subsequent information provided by NDOW.

S-002-003

The referenced text has been revised in the Final EIS.

S-002-004
Discussions in the Final EIS relative to fencing have been modified, as needed, for
clarification.

Cortez Hills Expansion Project Final EIS Page 9
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S-003-001
BLM responded to the 6/3/2004 SHPO letter in early 2008.

Cortez Hills Expansion Project Final EIS Page 12
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S-003-002

Comment noted. As noted by comparison of Figures 2-22 and 3.15-4, most of the past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions are not visible in the viewshed of the
proposed project. Also, past and ongoing reclamation activities by CGM for the existing
operations at the site have been quite effective at mimicking natural landforms in the
project vicinity. These reclamation techniques also would be implemented for the proposed
project. As a result, long-term visual effects of the project would be minimized to the degree
possible.

S-003-003
Comment noted. A mitigation measure to address night lighting has been added to the Final
EIS (see Mitigation Measure VR-1 in Section 3.15.4).

S-003-004

Comment noted. Please see the response to comment S-003-003.

S-003-005

Comment noted.

S-003-006

Comment noted.
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L-001-001

Elko County Board of Commissioners Comment noted.
569 Court Street « Elko, Nevada 89801 sipar SMMISSIONERS
775-738-5398 Phone » 775-753-8335 Fax “JOIIN BLLISON
CHARI.]T.MYERS
WIKOY 16 PRl te WARREN RUSSELL L-001-002
E TY MANAGE| The BLM appreciates receipt of this information; the information has been reviewed for
ROBERT K. STOKES
. TANT relevance to the EIS.
MICHELE A. PETTY
November 9, 2007

Mr. Christopher Worthington, EIS Project Manager
BLM - Battle Mountain Field Office

50 Bastian Road

Battle Mountain, Nevada 89820

RE: Cortez Gold Mines — Cortez Hills Expansion Project DEIS
Dear Mr. Worthington:

L-001-001| The Elko County Board of Commissioners supports the preferred altermative of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement that will allow the Cortez Gold Mines' - Cortez Hills Expansion
Project to proceed. The proposed action will extend the life of the Mine and employ 450 individuals
for an additional ten years. Approximately sixty to seventy percent of these employees may live in
Elko County. The project proposed disturbance is minimal in comparison to the vast lands managed
by the BLM in Nevada. We believe that this action will allow Cortez Gold Mines to continue to
( productively utilize the area in a way that is consistent with the existing approved Plan of Operations
and will continue a policy of wise management of public lands which we support.

L-001-002 | Attached is a copy of a University of Nevada — Reno, University Center for Economic Development,
Department of Resource Economics publication, entitled, An Analysis of the Economic Impacts of
the Hard Rock Mining Sector on the Elko Micropolitan Statistical Area. This study, commissioned
by Elko County, provides an independent verification of the importance of mining activity to the
economy of Northeastern Nevada. We believe it will assist you as you evaluate the impacts of this
project to the local, State and national economies as part of your review.

Sincerely,
Elko County Board of Commissioners

YL

Robert K. Stokes
Elko County Manager

attachment

cc: Cortez Gold Mines
Commissioners

www.elkocountynv.net
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L-002-001

The proposed pit design was developed based on the configuration of the orebodies, the
proximity of a property of cultural and religious importance (PCRI) boundary to the east of
the orebodies, and geologic considerations. The orebodies associated with the proposed
mining at the Cortez Hills Complex formed in a brecciated zone at the intersection between
fault structures, located approximately 2,000 feet west of the Lander-Eureka County
boundary. The potential for development of the pit eastward into Eureka County is
constrained by the presence of the PCRI boundary; mine facilities, therefore, were
designed completely within Lander County to avoid disturbing the PCRI boundary. In
addition, the surface topography east of the proposed pit is very steep and would present
additional technical challenges for mining activities.

As discussed in Section 3.1.2.1 of the Draft EIS, the geotechnical analysis identified the
potential for pit slope failure in the east wall of the proposed Cortez Hills Pit in the post-
mining period. In response, Mitigation Measure GM2 was developed to further reduce the
potential for long-term pit wall failures affecting the pit boundary by limiting pit wall design
slopes (see Section 3.1.4 of the Draft EIS). Following release of the Draft EIS, and in
response to Mitigation Measure GM2, the Revised Cortez Hills Pit Design Alternative was
developed. The new alternative is presented in Section 2.5.1.4 of the Final EIS, with related
resource-specific analyses presented in Chapter 3.

L-002-002

Comment noted. Please see Section 2.6 of the EIS for descriptions of the past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions identified for the cumulative impact analysis, and
Chapter 3 for the resource-specific cumulative impact analyses.

L-002-003

The potential for up to a 9 percent increase in population is predicated on new workers
locating in the same geographic pattern as existing CGM workers. It is likely, however, that
the lack of available housing in Crescent Valley, combined with greater housing availability
in Elko and Battle Mountain and the provision of bus service to Elko, would result in most
new workers locating in the larger communities. Section 3.13.4, Monitoring and Mitigation
Measures, encourages local and county agencies to work with CGM to monitor social and
economic developments related to the proposed project so they can respond promptly and
effectively if adverse effects do occur.
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L-002-005

4. Ground water from alluvial deposits in Crescent Valley (Basin 54) is the sole source

of drinking water for residents of Crescent Valley Town and the outlying community.
The municipal water system in Crescent Valley Town is operated by Eureka County,
whereas outlying residents rely on private domestic wells. Given that a) the proposed
mining operation is positioned upgradient from all municipal and domestic wells in
Crescent Valley and b) existing mining operations are currently affecting ground
water quantity and quality in the basin, all direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to
the hydrologic system and down gradient users should be monitored.

. The Proposed Action is in the vicinity of the U. S. Department of Energy’s “Carlin

corridor,” one of six possible rail routes to the proposed repository at Yucca
Mountain, Nye County, Nevada. On October 12, 2007, DOE released a Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the
Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca
Mountain, Nye County, Nevada — Nevada Rail Transportation Corridor DOE/EIS-
0250F-52D, and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for a Rail Alignment for the
Construction and Operation of a Railroad in Nevada to a Geologic Repository at
Yucca Mountain, Nye County Nevada DOE/EIS-0369D. That process is likely to lead
to a Record of Decision by the DOE in 2008 to select and build the Caliente rail
corridor to transport waste to Yucca Mountain. However, should the Caliente rail
corridor prove problematic, it is still possible for the DOE to consider other rail
alternatives to Yucca Mountain, including the Carlin route which DOE previously
designated as its “secondary preference.” The proposed expansion of the Cortez
operation would be a potential land use conflict for DOE. Similarly, the construction
of a nuclear waste rail line through the Cortez expansion could be a potential conflict
with proposed mining operations.

Sincerely,

I i T

Kenneth Benson,
Chairman

Atlest;%d&é-ﬂ%
ackie Berg, Cler]

Cortez Hills Expansion Project Final EIS

L-002-004

Potential project-related impacts to the hydrologic system and downgradient users are
discussed in Section 3.2.2.2 of the EIS. Mitigation Measures WR1a and WR2, as
presented in Section 3.2.4 of the EIS, were developed to address these potential impacts.
Mitigation Measure WR1a would include development and implementation of a
comprehensive water resources monitoring plan to identify potential impacts to perennial
surface water resources and groundwater resources. Mitigation Measure WR2 would
involve monitoring groundwater levels between the mine and water supply wells,
groundwater rights, and surface water rights within the projected mine-related 10-foot
groundwater drawdown area and implementation of mitigation for project-related impacts,
as required by the Nevada Division of Water Resources.

L-002-005

The Carlin Corridor was one of several potential rail corridors analyzed in the Final EIS for
the Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive
Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada (Department of Energy [DOE] 2002).
Subsequent to issuance of that EIS, the DOE continued to develop the repository design
and associated construction and operational plans. At the time the Cortez Hills Expansion
Project Draft EIS was being prepared, the DOE issued a Notice of Intent to prepare a
supplement to the Yucca Mountain Final EIS (71 Federal Register 60490). Given the
uncertainties associated with the Yucca Mountain project approval and route selection for
the rail corridor, it was not included in the cumulative analysis for the Cortez Hills
Expansion Project.

The DOE issued the Draft Supplemental EIS for the Yucca Mountain rail transportation
corridor in October 2007. The Caliente Corridor and Mina Corridor, neither of which would
fall within the cumulative effects study area for the Cortez Hills Expansion Project, were
carried forward in the Draft Supplement EIS analysis; the Carlin Corridor was not analyzed.
As a result, the Yucca Mountain project as currently proposed would not have a cumulative
interaction with the Cortez Hills Expansion Project.
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L-003-001

Comment noted.

L-003-002

Comment noted. Please see Mitigation Measure WR-2 in Section 3.2.4, Monitoring and
Mitigation Measures, in the EIS, which was developed to address potential project-related
impacts to water rights.

L-003-003

Comment noted. As discussed in the response to comment L-003-005, CGM would
conduct regular groundwater monitoring. An objective of this monitoring would be to
provide for early identification of potential mine-related impacts and initiate appropriate
mitigation measures to limit or eliminate the lag time between the beginning of the potential
impact and implementation of the mitigation. If a lag time does occur, CGM would
coordinate with the BLM and Nevada State Engineer’s Office to identify and implement
appropriate mitigation and/or compensation for the holder of any impacted water right.

Cortez Hills Expansion Project Final EIS Page 18



Cortez Hills Expansion Project Final EIS

L-003-004

Mitigation Measure WR1a has been revised in the Final EIS to include a provision for BLM
and Nevada Division of Water Resources (NDWR) to review and approve revisions to the
Cortez Integrated Monitoring Plan prior to initiation of new dewatering activities associated
with the proposed project. The Integrated Monitoring Plan for CGM operations in Crescent
Valley was described in detail in the Pipeline Project Final EIS (BLM 1996). An amendment
to that monitoring plan, which would expand the plan to include additional monitoring
locations, is described in Section 3.2.4 of the Final EIS. The proposed amendment is part
of the Plan of Operations that was submitted to the BLM Battle Mountain Field Office.

Once the revised Integrated Monitoring Plan and any site-specific water resource mitigation
plan that may be required during the course of the project (as outlined in Mitigation
Measure WR1b) are approved by the BLM and NDWR, they would be available for public
review. The water resource monitoring plan would be expanded, and a reasonable number
of monitoring points would be established to track the cone of groundwater drawdown and
monitor surface water and groundwater resources within the projected drawdown

area. Monitoring data currently are collected on an ongoing basis by CGM and submitted on
a quarterly basis to the BLM and NDWR for review; this information also is available for
public review. If warranted based on the agencies' review, the monitoring program would be
expanded as described in Mitigation Measure WR1a.

L-003-005

Section 3.2.4, Monitoring and Mitigation Measures, in the Final EIS has been revised to
include a summary of proposed water resources monitoring from the Plan of Operations.
CGM's proposed updates to the water resources monitoring plan (i.e., the Cortez
Integrated Monitoring Plan) for the proposed project are included in Appendix 7 of the Plan
of Operations for the Amendment to the Pipeline/South Pipeline Plan of Operations (NVN-
067575) for the Cortez Hills Expansion Project (CGM and SRK 2006); this document is
available for public review at the BLM Battle Mountain Field Office. Mitigation Measure
WR1a in the Final EIS would require that CGM revise the Integrated Monitoring Plan to
include a reasonable number of surface water and groundwater monitoring points to
identify potential impacts to water resources, for approval by the BLM and Nevada
Department of Water Resources; per Mitigation Measure WR2, the plan would require
monitoring groundwater levels between the mine and water rights.

L-003-006

Impacts to water rights would be mitigated as required by the Nevada Division of Water
Resources, which is responsible for administering water rights in Nevada. Mitigation
Measure WR-2, in Section 3.2.4, Monitoring and Mitigation Measures, has been revised in
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L-004-001
Please see the BLM's letter to the Lander Economic Development Authority that follows in
response to the request for an extension of the public comment period.
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L-005-001

Comments noted.
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T-001-001

Please see the BLM's letter that follows in response to the Elko Band Council's request for
an extension of the public comment period. The BLM continues to attempt to consult with
Indian tribes regarding the proposed project. The Elko Band has been provided numerous
opportunities to participate in the ongoing consultation.

T-001-002

Comment noted. The impact of mining on the Western Shoshone is addressed in Section
3.9 of the EIS, Native American Traditional Values. The other concerns expressed in this
comment also have been considered by the BLM in evaluating the impacts of the

proposed project. Please see Section 3.2, Water Resources and Geochemistry; Section 3.4,
Vegetation; and Section 3.5, Wildlife and Fisheries Resources, of the EIS relative to these
concerns.

T-001-003

BLM initially contacted the Elko Band Council on November 21, 2005, to provide details of
the proposed project and initiate consultation. BLM made numerous attempts to contact the
Elko Band in 2005, 2006, and 2007 to ascertain their concerns. The Draft EIS was mailed
directly to the Elko Band Council in October 2007. The Elko Band is part of the Te-Moak
Tribe, and BLM has been in active consultation with the Te-Moak Tribe regarding the
proposed project. Nevertheless, in keeping with its government-to-government relationship
with the Te-Moak Tribe and its constituent bands, BLM extended the public comment
period for the Te-Moak Tribe and others until December 21, 2007. As a tribal government,
the Elko Band is not limited to the public comment period in expressing its concerns to the
BLM. Table 3.9-1 of the EIS lists the dates on which the BLM has contacted Indian tribes,
including the Elko Band, and other groups. Section 3.9 of the EIS describes the consultation
process to date.

T-001-004

Comment noted. Please see the response to comment T-001-001.
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SOUTH FORK BAND COUNCIL
SOUTH FORK INDIAN RESERVATION " *
21 LEE, B-13 ANpices AH
SPRING CREEK, NEVADA 89815

AND MA

775-744-4273 FAX 775-744-4523

Bureau of Land Management
Battle Mountain Field Office

Atten: Steve Drumond

Project Manager

50 Bastian Road

Battle Mountain, Nevada 89820

RE: Cortez Hills Project
Project NV063-EIS-06-011 - 1790
NVN-067595 - 3809

Dear Steve,

This is the official notification on the response to the deadline on the Cortez Project. As you
may have the Tribal Resolution from the South Fork Band Council, SF-19-07, it states that we
Are in opposition to the Cortez Hills Project, Horse Canyon, and any expansion proposed by
Barrick.

T-002-001

‘There are many reasons behind the South Fork Resolution, that has not been addressed by
Barrick, and the BLM. The area of Tenabo, in particular, is well known by BLM and Barrick to
hold significant spiritual and religious importance to the Shoshone people.

There has been many people and organizations, other countries opposing this project. The BLM
And Barrick and other foreign countries needs to respond to the concerns.

Again we are opposed to the project and any other projects that separate the truth from reality, of
The environment and the Shoshone Nation.

Sincerely,

Vice-Chairman
South Fork Band Council

Cortez Hills Expansion Project Final EIS

T-002-001

Comments noted. The BLM has considered the Tribal Resolution from the South Fork Bank
Council. Section 3.9, Native American Traditional Values, addresses issues of spiritual and

religious importance to the Western Shoshone.
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SOUTH FORK INDIAN RESERVATION RESERVATION =]
21 LEE, B-13 CEIVED-p

SPRING CREEK, NEVADA 898155” OF

775-744-4273 FAX 775-744-4528)
FiE

T-003-001

T-003-002

T-003-003

T-003-004

LEn

ELD

Bureau of Land Management

Battle Mountain Field Office

Attn: Steve Drummond, Project Lead
50 Bastian Road

Battle Mountain, NV 89820

Re: Cortez Hills Expansion
Project NV063-EI1S-06-011
1790
NVN-067595
3809

Taking information from the Cortez Hills Expansion Project Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS), the South Fork Band EPA opposes this project and would like
to request the public review be extended due to concerns about the destructiveness that
the expansion will have towards Native American Culture and the water quality within
the proposed area.

First of all, not only will this project drain waterholes, water tables, streams, seeps and
sacred springs, it will also pollute these valuable water resources during the mitigation
process. There is no way the DEIS can adequately prove these natural resources will not
be permanently damaged. As the DEIS states, the dewatering process has ‘potential’ to
contribute to failure in the weak bedrock materials associated within the Cortez Fault
Zone. If the ground subsidence from the pit perimeter will extend up to 4 miles at a depth
of 1 foot or greater in an already drought considered area (due to the dewatering by other
mines in the area), that kind of impact would devastate any if not all of those natural
resources that are already scarce. The mitigation process itself cannot restore natural
minerals that are taken from these water resources that replenish the soil for vegetation
growth which feed the native animals in their natural habitats. By taking away these
resources, the migration path will change for these animals that have used these routes for
thousands of years, this will directly impact the Shoshone people’s rights to hunt and
fulfill our responsibility to care for these things in the proposed area.

Cortez Hills Expansion Project Final EIS

T-003-001

BLM initially contacted the South Fork Band Council on November 21, 2005, to provide
details of the proposed project and initiate consultation. BLM made numerous attempts to
contact the South Fork Band in 2005, 2006, and 2007 to ascertain their concerns. The
Draft EIS was mailed directly to the South Fork Band Council in October 2007. The South
Fork Band is part of the Te-Moak Tribe, and BLM has been in active consultation with the
Te-Moak Tribe regarding the proposed project. Nevertheless, in keeping with its
government-to-government relationship with the Te-Moak Tribe and its constituent bands,
BLM extended the public comment period for the Te-Moak Tribe and others who
specifically requested an extension until December 21, 2007. As a tribal government, the
South Fork Band is not limited to the public comment period in expressing its concerns to
the BLM. Table 3.9-1 lists the dates on which the BLM has contacted Indian tribes, including
the South Fork Band, and other groups. Section 3.9 of the EIS describes the

consultation process to date.

T-003-002
Comment noted. Potential project-related water resources effects are discussed in Section
3.2.2 of the EIS.

T-003-003

As described in Section 3.1.2.1, Dewatering-induced Surface Subsidence, and shown in
Figure 3.1-9, some additional ground subsidence and continued risk of earth fissure
development potentially could occur as a result of dewatering associated with the Proposed
Action. Subsidence could occur where the water levels are lowered in unconsolidated or
poorly consolidated sediments. Therefore, the potential for surface subsidence and earth
fissure development would be restricted to the unconsolidated basin fill sediments in
Crescent Valley located in the vicinity of the mine (see Figure 3.1-9). Dewatering would not
result in subsidence or earth fissure development within bedrock areas or contribute to
failure in the Cortez Fault zone as implied in the comment. In addition, the statement that
the dewatering process would have the potential to contribute to failure in the weak
bedrock associated with the Cortez Fault zone is not supported by the information and
analysis provided in the EIS. The EIS describes the potential risk of slope failure in the east
wall of the proposed Cortez Hills Pit. However, as described in Section 3.1.2.1, this potential
risk is associated with the proposed slope angles and strength of the materials, not pit
dewatering. As noted in Section 2.8 of the Final EIS, the BLM has selected the Revised
Cortez Hills Pit Design Alternative as the preferred alternative. This alternative is expected
to minimize the potential risk of large-scale bedrock failures as described in Section 3.1.2.5
of the Final EIS.
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T-003-004

Comment noted. Please see Section 3.5, Wildlife and Fisheries, regarding wildlife effects.

T-003-005

Comment noted. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS, Native American Traditional Values.

T-003-006

The invited tribal concurring parties listed in the 2005 Programmatic Agreement were
provided with a draft of the agreement, invited to consult about the agreement, and invited
to sign the agreement. The first draft of the agreement was provided to the tribes in 2002,
including the commenter, before being provided to CGM. Subsequent drafts also were
circulated to the invited concurring parties. At no time did BLM receive any proposed
changes to the 2005 Programmatic Agreement by any tribal entity.

During this time, a 1992 Programmatic Agreement was in effect with a term ending in 2012.
BLM required CGM to enter into a new programmatic agreement at the request of the
Western Shoshone Defense Project due to intervening changes in the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA).

The NHPA requires that interested tribes be invited to concur in a programmatic
agreement; however, it does not require any tribal entity to sign the agreement for it to
become effective. The only required signatories are the BLM, State Historic Preservation
Officer, and a project proponent (if the agreement requires their signature). The BLM,
Nevada State Historic Preservation Officer, and CGM all signed the 2005 Programmatic
Agreement.

T-003-007
Comment noted. BLM has complied, and will comply, with all applicable laws in considering
the impacts of the proposed project.
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T-004-001

T-004-002

T-004-003

T-004-004

Elko Band C

1745 Silver Fagle Drive « FI

7IRB-8889 « Fax 775-

Bureau of Land
Management Battle
Mountain Field Office

Attn: Steve Drumond, Project
Lead 50 Bastian Road

Battle Mountain, NV. 88820

Re: Cortez Hills Expansion
Project NV063-EIS-06-011
1790
NVN-067585
3809

In a letter dated November 30/ 2007 we requested an exiension on the deadline to comment on the
Cortez Hills Expansion Project. To this day we have not heard from you verbally or in writing.

Because of the vast amount of information to review, the irreparable harm to our culiure and
religion/spirituality, and due o the amount of water that will be wasted and/or polluted; we must
oppose the Cortez Hills Mine Expansion Project. As stated in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement the mountain has a number of uses for the Shoshone pecple that will be negatively
affected by mining.

It is known that Western Shoshone have inhabited the area for thousands of years; we are the
indigenous people of this area. Before the arrival of Europeans, Shoshone people were huniers
and gatherers traveling with the seasons where food and water were plentiful. We alsc camped in
areas that were famili ar; where the medicinal plants grew and the spirits were strong. One of those
areas is Mt. Tenabo. Although Shoshone people of today live in small scattered communities, we
still use much of the land that our ancestors used for generations to praciice our traditional and
spiritual ways of life.

As stated in the Environmental Impact Statement our religion is an important way of life thal we
continue to this day, and it is known that Mt. Tenabo is an area of religious importance to
Shoshone people who pray there. Excessive noise, the lack of or the impurity of medicinal plants or
water will have a negative effect on religious/spiritual ceremonies that take place on or near the
mountain. The EIS states that cultural, traditional, spiritual and religious impacts could occur, when
in fact we know impacts will occur.

Cortez Hills Expansion Project Final EIS

T-004-001

Comment noted. Please see the response to comment T-001-001.

T-004-002

Comment noted. Potential impacts to Native American traditional values are discussed in
Section 3.9 of the EIS. Based on that analysis, the proposed project would not result in
adverse impacts to overall Western Shoshone culture or traditions. Potential impacts to
water quality and quantity are discussed in Section 3.2 of the EIS. As discussed, measures
would be implemented as part of the proposed project to minimize potential impacts to
water quantity and to ensure that water quality standards are met. Also, please see the
response to comment O-001-005 relative to potential impacts to perennial waters.

Water usage for the proposed mining and ore processing is a permitted usage through
water rights issued by Nevada Division of Water Resources. Water for mining and milling
would be consumed in zero-discharge facilities, as discussed in Section 2.4 of the EIS, and
would not be released to the environment. Potential water polluting activities would be
controlled in accordance with a Water Pollution Control Permit issued by Nevada Division of
Environmental Protection.

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

T-004-003
Comment noted. The issues expressed in the comment have been considered by the BLM
in evaluating the potential impacts of the proposed project; see Section 3.9 of the EIS.

T-004-004

Comment noted. Please see Section 3.9.2 of the EIS relative to potential impacts to Native
American traditional values, including related impacts to plant species of concern identified
during conduct of Native American consultation, communication, and coordination, and the
ethnographic study prepared for the proposed project.

Noise effects were analyzed in the EIS for identified sensitive receptor locations in the
project vicinity (please see Section 3.16.2.1). As discussed in Section 3.9.2, project-specific
issues for analysis of Native American traditional values were identified based on
information provided by the tribes during conduct of Native American consultation,
communication, and coordination, and the ethnographic study prepared for the proposed
project. The identified issues as they relate to Native American use of the project area were
analyzed in Section 3.9.2.1. Although noise was not one of the identified issues, in general,
project-related noise levels would increase in the project area over existing ambient levels
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T-004-005

T-004-006

T-004-007

T-004-008

Ancther major impact is the amount of water that will be wasted and made impure. As stated in
the EIS, twenty-two (22) to twenty-eight (28) springs and at least one stream will be dried up
completely. As acknowledged in the EIS water is an important part of our religion that involves all
life including plants and animals. We are irritated with those who believe the production of gold is
more important than the life that water provides.

In September 2006 there was discussion with the Te-Moak Tribal Council that a Regional
Cumulative Effecis Analysis would be conducted. This would "help identify tribal issues and
concerns and facilitate development of mitigation to reduce or eliminate impacts to tribal
resources that may occur as a result of the proposed project”. Also discussed during that meeting
was an "action item lirsf' thalt was to be drafted. This list would be used to discuss potential
impacts, suggest measures to reduce or elimin:iete potential impacts and to propose an
implementation process. The list has not been presented to or reviewed by the Te-Moak Tribal
Council. According to the EIS a draft mitigation document has been reviewed by several entities
other than the tribal governments; we must review a copy of that mitigation plan; any plan without
council input and concurrence is meaningless.

In conclusion, based on the facts in this letler and other information that we have not had time to
review, and the irreparable harm to our culture and spirituality/religion, we oppose the Cortez Hills
Mine Expansion Project

If you have any questions or concemns in regard to this matter please do not hesitate fo contact
me at the above number,

Lynette Piffero, Chairperson
Elko Band Council

Cortez Hills Expansion Project Final EIS

with the levels highest near the proposed pits and levels declining with increasing distance
from high activity areas. Elevated noise levels would continue for the life of the project, and
would cease at completion of reclamation activities.

T-004-005

The EIS does not state that all of these springs and Mill Creek "will be dried up completely,"”
as stated in the comment. The EIS identifies inventoried springs located within the area
that is predicted to experience at least 10 feet of drawdown based on the results of the
numerical groundwater flow modeling. As discussed in the EIS, the springs and Mill
Creek occur in areas where drawdown of the regional groundwater elevations potentially
could reduce flow at the spring sources. However, impacts to individual perennial water
sources would not occur, regardless of the amount of drawdown, if the individual spring(s)
are controlled by groundwater discharged from a localized or perched system that is not
hydraulically connected to the regional groundwater system affected by mine-induced
drawdown.

As discussed on page 3.2-58 of the Draft EIS, the actual impacts to individual seeps,
springs, or stream reaches would depend on the source of the groundwater that sustains
the perennial flow (perched or hydraulically isolated aquifer versus regional groundwater
flow system) and the actual extent of the mine-induced drawdown that occurs in the
area. Due to the complexities of the hydrogeologic conditions and inherent uncertainties
associated with the numerical groundwater modeling predictions, it is not possible to
conclusively identify specific seeps and springs that would be impacted by the mine-
induced drawdown. Mitigation measures W1la and W1b were developed to address this
uncertainty (see Section 3.2.4). Please see Section 3.2, Water Resources and
Geochemistry, regarding potential impacts to water quality.

T-004-006
Comment noted. The issues expressed in this comment have been considered by the BLM
in evaluating impacts of the proposed project (see Section 3.9 of the EIS).

T-004-007

Section 3.9 of the EIS presents the regional cumulative effects analysis responding to the
Te-Moak Council request referred to in this comment. The Te-Moak Council reviewed and
approved the regional cumulative effects study area used in the analysis, prior to issuance
of the Draft EIS.

As discussed in Section 3.9.1.2 of the Final EIS, the action item list was prepared by the

BLM, Cortez Hills Working Group (consisting of Te-Moak designated individuals), and the
Western Shoshone Committee of Duck Valley. The draft action item list was presented to
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the Te-Moak Council, the Western Shoshone Committee of Duck Valley, and the Elko Band
Administrator for review and consideration prior to implementation. To date, the following
items from the April 20, 2007, action item list have been initiated:

« Development of a plan to harvest affected trees in the study area for firewood and fence
posts (see Section 3.9.1.2 of the Final EIS);

« Atrip to and tour of the Tamastslikt Cultural Institute (owned and operated by the
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla in Pendleton, Oregon) to gather ideas for
the possible development of a Western Shoshone cultural center (see Section 3.9.1.2 of
the Final EIS); and

« Establishing archaeological and anthropological training for tribal members
through Great Basin College's ARTIFACT program (see Section 3.9.1.2).

T-004-008
Comment noted. The issues expressed in this letter have been considered by the BLM in
evaluating impacts of the proposed project; see Section 3.9 of the EIS.
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0-001-001

Comment noted. Also, please note that form letters submitted during the Draft EIS
comment period, including form letters submitted with this comment letter, are addressed in
the "Form Letter" subsection of this Appendix.

As noted in Section 3.9 of the EIS, BLM has consulted with area Indian tribes and elders
for over 20 years regarding all or portions of the study area and the surrounding areas. BLM
also has taken steps to protect areas that have been identified as culturally significant to the
Western Shoshone and to mitigate impacts where they have been identified. While the
proposed project may have some impact on Western Shoshone cultural practices (see
Section 3.9 of the EIS), there is no evidence that the impacts would be significant, or as
characterized by the comment, "irreversible."

Responses to previous comments referenced in this comment letter submitted by GBRW
(formerly GBMW) and others (as noted) on previous CGM mining and related operations in
the Crescent Valley area also are incorporated by reference as a response to this
comment.

0-001-002

Please see the responses to the individual comments that follow.
The BLM has complied, and will comply, with all applicable laws in considering the impacts

of the proposed project. There is no new information or deficiencies in the Draft EIS that
require a revised Draft EIS.
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0-001-003

The BLM disagrees with the commenter's characterization of the impact analyses in the
EIS. The BLM conducted in-depth analyses of the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts
associated with the Proposed Action and project alternatives, as described in Chapter 3 of
the EIS.

0-001-004
All of the Draft EIS comments received by the BLM, including the comments of the USEPA
(see responses to comment letter F-002) are addressed in the Final EIS.

0-001-005

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

As discussed in Section 1.2.1 of the EIS, in order to use public lands managed by the

BLM'’s Battle Mountain Field Office, CGM must comply with the BLM Surface Management
Regulations (42 CFR 3809) and other applicable statues, including the Mining and Mineral
Policy Act of 1970 (as amended) and FLPMA. Also as discussed, the BLM must review
CGM's plans for expanding and developing the proposed project to ensure: 1) adequate
provisions are included to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of federal lands and to
protect non-mineral resources of the federal lands; 2) measures are included to provide for
reclamation of disturbed areas; and 3) compliance with applicable state and federal laws is
achieved.

In assessing compliance with the unnecessary or undue degradation standard, BLM looks at
the law, the regulations, and agency guidance. The federal district court decision referred

to in the comment, Mineral Policy Center v. Norton, 292 F.Supp. 2d 30 (D.D.C. 2003),
affirmed the regulations, including the definition of "unnecessary or undue degradation"
adopted in those regulations. Subsequent to the decision, BLM instruction memoranda
have been updated to include the court's direction on this issue. BLM's analysis of CGM’s
draft Amendment to the Pipeline/South Pipeline Plan of Operations for the Cortez Hills
Expansion Project and Modification to Reclamation Permit Application (CGM and SRK
2006) complies with the statute, the regulations, and applicable guidance.

The NHPA does not prohibit effects to historic properties after the BLM has considered the
effect of an undertaking on such resources. The commenter’s implication that
the unnecessary or undue degradation standard requires permanent preservation of cultural
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resources is not consistent with the NHPA. The purpose of the unnecessary or undue
degradation standard is to temporarily protect potential historic properties to allow
compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA. The unnecessary or undue degradation standard
does not provide greater protection for historic properties than the NHPA.

While the analysis concluded there could be a potential reduction of perennial flow to seeps
and springs and a segment of Mill Creek, this would not constitute unnecessary or undue
degradation. The groundwater model results analyzed in the EIS are considered
conservative in the prediction of the drawdown extent and, therefore, in the prediction for
flow loss to perennial water sources. A potential drawdown of greater than 10 feet from the
implementation of the Proposed Action would have the potential to affect 22 springs, with
15 taking longer than 100 years to recover. Mitigation has been developed to minimize the
impacts; see Mitigation Measure WR1a and WR1b in Section 3.2.4 of the EIS.

Water resources monitoring (CGM'’s Integrated Monitoring Plan [WMC 1995a]) initially was
implemented for the Pipeline Project (January 1996) and has been expanded as warranted
for subsequent projects. The scope of the monitoring program would increase based on the
proposed Cortez Hills Expansion Project. It should be noted that since dewatering
associated with the Pipeline Project commenced in August 1996, there have not been
impacts to perennial water sources attributable to mine dewatering. See the responses to
comments L-003-004 and L-003-005 for additional information on the Cortez Integrated
Monitoring Plan.

0-001-006

The performance standard referenced in this comment refers to unauthorized disturbance
of historic resources. Not all historic resources, including properties eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places, involve preservation in situ. Some properties, eligible under
Criterion d, are eligible only for the information that they contain. In such instances,
excavation, documentation, and curation are the preferred mitigation measure. A large
portion of the eligible properties in the study area are eligible only under Criterion d. A
Historic Properties Treatment Plan (HPTP) intended to mitigate effects of the Proposed
Action on historic properties has been developed and reviewed by BLM. The HPTP is
under review by the Nevada SHPO and would be finalized following the Record of Decision
to incorporate any changes required by the Agency Preferred Alternative and Nevada
SHPO comments. BLM's Record of Decision would require CGM to implement the finalized
HPTP. Cortez would be required to complete mitigation in each area prior to surface
disturbance in that area. Any excavation of historic properties or other form of mitigation
would be conducted under permits issued by the BLM in compliance with the
Archaeological Resources Protection Act and the HPTP.

BLM worked with a group of tribal members appointed by the Te-Moak Tribe and the
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Western Shoshone Committee of Duck Valley to address Western Shoshone cultural uses
of the study area and to develop an action item list that may reduce, limit, or eliminate
impacts to tribal resources (see Section 3.9.1.2 of the Final EIS). Please see the response
to comment T-004-007 relative to these efforts. Also see the response to comment O-001-
005 relative to unnecessary or undue degradation.

0-001-007

BLM has complied with the requirements of NEPA applicable to review of the proposed
Cortez Hills Expansion Project. Please see the response to comment O-001-005 relative to
unnecessary or undue degradation.

0-001-008

Please see the response to comment O-001-005. The 3809 regulations require a validity
examination only when an applicant: 1) proposes operations on lands that have been
segregated or withdrawn from the operation of the Mining Law; or 2) applies for a patent.
Neither of these conditions apply to the proposed project; therefore, BLM is not required to
conduct a validity examination. This question also was addressed by a Solicitor's Opinion
in 2005, which concluded that no law requires a claim validity determination before mine
plan approval on lands open to the operation of the Mining Law (Solicitor's Opinion M-
37012, November 14, 2005), and by the Interior Board of Land Appeals in a decision
affirming BLM’s decision to approve the plan of operations for the Pipeline Project (Western
Shoshone Defense Project, IBLA 99-301, August 21, 2003).

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

0-001-009
Please see the response to comment O-001-008 relative to validity examination of mining
claims.

In response to the District Court’s decision, BLM initiated a rulemaking relative to fair
market value (72 Federal Register 8139 [Feb. 23, 2007]); a final determination is pending.
Per BLM Instruction Memorandum 2004-133 (March 11, 2004), until a rulemaking is
complete, BLM field offices should not modify previous procedures.
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0-001-010

The reader is referred to the cumulative impact assessment of cultural resources in Section
3.8.3 of the EIS and the cumulative impact assessment of Native American traditional
values in Section 3.9.3 of the EIS. These analyses considered the effects of past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future actions on these resources and values.

0-001-011

The Draft EIS fully evaluated four alternatives (including the No Action Alternative) and
considered but eliminated seven alternatives. An additional alternative (Revised Cortez Hills
Pit Design Alternative) has been added to the Final EIS. The rationale for evaluating or
eliminating alternatives included many factors (refer to pages 2-97, 2-98, 2-99, and 2-101
of the Draft EIS). The loss of return to CGM was included among those factors (e.qg.,
socioeconomic impacts, impacts to water quantity, impacts to water quality, etc.); however,
it was not the primary reason for elimination of an alternative from detailed analysis. No
alternative was eliminated from detailed consideration only because it would have imposed
increased cost on the operator. Economic information was included in the Draft EIS
because, in prior NEPA analyses for mining in this area, commenters had requested such
information. In the Final EIS, the text has been revised to eliminate specific numbers as
the numbers are constantly changing and in response to the comment.

The calculated loss of net present value presented in the Draft EIS for specific alternatives
that were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis was based on an assumed $500
per ounce gold price and a 10 percent rate for return on investment. Assumptions also
relied on 2006 costs for equipment, labor, fuel, electrical power, and other consumables.
Although both gold prices and production costs have increased since 2006, under these
assumptions, the project would have an initial investment of approximately $454 million and
a gross value of $4.0 billion. As project costs and gold prices are constantly changing,
specific costs have been eliminated from the descriptions of the Proposed Action and
alternatives in the Final EIS; however, descriptions of fuel consumption, labor
requirements, equipment and other costs, and ore production have been retained. This
information can be used to determine the relative costs and revenues from different
alternatives.

As discussed in Section 2.8 of the Final EIS, the BLM-preferred alternative is the Proposed
Action with the Revised Cortez Hills Pit Design Alternative for the Cortez Hills Complex
facilities. This alternative was selected to address concerns raised in the Draft EIS and
comments relative to potential long-term stability issues associated with the east wall of the
Cortez Hills Pit. Operating costs would be higher under this alternative due to the higher
costs associated with the larger underground component.
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0-001-012

Please see the response to comment O-001-011 relative to identification of alternatives
and rationale for elimination of those that were not analyzed in detail. As clarification, the
cost savings for reduced equipment purchases were considered when comparing the
Sequential Schedule Alternative to the Proposed Action. These cost savings represented
an approximately $50 million decrease in capital costs. However, the net change in value
remained negative as presented in the Draft EIS. Also see the response to comment O-001
-011 relative to the use of project economic information in reviewing potential alternatives.

0-001-013

As discussed under the Sequential Schedule Alternative in Section 2.5.2.1, socioeconomic
fluctuations were not the sole consideration justifying elimination of the Sequential Schedule
Alternative. As discussed, the determination was made based on the combination of
socioeconomic, revenue, groundwater, and waste rock issues.

0-001-014

The primary rationale for elimination of an alternative wherein Cortez Hills operations would
be postponed until 2010 or until another date would be the same as the Sequential
Schedule Alternative presented in the Draft EIS (see Section 2.5.2.1 of the EIS), including:

« Socioeconomic impacts with the need to furlough workers due to temporary closure of
the Pipeline Mill (furlough duration dependent on project start date)

« Socioeconomic fluctuations in the local community infrastructure (duration of fluctuations
dependent on project start date)

« Delay in revenues to state and local economies (duration of delay dependent on project
start date)

« Additional groundwater pumping (amount of groundwater dependent on project start
date)

« Increased duration of groundwater impacts (duration of impacts dependent on project
start date)

« Reduction in the value of the project (amount of reduction dependent on project start
date)

The potential savings associated with the Sequential Schedule Alternative were considered
when calculating the changes in the value of the project to the operator; however, the value
was not the deciding factor in eliminating that alternative from detailed consideration in the

Draft EIS.
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Under any alternative that would delay mill feed ore production from the Cortez Hills
Pit (regardless of the project start date selected), there would be adverse socioeconomic
effects (i.e., layoffs at the mill) with no reduction in environmental effects.

0-001-015

Section 2.5.2 of the EIS, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis,
includes a description of several alternatives that considered in-pit placement of waste rock
that would include placement of waste rock below the elevation of the projected
groundwater recovery. In other words, these alternatives would have placed waste rock
below the eventual groundwater table that would re-establish after mine dewatering activities
cease. These included: 1) the Sequential Mining Alternative, which would place waste rock
in the existing Pipeline Pit; 2) the Cortez Hills Portion Pit Backfill Alternative, which would
place waste rock in the Cortez Hills Pit and eliminate the pit lake; and 3) the Cortez Pit
Backfill Alternative, which would place waste rock in the Cortez Pit to eliminate the pit lake
formation in that pit. The description of the potential release of constituents of concern to
groundwater was one of several reasons identified for elimination of these alternatives from
further analysis. Geomega (2006c) evaluated the potential impacts to water quality
resulting from the placement of waste rock into the Cortez Pit below the final recovered
water table elevation. This evaluation of the potential impacts to water quality associated
with in-pit placement of waste rock is applicable to any of the pit backfill alternatives that
would involve placement of waste rock generated from mining in the Cortez Hills area
below the recovered water table elevation.

The fate and transport of leachate generated from waste rock mined from the Cortez Hills
Pit would be different for waste rock placed in out-of-pit waste rock facilities compared to
waste rock placed as backfill in open pits. As described in the Cortez Hills Expansion
Project Waste Rock Assessment (Geomega 2007c) and summarized in the EIS, the
leachate generated by the waste rock from the Cortez Hills Pit would have a near neutral
pH (e.g., would not be acid generating and would not have the potential to generate acid
mine drainage). However, the results of column testing indicate that the leachate generated
from the waste rock likely would contain concentrations of arsenic and antimony that would
exceed drinking water standards.

For waste rock placed in out-of-pit waste rock facilities, the results of solute transport
modeling indicated that the concentrations of arsenic and antimony would be effectively
reduced by attenuation as the leachate moves from the base of waste rock facilities into the
unsaturated alluvium (i.e., vadose zone). As a result, the modeling indicated that arsenic
and antimony concentrations in the vadose zone water at the water table beneath

the proposed out-of-pit waste rock facilities would not exceed Nevada water quality
standards for arsenic and antimony.
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Geomega (2006c) also conducted a screening-level evaluation of potential impacts to
groundwater resulting from in-pit placement of waste rock in the Cortez Hills Pit. The
primary difference between out-of-pit and in-pit placement of waste rock that has the
potential to affect downgradient water quality is that in-pit waste rock would become fully
saturated as the pit lake fills, and elevated trace metal concentrations in the waste rock
leachate would not be attenuated by flow through alluvium in the unsaturated zone as would
occur for out-of-pit waste rock facilities. The analysis assumed that rock placed into the
Cortez Hills Pit would have the same geochemical characteristics as the waste rock
described in the Cortez Hill Expansion Project Waste Rock Assessment (Geomega 2007c).
The results of the evaluation indicate that flow through the waste rock placed in the

pit would likely increase concentrations (relative to background concentrations) of some
constituents in groundwater immediately downgradient from the pit until the equivalent of
approximately 10 to 15 pore volumes have been flushed through the pit. Therefore, the
evaluation concluded that in-pit placement of waste rock would have the potential to
negatively impact downgradient groundwater quality resulting in increased concentrations
of arsenic, iron, mercury, and manganese. The description of the potential water quality
impacts associated with the pit backfill alternatives has been modified in Section 2.5.2.1 of
the Final EIS for clarification.

0-001-016
Please see the response to comment O-001-015.

0-001-017

As discussed in Section 2.5.2.1 of the Draft EIS, under the Cortez Hills Portion Pit Backfill
Alternative, mining of the Pediment portion of the pit would be delayed approximately 2
years, as mining would need to be concluded in the Cortez Hills portion before overburden
removal could begin to access the Pediment deposit. The estimate of revenue loss was
based on the 2-year delay in the production of approximately 1.1 million ounces of gold
from the Pediment deposit, a $500 per ounce gold price, and a 10 percent annual discount
rate. Production costs also were considered and were based on 2006 costs for equipment,
labor, fuel, electrical power, and other consumables. Please see the response to comment
0-001-011 regarding presentation of estimated costs in the EIS.

Please see the discussion under Cortez Hills Portion Pit Backfill Alternative in Section
2.5.2.1 of the EIS relative to the other factors considered in the elimination of this
alternative from the analysis.

0-001-018
The Cortez Hills Portion Pit Backfill Alternative was eliminated from further consideration
for several reasons, some of which were financial and others environmental. As discussed
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in the response to comment O-001-015, this alternative would have the potential

to adversely impact downgradient groundwater quality due to groundwater flow through the
backfill. This consequence alone would not make this a viable alternative for further
consideration. The Draft EIS states that pit backfill potentially could affect future
development of additional mineral reserves. The BLM does not eliminate backfill
alternatives strictly because access to future reserves, if identified, may be affected. This
alternative was considered based on its means of addressing the project’s purpose and
need, it's technical and economic feasibility, as well as its potential to address
environmental issues and reduce potential impacts. The BLM examined this alternative and
the combination of effects, if implemented (potential to degrade waters of the State, effects
on future development of mineral reserves, the continued need for a large out-of-pit waste
rock facility, and the reduction in present net value) and determined for these reasons that
the alternative would be eliminated from further consideration.

0-001-019

Operation of the existing Pipeline Mill involves relatively fixed labor and fixed consumption
of electrical power, water, reagents, and other consumables regardless of the tons per day
(tpd) processed. Mill throughput less than optimal results in expenditures in labor and
consumables without concomitant metal production. Mill throughput more than optimal
results in reduced gold recovery per ton of ore. For ores derived from the Cortez Hills
Expansion Project, the upper bound of the optimal mill operation range would be 15,000
tpd.

As clarification, the mining life and mining rate for the project were determined by the need
to deliver up to 15,000 tons per day of mill-grade ore to the existing Pipeline Mill in order to
maintain efficient operation of that processing facility, regardless of the alternative. The
referenced text in Section 2.5.1.2, Crescent Valley Waste Rock Alternative, of the EIS, and
the related discussion included in that section, is provided as the basis for the comparative
analysis of potential impacts to social and economic values under this alternative, as
described in Section 3.13 of the EIS. In accordance with NEPA, potential impacts under
this alternative to all other resources also are presented in each of the resource-specific
analyses in Chapter 3.

0-001-020

As discussed under the Pediment Portion Pit Backfill Alternative in Section 2.5.2.1 of the
Draft EIS, in addition to a revenue deferral, this alternative would result in a multi-year (4-
year) furlough of the Pipeline Mill operations, affecting approximately 220 jobs, due to the
delay in the mining of mill-grade ore from the Cortez Hills portion of the pit. The placement
of waste rock in the Pediment portion of the pit would reduce the surface disturbance
associated with the Canyon Waste Rock Facility by approximately 100 acres and would
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eliminate the development of a post-mining pit lake in the Pediment portion of the Cortez
Hills Pit. However, the Canyon Waste Rock Facility still would result in approximately 1,590
acres of surface disturbance, and a post-mining pit lake still would form in the Cortez Hills
portion of the pit. As a result, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration as it
would not provide significant environmental benefits but would result in adverse social and
economic impacts, including a multi-year loss of jobs.

0-001-021

As discussed in Section 2.4.11.5 of the Final EIS, the proposed Cortez Hills Complex was
located and designed to avoid the historic Cortez townsite, Shoshone Wells, and the Mount
Tenabo/White Cliffs property of cultural and religious importance boundary to the east of
the proposed project boundary. The Cortez Hills Complex was intentionally constrained in
the vicinity of these sensitive areas to avoid direct disturbance.

As discussed in Section 3.0, the affected environment for individual resources was
delineated based on the area of potential direct and indirect environmental impacts for the
proposed project. For resources such as soils and vegetation, the potentially affected area
was determined to be the physical location and immediate vicinity of the areas to be
disturbed by the proposed project. For other resources such as water quality and quantity,
air quality, wildlife, social and economic values, and Native American traditional values, the
affected environment was more extensive (e.g., airshed, local communities, etc.). The
resource-specific study areas used for the EIS analysis are identified in each of the
resource-specific sections in Chapter 3.0. Hence, for the NEPA analysis, the project
boundary does not restrict the impact analysis but serves as a reference location that
encompasses the currently authorized and proposed disturbance areas and activities.

Relative to the reference to a "buffer zone" in the comment, the BLM is unsure of the
context of this reference. The description of the Cortez Hills Complex on page 2-14 of the
Draft EIS identifies a "200-foot-wide pit adjustment zone" around portions of the Cortez
Hills Pit rim to provide operational flexibility for pit modifications for safety or engineering
considerations during operations.

0-001-022

Restoring the study area to "beneficial post-mining land use, prevent undue degradation of
the environment, and reclaim disturbed areas such as they would be visually and
functionally compatible with the surrounding topography" would "support Western Shoshone
cultural practices.” Although the reclamation plan does not specifically mention “cultural
practices" on the list of uses that would be supported by its implementation, reclamation of
the study area would benefit Western Shoshone.
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0-001-023

The period of reclamation responsibility is the period of time up to bond release. As
discussed in Section 2.4.12.8, monitoring of revegetation success would be conducted
annually for a minimum of 3 years or until the revegetation standards have been met, as
determined by the jurisdictional agencies.

As discussed in Section 3.12.2.1, following the completion of mining, ore processing,
closure, and reclamation, much of the disturbance area, except for the Cortez and Cortez
Hills pits, would be available for public access. As discussed in Section 2.4.12.6, the
objective of mine pit reclamation is to create safe and stable topographic features. In-pit
benches, highwalls, and haul roads would be left in place, and post-mining safety barriers
(e.g., berms, fencing, or other appropriate barriers) would be installed peripherally to the
crest of each pit to control access. Pit barricades also would be installed to prevent
entrance.

As discussed in Section 2.4.12.6, it is anticipated that evapotranspiration cells would be
constructed to provide for long-term solution management of heap leach drain down. The
cells would be of sufficient size and number to provide for on site containment and
evaporation of solution and would remain in place in perpetuity. Any additional
management of these cells, if necessary, would be covered by the reclamation closure
bond and then the Long Term Contingency Fund.

A reclamation plan and reclamation permit issued by NDEP are required for the project
prior to construction. CGM'’s proposed reclamation plan was included in the Plan of
Operations (CGM and SRK 2006) that was submitted to the BLM and NDEP for the
proposed project. The reclamation plan provided the basis for the facility closure
information presented in Section 2.4.12.6 of the Draft EIS and provides sufficient detail for
the EIS analysis. As discussed in Section 2.4.12.6, in accordance with NAC 445A.430
through 445A.447, a Final Plan for Permanent Closure also would be submitted to NDEP
for approval 2 years prior to closure. This plan would incorporate specific as-built details
and up-to-date reclamation technologies into the site closure and final reclamation.

0-001-024

As clarification, CGM has demonstrated the ability to achieve successful reclamation and
revegetation at the existing operations at the site. To date, the growth media salvage and
reclamation program at the site has been carefully managed to utilize suitable materials,
and the Draft EIS further investigated and addressed this issue for the proposed project and
alternatives (see Section 3.3.2). Sufficient growth media materials of suitable quality would
be recovered and re-established for the project.

As discussed in Section 3.3, many of the native soils in the study area have substantial
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volumes of rock and gravel, high concentrations of salinity and alkalinity, or have hardpans
or salt concentrations that are limiting to plant growth. Therefore, it is inaccurate to assume
that native (undisturbed) soil quality is "optimal." Range management literature about pifion
-juniper woodlands frequently notes the wide adaptability of these species, particularly on
sites with less than optimal soil qualities. In fact, some literature indicates that opportunistic
pifion-juniper invasion further degrades soil quality. Since the quality of growth media
would be favorable for the establishment of pifion trees immediately following reclamation,
it would be reasonable to assume that pifion trees would reach maturity within 75 to 100
years after becoming established.

0-001-025

As summarized on pages 3.1-17 through 3.1-20 (Section 3.1.2.1) of the Draft EIS, stability
concerns were identified in association with the presence of weak bedrock in the Cortez
Fault Zone located in the east wall of the Cortez Hills Pit. Available information on the
geotechnical conditions in the east pit wall and between the boundary of the Cortez Hills Pit
and the White Cliffs was evaluated by the EIS team as part of the impact analysis.
Geologic mapping and results of core drilling in the east pit wall area (BGC 2005; Golder
2007) indicate that bedrock east of the fault zone in the vicinity of the east pit wall consists
of quartz monzonite and Hamburg Limestone. Geotechnical data indicate that these
bedrock materials east of the fault zone have higher strength properties and are relatively
competent bedrock materials compared to the Cortez Fault Zone (Golder 2007). Because of
these strength properties, deep-seated failures that could occur in the east wall of the pit
are unlikely to extend farther east than the boundaries of the Cortez Fault Zone. Materials
associated with the Cortez Fault Zone extend a maximum of a few hundred feet (less than
500 feet) to the east of the proposed pit boundary. An exposure of the Eureka Quartzite that
is locally known as the White Cliffs is located over 1,100 feet east of the eastern boundary
of the Cortez Fault Zone. Therefore, even if deep seated failures were to occur in the east
wall of the pit (in the weak bedrock material associated with the Cortez Fault Zone), the
ultimate failure surface is not anticipated to propagate to the White Cliffs located

over 1,100 feet east of the Cortez Fault Zone. Please see the response to comment L-002-
001 relative to agency-identified mitigation in the Draft EIS and subsequent development of
the Revised Cortez Hills Pit Design Alternative. Also see Section 2.8 of the Final EIS
relative to the selection of the Proposed Action with the Revised Cortez Hill Pit Design
Alternative for the Cortez Hills Complex facilities as the BLM-preferred alternative. As
discussed in that section, the incorporation of the Revised Cortez Hills Pit Design
Alternative would address potential long-term stability issues associated with the east wall
of the Cortez Hill Pit, including potential impacts to the property of cultural and religious
importance (inclusive of the White Cliffs) located to the east of the proposed pit.
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0-001-026
In response to this request, a summary of the results of monitoring the effects of blasting
near blasting sites has been added to Section 3.1.2.1 of the Final EIS.

0-001-027

Pit wall monitoring would be conducted during operation and closure of the mine; pit wall
monitoring would not extend into the post-closure period. Potential impacts associated with
pit slope failures in the post-closure period for the Proposed Action are described in

Section 3.1.5, Residual Adverse Effects. As noted in the response to comment O-001-025
and in Section 2.8 of the Final EIS, BLM has selected the Proposed Action with the Revised
Cortez Hills Pit Design Alternative for the Cortez Hills Complex facilities as the preferred
alternative. The revised Cortez Hills Pit design is expected to minimize the potential risk of
large-scale bedrock failures as described in Section 3.1.2.5 of the Final EIS. However, pit
wall monitoring still would be conducted during mine operations.

0-001-028

Please see Section 3.9.3 in Section 3.9, Native American Traditional Values, relative to
plants of importance to Native Americans. As discussed in that section, plants in the study
area of importance to Native Americans were identified based on information provided to
the BLM in previous communication and coordination with tribal governments and
individuals, and during the ethnographic study conducted by Rucks (2004). Based on that
information, potential project-related impacts to Lomatium dissectum were discussed in
Section 3.4, Vegetation, of the Draft EIS, and potential project-related impacts to pine nut
harvesting were discussed in Section 3.9. Also, as discussed in Section 3.9.3, plants of
importance in the Native American traditional values regional cumulative effects study area
were determined based on information provided during ethnographic studies for previously
permitted projects within the regional cumulative effects study area. These plant species
were identified in Table 3.9-3 of the Draft EIS, with potential cumulative impacts discussed
in Section 3.9.3.

0-001-029

As stated in Section 2.4.11.3, Applicant-committed Environmental Protection Measures -
Soils, Vegetation, and Invasive and Non-native Species, CGM's existing Noxious Weed
Control Program would be implemented for the proposed project to minimize the
introduction and spread of noxious weeds in project-related disturbance areas. Specifically,
CGM's Noxious Weed Control Program initially relies on preventative measures (e.g.,
interim reseeding of disturbance areas not in use, vehicle washing, and use of certified
weed-free materials). Surveys for noxious weeds currently are ongoing and would continue,
with formal monitoring conducted in mine activity areas during environmental inspections.
Informal monitoring by on site personnel also is encouraged. Identified weed
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infestations currently are and would continue to be controlled through the use of herbicides,
biological controls (e.g., goat grazing), or mechanical treatments (e.g., mowing), depending
on the methods recommended by the BLM. Following treatment, the area would be
reseeded to inhibit re-establishment of noxious weed populations.

0-001-030

As clarification, approximately 2,239 acres of pifion-juniper woodland currently exist within
the study area as stated in Section 3.4.1.2, Detailed Vegetation Types (see Figure 3.4-1),
while approximately 130,000 acres of pifion-juniper woodland occur within the Native
American traditional values regional cumulative effects study area (see Figure 3.9.3). As
discussed under Vegetation in Section 3.4.2.1, approximately 1,612 acres of the pifion-
juniper woodland within the study area (consisting primarily of immature Utah juniper and
singleleaf pifion trees) would be impacted by project-related disturbance. Of the 1,612
acres, 817 acres of pifion-juniper woodland would be permanently lost. The remaining 795
acres of disturbance would result in a long-term impact to pifion-juniper woodlands based
on approximately 75 to 100 years for re-establishment of these species in mine-related
disturbance areas. Therefore, while the 817 acres of pifion-juniper that would be
permanently lost would represent approximately 50 percent of the pifion-juniper in the
proposed disturbance area, it would represent less than 1 percent of the pifion-juniper in
the Native American traditional values regional cumulative effects area.

Relative to occurrence of pifion-juniper woodlands on surrounding public lands in the
vicinity of the project study area, the commenter is referred to Figure 3.9-3 and the
discussion in Section 3.9.3, Cumulative Impacts, under Native American Traditional
Values. Also, please refer to the response to comment O-001-028 relative to the
coordination with tribal governments and individuals for identification of plants of tribal
importance to Native Americans (including pifion trees).

0-001-031

Results from a rooting depth study conducted for pifion-juniper woodland vegetation in
northern New Mexico indicated that average rooting depths for perennial forbs and grasses,
shrubs, and trees were 12 inches, 5 to 8 feet, and 18 feet, respectively (Foxx and Tierney
1985). Existing groundwater depths in the project vicinity are lower than the average rooting
depths of these plants; therefore, it is not anticipated that upland species would be affected
by project-related groundwater drawdown.

Please see the response to comment F-002-001 relative to mitigation for wetlands and
riparian vegetation.
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0-001-032

Comment noted. As discussed in Section 3.5.2.1 of the Final EIS, project-related impacts
to deer populations are expected to be low based on the existing low deer population
densities that occur in the project boundary. Please see Section 3.9.3 for a regional
perspective of designated mule deer range.

0-001-033

In response to this comment, additional detail regarding wildlife ramps for the conveyor
system, including a process for monitoring wildlife use of the ramps, has been added to
Section 2.4.11.4 in the Final EIS. A plan-view of a wildlife overpass also has been added to
Figure 2-6 in the Final EIS.

0-001-034

As stated on page 3.2-25 of the Draft EIS, the analysis comprised a “screening-level”
ecological risk assessment using conservative assumptions, based on USEPA and Nevada
BLM guidance documents. The description of the ecological risk assumptions included the
uncertainty factors used in the analysis.

0-001-035

As stated in Mitigation Measure WL1 in Section 3.5.4, Monitoring and Mitigation Measures,
the loss of available surface water and riparian/wetland habitat would be mitigated at a 2:1
ratio or greater. The location and design of new surface water sources would be site-
specific and may include wells, pipeline, or ponds. CGM would be responsible for
monitoring these sites on an annual basis for the life of the project and developing an
annual surface water and riparian/wetland vegetation monitoring report that would be
provided to the BLM and NDOW for review and approval. This mitigation would continue
until natural water sources return to pre-dewatering conditions. Also see the response to
comment F-002-001.

0-001-036

Please see Section 3.8.2, Environmental Consequences, for a description of the types of
impacts that would occur to cultural sites as a result of the proposed project. Please see
the response to comment O-001-005 regarding the BLM's responsibilities relative to

the prevention of unnecessary or undue degradation.

As discussed in Section 3.8.2.1, a Historic Properties Treatment Plan (HPTP) intended to
mitigate effects of the Proposed Action on historic properties has been developed and
reviewed by BLM. The HPTP is under review by the Nevada SHPO and would be finalized
following the Record of Decision to incorporate any changes required by the Agency
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Preferred Alternative and Nevada SHPO comments. BLM's Record of Decision would
require CGM to implement the finalized HPTP.

0-001-037

As discussed in Section 3.8 of the EIS, under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA), the Area of Potential Effect (APE) is defined as “those areas in
which impacts are planned or are likely to occur. Specifically, the APE is determined as the
geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause
changes in the character or use of historic properties, if any such properties exist.
Additionally, the APE is influenced by the scale and nature of an undertaking and may be
different for different kinds of effects caused by the undertaking (36 CFR 800.16[d]).” The
critical elements for inclusion in the APE are discussed further in Section 3.8.1 of the EIS.

The APE for potential mining-related direct and indirect impacts to cultural resources was
established in compliance with the NHPA and includes all critical elements (i.e., all
alternatives, all ground-disturbing areas, all locations from which the proposed project may
be visible or audible, all locations where the project may change traffic patterns, land use,
public access, etc., and all areas where there may be direct or indirect effects). The visual
APE was determined to include the area within the project boundary and an area extending
approximately 15 miles to the south and west of the boundary. The 15-mile limit beyond the
project boundary was based on the assumption that the proposed facilities as viewed from
any NRHP-eligible properties greater than 15 miles away would be barely visible, and any
changes in the landscape as a result of the proposed project would not be distinguishable
from the natural terrain.

To assess visual impacts to NRHP-eligible sites, cultural resource inventories, reports, and
databases were reviewed to obtain a list of all potentially eligible or eligible sites within the
approximately 15-mile viewshed. The next step was to determine if any of these sites
would be visually affected by the proposed project. Field visits to each of the identified sites
and visual simulations were conducted to assess visual impacts. The number of sites that
would be visually affected (based on the results of the visual simulations) are reflected in
the EIS analysis (see Section 3.8).

Section 3.8.2.1 of the EIS addresses the direct and indirect (including visual) impacts to
NRHP-eligible properties located within or adjacent to the project boundary. Please see
revised Figure 3.8-1 in the Final EIS relative to the APE and visual APE boundaries.

0-001-038
The Cortez townsite, Shoshone Wells settlement, and Cortez Canyon are included in the
visual APE (see revised Figure 3.8-1 in the Final EIS). The Cortez townsite and Shoshone
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Wells settlement would be mitigated by implementation of the Historic Properties Treatment
Plan (HPTP). A HPTP intended to mitigate effects of the Proposed Action on historic
properties has been developed and reviewed by BLM. The HPTP is under review by the
Nevada SHPO and would be finalized following the Record of Decision to incorporate any
changes required by the Agency Preferred Alternative and Nevada SHPO comments.
BLM's Record of Decision would require CGM to implement the finalized HPTP.

0-001-039

The most visually obtrusive features that would be created by the proposed expansion
include the proposed Cortez Hills Pit on the pediment and the leach pad in northern Grass
Valley. Because the pediment has a generally west and south aspect, and the leach

pad would be in northern Grass Valley, the potential exists for visual impacts to sites in
southern Grass Valley, along the eastern face of the Toiyabe Range, and sites on the
western face of the Simpson Park Mountains. Mount Tenabo and the crest of the Cortez
Mountains form a barrier between the proposed project and sites located to the east in
Horse Canyon and Horse Valley. Southern Crescent Valley contains extensive historic and
modern mining facilities, including the Pipeline Pit, heap leach pads and tailings, and
sizeable waste rock facilities. Sites that potentially are eligible may exist in the Shoshone
Range north and east of the modern mining operations; however, the existing modern
facilities either hinder or obstruct visibility of the proposed expansion, or have already altered
the landscape such that the new alterations would have no additional effect to eligible sites
that may exist. This assessment is strengthened by the fact that the Shoshone Range is at
least 8 miles from the proposed expansion, further diminishing the proposed expansion's
visibility in the direction of the Shoshone Range. Please see the response to comment O-
001-037 regarding the 15-mile APE boundary. Also see the recent photos in subsection F2
of this appendix that show the existing mining-related disturbance at the base of Mount
Tenabo as seen from County Road 222 in Crescent Valley and as seen looking to the
northeast from the Toiyabe Range.

0-001-040

As clarification, Section 3.8.1 of the Draft EIS states that the “cumulative effects study area
generally includes the project boundary and lands from approximately 1 to 6 miles from the
boundary...” This is consistent with the cumulative effects study area as shown in Figure
3.8-1 of the Final EIS.

The cultural resources cumulative effects study area was developed based on BLM's
extensive Class |, Il, and Il inventory data for the study area and region, the nature of the
cultural resources in the region, area topography, and the likely direct and indirect effects of
the proposed project.
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0-001-041

Please see the response to comment O-001-037 relative to determination of the Area of
Potential Effects (APE) boundary. As clarification, potential impacts to historic properties in
the visual APE are discussed in Section 3.8.2.1 of the EIS. The standing historic structures
that could be indirectly impacted are being recorded to current historic architectural
standards and would be monitored during the life of the mine per the requirements in the
Historic Properties Treatment Plan. Most of the structures referred to in the comment are
on private property owned by CGM.

0-001-042
Please see the response to comment O-001-041 regarding potential impacts to historic
structures. Also see the discussion of blasting in Section 3.1.2.1 of the Final EIS.

0-001-043

Cultural resource surveys have been conducted for the area within the project boundary.
Currently, the BLM has reviewed the cultural resources reports, made preliminary National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) determinations of eligibility, and submitted the
determinations to the Nevada State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) for review. In a
letter dated March 20, 2008, the SHPO concurred with the BLM's eligibility determinations
summarized in the final reports.

The quoted language from the EIS describes the procedural steps required under the
Programmatic Agreement for compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA). The BLM has followed the described process throughout the NHPA and National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review.

In keeping with the regulations of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation for
compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA, BLM is to streamline, where possible, the NHPA
and NEPA review process. Potential impacts to historic properties are identified and
analyzed in Section 3.8 of the EIS. Proposed mitigation for identified impacts to historic
properties was developed in consultation with the Nevada SHPO and interested Tribes. The
information included in Section 3.8 is sufficient to allow the public to express their views on
impacts to historic properties in the area of the proposed project. Further disclosure is
prohibited under the NHPA.

0-001-044

Please refer to the response to comment T-003-006 relative to signatories to the
Programmatic Agreement. Also see the responses to comments O-001-005 relative to
FLPMA, O-003-004 relative to the NHPA, and O-003-005 relative to RFRA.
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0-001-045

As discussed in Section 2.6 of the EIS, cumulative impacts are defined as "the impact on
the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency
(federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can
result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period
of time” (40 CFR 1508.7). BLM Instruction Memo NV-90-435 specifies that impacts first
must be identified for the proposed project before cumulative impacts with past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future actions can occur. As discussed in Section 3.10, the
modeled ambient concentrations for the proposed project are below the applicable ambient
standards at any modeled point of pubic access, even with the addition of background
concentrations. Based on the modeling results, the proposed project would not cause or
contribute to a violation of a Nevada or National Ambient Air Quality Standard. Also as
discussed, modeling was conducted for eight sensitive receptor locations. Based on the
modeling results, process and fugitive dust emissions from the facilities would be far below
the threshold requiring a Prevention of Significant Deterioration permit. As a result, the air
quality cumulative effects study area used in the EIS analysis is appropriate in meeting the
requirements of BLM Instruction Memo NV-90-435 while providing for a cumulative
analysis as defined in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1508.7.

0-001-046

Prior to 2005, annual mercury emissions were estimated based on emissions tests
conducted when the mill was initially commissioned, assays of the process carbon before
and after reactivation, and assays of the electrowinning sludge prior to smelting. Emissions
data from 2005 were based on stack emissions testing that measured mercury
concentrations in the exhaust from each of the thermal units. The source of the data in
Tables 3.10-9 and 3.10-10 has been added in the Final EIS.

The EIS text has been revised to clarify that the potential to emit (PTE) is used for

permitting purposes and represents uncontrolled emissions from fugitive and stationary
sources. Actual controlled mercury emissions from the existing mill totaled approximately 167
pounds in 2006. Additional controls (retort and carbon columns) would begin to be installed
in 2008. Table 3.10-10 identifies the sources of emissions that accounted for the total of 167
pounds of actual mercury emissions in 2006.

0-001-047

Refining for the proposed project would occur in the Pipeline Mill circuit; the air quality
analysis in Section 3.10 of the EIS reflects the processing of the ore that would be mined
by the proposed project. As discussed in Section 2.4.6, Ore Processing, refractory ore
would continue to be shipped off site for processing at existing processing facilities at
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Goldstrike. No increase in the current shipping rate is proposed. The off site processing
facilities are permitted through the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection.

0-001-048
Comment noted.

0-001-049

Emissions from natural sources are not quantifiable in the same way as emissions

from man-made point sources that can be measured using stack tests. The mine sources
associated with the proposed project were considered relative to other source actions in
the area and region in the EIS analysis.

In response to this comment, the EPA REMSAD modeling results have been added to
Section 3.10.2 of the Final EIS to discuss the relative contributions from mining and global
sources.

0-001-050
Table 3.10-2 has been revised to show the PM2.5 24-hour NAAQS as 35 pg/m3; this revision
does not affect the analysis of impacts in the EIS.

The ratio of PM2.5/PM10 for fugitive dust sources is approximately 0.15 (USEPA

2007). Using this ratio, impacts of PM2.5 would be 15.9 pug/m3 for 24-hour impacts and 5.8
ug/m3 for annual impacts, compared to National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) of
35 pg/m3 (24-hour) and 15 pg/m3 (annual).

Lead emissions are shown in Table 3.10-11 and are approximately 0.07 to 0.15 percent of
particulate (PM10) emissions. Using these ratios, modeled lead concentrations would be on
the order of 0.08 to 0.15 pg/m3, compared to the lead NAAQS of 1.5 pg/m3.

The air quality modeling simulated a maximum operational scenario with the mine at full
production and, therefore, generating the maximum potential emissions from all sources.

Please see the Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) Emissions subsection in Section 3.10.2.1
relative to the approach used in the related analysis. HAPs emissions from mobile
equipment are not generally required for modeling calculations because HAPs from these
types of sources contribute such a small fraction of such emissions when compared to the
stationary sources. As a result, the concentrations of HAPs at the boundaries due to mobile
sources are typically small compared to concentrations resulting from stationary source
emissions.
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0-001-051

Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS for a discussion on Western Shoshone uses in the
region. Observations in the project vicinity indicated very little evidence of public use by
Western Shoshone or other members of the public. Based on available information, it

was concluded that use levels were very light. Text acknowledging Native American use of
the area and a reference to Section 3.9 have been added to Section 3.11.2.1.

0-001-052

The socioeconomic analysis in Section 3.13 of the Draft EIS addressed each of the
significance criteria and identified the possibility of exceeding the population growth
threshold only for Crescent Valley. Please see the response to comment L-002-003
regarding the likelihood that the threshold would be crossed and Section 3.13.4, Monitoring
and Mitigation Measures, for the recommended mitigating action by local agencies.

0-001-053

As noted in the Draft EIS, this document tiers from prior EAs and EISs. Actual figures were
not readily available; however, if they were available, they would be backward-looking and
still would require evaluation for applicability in the EIS analysis. In accordance with NEPA,
the assumptions used for the analysis are presented in the EIS so the reader can make
his/her own evaluation of the calculations and conclusions presented in the document. It is
not clear in the comment which two assumptions the commenter considered inappropriate.

0-001-054

While it is true that major equipment purchases likely would be made outside of the county,
they nevertheless would be subject to use taxes to the extent that sales taxes paid
elsewhere would not equal the sales tax that would accrue if the purchases were made
locally. Public revenues of $13 million may be conservative, not for Lander County alone,
but also for "... the state and local counties" as stated in the Draft EIS. If no sales taxes were
collected at the point of sale and Lander County's entire 6.75 percent sales and use tax

rate were applied to the $454 million, it would generate over $30 million to be divided
among the state and local agencies. Regardless of the specific number, the project would
generate an increase in sales and use taxes.

0-001-055

The amount is clearly stated in the Draft EIS as an estimate (not a fact) and the source,
CGM, is provided. Further disclosure is not required for the EIS analysis to conclude that
there would be sizable local purchases, and they would result in increased sales tax
revenues for the state and local agencies.
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0-001-056
Comment noted. Please refer to text revisions in Sections 3.13.2 and 3.13.5 of the Final
EIS.

0-001-057

As discussed in the referenced text in Section 3.14.2.1, the area in the vicinity of the
proposed project is sparsely populated, and the nearest residential area (the Town of
Crescent Valley) does not have an unusually high minority or low-income population.
Environmental effects that may occur at a greater distance, such as noise, visual, or air
impacts, would affect the area’s population equally, without regard to nationality or income
level; hence, the conclusion quoted in the comment. However, as further discussed in
Section 3.14.2.1, a second provision of the criteria requires consideration of “impacts that
may affect a cultural, historical, or protected resource of value to an Indian tribe or a
minority population, even when the population is not concentrated in the vicinity.” The
cultural, religious, and resource issues identified for the project during the ethnographic
study and the Native American consultation, coordination, and communication are
discussed in Section 3.9. These issues as they relate to environmental justice also are
discussed in Section 3.14.2.1.

0-001-058

As clarification, the language and factors referred to in this comment are related specifically
to cumulative exposures to environmental hazards. As discussed in the referenced text in
Section 3.14.2.1, since no cumulative or multiple adverse exposures to minority
populations, low-income populations, or Indian tribes from environmental hazards would
occur as a result of the proposed project, the “third factor” was not considered relevant and
was not applied to the analysis. However, the first two factors were applied to the analysis.
As such, the potential impacts on the natural or physical environment (e.g., visual effects)
that may significantly and adversely affect a minority population, low-income population, or
Indian tribe, and the potential for those effects to appreciably exceed those on the general
population, were discussed in Section 3.14.2.1. Also see Section 3.9 in the EIS relative to
potential visual effects as they relate to Native American traditional values.

Noise effects were analyzed in the EIS for identified sensitive receptor locations in the
project vicinity (please see Section 3.16.2.1). As discussed in Section 3.9.2, project-specific
issues for analysis of Native American traditional values were identified based on
information provided by the tribes during conduct of Native American consultation,
communication, and coordination, and the ethnographic study prepared for the proposed
project. The identified issues as they relate to Native American use of the project vicinity
were analyzed in Section 3.9.2.1. Although noise was not one of the identified issues, in
general, project-related noise levels would increase in the study area over existing ambient
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levels with the levels highest near the proposed pits and levels declining with increasing
distance from high activity areas. Elevated noise levels would continue for the life of the
project, and would cease at completion of reclamation activities.

0-001-059

As clarification, information relative to pine nut harvesting in the study area was based on
the results of the ethnographic study and the Native American consultation, coordination,
and communication conducted for the proposed project, as discussed in Section 3.9. The
use of pine nuts in this area for income purposes was not identified as an issue by tribal
members.

As discussed in Section 3.9.2.1, in addition to the pifion trees in the study area not being
mature and currently providing little pine nut production, potential impacts to future pine nut
harvesting in the study area and the social activities associated with the harvest cannot be
quantified because no information relative to pine nut usage in the study area was provided
by tribal members and elders participating in consultation and the ethnographic study. The
text in Section 3.14.2.1 of the Final EIS has been revised for clarification.

It should be noted that in addition to the 2,239 acres of pifion-juniper woodlands inside the
project boundary, there are approximately 130,000 acres of additional pifion-juniper
woodlands outside of the project boundary and within the Native American traditional
values cumulative effects study area (see "Impacts to Pine Nut Harvesting" in Section 3.9.3
of the EIS and Figure 3.9.3).

0-001-060

See Section 3.9 of the EIS for the discussion of effects to Native American traditional
values, as well as a discussion of tribal consultation conducted to date. Consultation and
coordination have been conducted and currently are ongoing with Western Shoshone tribal
members. In addition, Western Shoshone tribal members and elders were interviewed as
part of the ethnographic study conducted for the proposed project.

0-001-061

The visual inventory, which provided the basis for the classification and the subsequent
analysis, was conducted according to the BLM's standard Visual Resource Management
System approximately two decades ago, before the current project was proposed. The
inventory was reviewed for the Draft EIS; this review resulted in only minor refinement in
the boundaries of the VRM classes as there was no substantial change in the landscape
character of the area.

Page 57



Cortez Hills Expansion Project Final EIS

0-001-062

To clarify, only the upper (eastern) pit wall, which would be in the Class IV area, would be
visible. The remainder of the pit, including the portion in the Class Il area, would be below
ground level and would be further screened from the selected KOPs and most public
viewpoints by reclaimed waste rock facilities, the Grass Valley Heap Leach Facility, and
natural terrain. The referenced text in Section 3.15.2.1 of the Final EIS has been revised for
clarification.

0-001-063

Please see the response to comment O-001-062.

0-001-064
Please see the response to comment O-001-058 relative to noise effects on Native
American traditional values.

0-001-065

Information relative to energy use has been added to the Final EIS (see Section 3.20).

0-001-066

The EIS identifies 50 inventoried springs located within the area that would experience at
least 10 feet of drawdown based on the numerical groundwater flow model predictions.
However, the EIS also explains that 28 of these springs in the Horse Canyon area are not
expected to be impacted by drawdown of the regional groundwater system since springs in
this area appear to be controlled by localized (or perched) groundwater flow systems. The
remaining 22 springs occur in areas where drawdown of the regional groundwater
elevations potentially could reduce flow at the spring sources. However, impacts to
individual springs would depend on site-specific hydrologic and hydrogeologic conditions
that control the spring discharge. Please see the response to comment O-001-005
regarding a potential loss in perennial flow relative to unnecessary or undue degradation.

0-001-067

The comment briefly summarizes several concerns relative to recharge estimates and the
numerical groundwater flow model assumptions, calibration, parameters, and predictions
that are discussed in more detail in subsequent comments within this letter. Please see the
responses to the subsequent comments where these concerns are addressed (i.e.,
responses to comments 0-001-081 and 0-001-110 to 0-001-131).
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0-001-068
Please see the response to comment O-001-015 regarding potential impacts to
groundwater quality associated with in-pit placement of waste rock.

Underground mine development progresses at a slower rate than open-pit mine
development due to the differences in mining methods and equipment. As discussed in
Section 2.4.4.1 and based on Table 2-2 of the EIS, the average daily mining rate at the
Cortez Hills Pit using open-pit methods and equipment would be approximately 300,000 to
500,000 tons per day, inclusive of approximately 31,500 tons per day of ore. As discussed
in Section 2.5.1.3, the average daily mining rate using underground methods and
equipment would be approximately 1,500 tons per day, the majority of which would be ore.
As a result, the Cortez Hills Complex Underground Mine Alternative would require a longer
mining period with increased dewatering requirements.

As clarification, mining of the proposed Cortez Hills Pit would be conducted concurrently
with ongoing and proposed operations at the Pipeline Complex, as discussed in Section
2.4.4 of the EIS. As shown in Table 3.2-9, dewatering operations at Pipeline would
continue to be required to facilitate mining in the Pipeline Pit. As a result, reinjection of
dewatering water from Cortez Hills as suggested would not be a viable option.

Upon cessation of dewatering activities at the Pipeline Complex, the Pipeline Pit lake would
develop rapidly (see Figure 3.2-15 in the Draft EIS). As a result, the direct hydraulic
connection between alluvial and bedrock aquifers in the vicinity of the Pipeline Pit would be
re-established within 10 years after the end of dewatering activities regardless of the
method of artificial recharge (i.e., reinfiltration or reinjection).

0-001-069

Comment noted.

0-001-070
Comment noted. Please see the responses to subsequent comments regarding potential
alternatives.

0-001-071

As stated in Section 3.2.1.3 of the EIS, the groundwater surface varies by over 1,200 feet
across the proposed Cortez Hills Pit. Due to this steep groundwater gradient, open-pit
mining in this area would encounter the water table at a depth of approximately 500 feet
below ground surface. This is approximately the same elevation where ore would be
encountered. Therefore, any open-pit mining at the Cortez Hills Complex, regardless of pit
configuration, would require some dewatering.
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Under the Cortez Hills Complex Underground Mine Alternative, underground workings
would vary between 4,800 to 3,800 feet amsl, similar to that suggested in the comment. As
shown in Table 2-13 and discussed in Section 3.2.2.5 of the EIS, there would be an
incremental increase in dewatering requirements to facilitate underground mining to the
4,800-foot elevation compared to the Proposed Action.

Based on this information, dewatering would be required for the scenario discussed in the
comment for both open-pit and underground mining. Upon recovery, a pit lake may not form
in the Cortez Hills Pit, as it is anticipated that recharge rates to the pit would be comparable
to evaporation losses from the pit surface. However, even without the formation of a pit
lake, dewatering rates under this scenario would be incrementally greater than for the
Proposed Action, similar to those analyzed under the underground mine alternative.

0-001-072
Please see the response to comment O-001-068 relative to reinjection.

0-001-073
Please see the response to comment O-001-068 realtive to the timeframe for underground
mining.

0-001-074
Comment noted. Please see the responses to specific comments regarding the
groundwater modeling conducted for the EIS.

0-001-075
The referenced text has been modified in the Final EIS for clarification.

0-001-076

Water resource investigations by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) have recognized that
perennial waters in the mountain blocks generally are controlled by local flow systems that
are not connected to the regional groundwater flow system (Prudic et al. 1995; Welsh and
Bright 2007). For example, a study completed by Prudic et al. (1995) as part of the Great
Basin Regional Aquifer-System Analysis (RASA) states that “Many small springs are
present in the mountains. These springs typically represent perched local systems that are
not connected to surrounding and underlying ground water” (Prudic et al. 1995). In addition,
a recent report by the USGS for the Basin and Range Carbonate Aquifer System Study
(BARCAS) also recognized that springs in the mountain blocks generally are controlled by
localized flow: “Local flow systems are characterized by relatively shallow and localized
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flow paths that terminate at upland springs. Local springs are low volume, tend to have
temperatures similar to annual average ambient atmospheric conditions and have
discharge that fluctuates according to the local precipitation” (Welsh and Bright

2007). Numerous springs occur in relatively high elevation areas in the mountains through
much of the region. These springs generally are controlled by discharge from localized or
perched groundwater systems that are not hydraulically connected to the regional
groundwater system (Prudic et at. 1995; Welch and Bright 2007). Therefore, shallow
groundwater elevations in the high elevation mountain areas may not be representative of
conditions in the more regional groundwater system.

0-001-077
Please see the response to comment O-001-076.

0-001-078

The EIS provides a summary of available information on the hydraulic properties of the
major hydrogeologic units; more detailed information regarding hydraulic properties for
these units is available in the water resources baseline report (Geomega 2006€) and
groundwater flow modeling report (Geomega 2007f ) for the project. Available information
for the project and the region, and results of aquifer tests and the ongoing dewatering
activities initiated in 1998, indicate that there are two primary aquifers in the area: 1) basin
fill deposits and 2) carbonate rocks. The reported (or published) range of hydraulic
conductivities for the other hydrogeologic units in the study area (e.g., siliceous rocks,
intrusive rocks, volcanic rocks, and tertiary conglomerate) are provided in Table 3.2-3 and
discussed in Section 3.2.1.3 of the EIS. However, it is clearly noted in Table 3.2-3 and in the
EIS text that the upper values of the ranges (that were the subject of the comment)
correspond to local fracture zones and therefore are not representative of the bulk
properties of the units. As explained in the EIS and referenced technical reports, most of the
hydraulic property values for these other units tend to fall in the lower ranges. In addition,
regional studies published by the USGS (Belcher et al. 2001; Maurer et al. 1996; Plume
1996; and Winograd and Thordarson 1975) indicate that bulk hydraulic properties of the
siliceous rocks and intrusive rocks have low values of hydraulic conductivity and low
storage properties such that they tend to restrict groundwater movement or act as barriers
to groundwater flow.

The hydraulic properties of the hydrolithologic units used for the carbonate rocks in the final
calibrated numerical model are provided in Table 4-2 in the numerical modeling report
(Geomega 2007f). The model subdivided the carbonate rock into several model units based
on geologic formations and fracture characteristics. One of the model units, fractured
limestone, has a relatively high hydraulic conductivity value of 45.5 feet per day and
represents fractured carbonate rocks situated in the vicinity of the ore deposit and target
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dewatering area. Therefore, the numerical model was set up to estimate dewatering
requirements associated with carbonate rocks with relatively high hydraulic conductivity.

0-001-079

Hydraulic interactions between the basin fill and bedrock are readily observed in the more
than 12 years of monitoring data associated with dewatering operations at the Pipeline
Complex in Crescent Valley. Hydraulic connection between the basin-fill and bedrock
aquifers is clearly shown in certain areas by drawdown information presented in the
Integrated Monitoring Plan quarterly reports (e.g., CGM 2007f, “Pipeline Project Integrated
Monitoring Plan, third quarter 2007"). For example, the fact that dewatering of the Pipeline
Pit complex has successfully drained the alluvium overlying and surrounding the open pit
even though the production wells are pumping entirely from the underlying carbonate
bedrock is evidence that these units are well connected in this particular region (see the
dewatering system description in BLM 2000a, pages 2-1 through 2-19 and pages 3-12
through 3-14).

Although the alluvial and bedrock aquifers clearly are in good communication in some
areas, there are other localized zones where shallow portions of the alluvial aquifer are
perched or isolated by semi-confining sequences from deeper parts of the aquifer and
underlying bedrock. These zones appear to be discontinuous and of limited extent in the
southern part of Crescent Valley; however, they are more widespread in the northern part
of the valley where playa deposits occur, as noted in BLM 1998c on pages 3-14 and 3-15.

0-001-080
The existing cone of depression in the vicinity of the Cortez Pit, and possible causes are
briefly summarized below. For additional information, please see Geomega 2003b.

The Cortez Pit formerly contained a lake that had a maximum depth of approximately 60
feet. The pit lake gradually drained between 1996 and early 1999, when it went dry
(Geomega 2006e). There has not been a lake in the Cortez Pit since that time. The
drainage of the pit lake occurred at the same time the groundwater levels declined in the
area surrounding the pit. Annual reports were prepared between 1998 and 2003 to
evaluate the cause of the declining water levels. The results of these studies are
summarized in the final report prepared by Geomega (2003b). The final report concluded
that drought conditions may have contributed to the decline in groundwater levels in the
area; however, drought conditions did not appear to fully explain the steady reduction in
groundwater levels recorded in monitoring wells over the 6-year study period (1996 to
2002). One explanation for the drawdown that could not be ruled out was a possible
hydraulic interconnection between the bedrock in the Cortez Window in the vicinity of the
Cortez Pit and the dewatering operations at the Pipeline Pit area (Geomega 2003b).
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0-001-081

The recharge estimate for Crescent Valley used in the numerical modeling was 19,000
acre-feet per year. This compares well with the range of recent published recharge
estimates for Crescent Valley (Berger 2000a; Epstein 2004). The discussion of
evapotranspiration (ET) in the comment pertaining to the Nichols (2000) study is not
relevant since this study was not used to estimate ET for the EIS analysis.

Please see the responses to comments 0-001-098 and 0-001-114 for discussion of specific
aspects of recharge and ET estimates.

The BLM has required CGM to use operational data from their existing large-scale
dewatering operations in Crescent Valley to annually update and recalibrate the
groundwater flow model since 1997 in order to reflect actual conditions (i.e., field water
level observations, measured dewatering pumping rates, and measured infiltration rates).

0-001-082

Seep and spring monitoring data, including the monitoring period, range in flows, and
measured flow during the late fall and winter are summarized in Table B-1, Appendix B, of
the EIS. Additional monitoring data for seeps and springs are provided in the Cortez Hills
Expansion Project Baseline Characterization Report (Geomega 2006e) and JBR's quarterly
seeps and springs reports (2007c). These baseline documents are available for review at
the BLM Battle Mountain Field Office.

0-001-083

Comment noted.

0-001-084

Table 3.2-5 and the descriptions of groundwater quality presented under Groundwater
Quiality in Section 3.2.1.3 of the EIS provide a summary of the groundwater quality in the
vicinity of the proposed Cortez Hills Complex and existing Cortez and Pipeline complexes.
More detailed information is provided in the water resources baseline report for the project
(Geomega 2006¢), which is referenced throughout Section 3.2. This report is available for
review at the BLM Battle Mountain Field Office.

0-001-085

In the early stages of EIS preparation, the BLM decided to use the most recent groundwater
elevation data set at that time for describing baseline conditions for the EIS. The most
recent groundwater elevation monitoring data at that time were water level measurements
and water level contour maps representing conditions for December 2004. The groundwater
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elevations from this period were used to describe the baseline conditions and as a basis for
comparison of potential impacts of the proposed project and alternatives. The BLM believes
that using the groundwater elevation conditions for December 2004 is reasonable for
defining potential predictions of drawdown associated with the proposed project, and for
comparison of predicted drawdowns over time for the varous alternatives included in the
EIS analysis. In addition, the changes in groundwater levels since December 2004 in the
proposed mine expansion area have followed consistent trends (Geomega 2006b), and
these changes are relatively small compared to the maximum drawdown predictions over
time presented in the EIS. Therefore, the BLM does not believe that revising the baseline
descriptions for groundwater elevations using more recent data, and then revising the
numerical groundwater modeling to use conditions at the end of 2007, would substantially
change the overall conclusions regarding potential mine-related impacts to water
resources.

0-001-086

As stated on page 3.2-47 of the Draft EIS, a change in groundwater elevations of 10 feet or
more was selected by the BLM for identifying areas of potential drawdown impacts. This
threshold was established by the BLM based on the fact that natural fluctuations in water
levels, particularly in fractured rock aquifers, commonly exceed 10 feet. Drawdowns of less
than 10 feet are not considered since these changes probably would not be measurable or
distinguishable from natural seasonal or annual variations in groundwater levels. In
addition, it is important to note that the 10-foot drawdown contour has been used as the
threshold for defining the potential drawdown impact area for numerous other BLM EISs for
mining projects in northcentral Nevada over the past 15 years. The BLM acknowledges
that numerical models could be used to provide predictions of drawdown of less than 10
feet, and drawdown of less than 10 feet could significantly impact flow in some perennial
springs or streams. However, considering the broad regional extent of the numerical
modeling domain, and lack of detailed hydrogeologic data outside of the mine exploration
and mining area, it is not reasonable to use numerical modeling to predict areas with
drawdown of less than 10 feet.

0-001-087

Groundwater monitoring indicates that the groundwater elevation beneath the Cortez Pit is
approximately 150 to 200 feet below the ground surface. As stated in Section 2.4.4.1 of the
Draft EIS, the existing Cortez Pit would be deepened by up to 100 feet within the currently
permitted footprint. Therefore, dewatering would not be required for the proposed additional
mining at the Cortez Pit.

0-001-088

As clarification, the proposed fresh water storage reservoir would not capture any surface
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water and, therefore, would not require storage rights for surface water. As discussed in
Section 2.4.4.8, the fresh water reservoir would be used for temporary storage of pit
dewatering water for subsequent conveyance to use areas (e.g., heap leach facilities, mill
facilities, water truck standpipes for dust suppression). CGM'’s existing water rights allow
for the storage of water; CGM would obtain any required modifications to the existing
authorization from the Nevada State Engineer’s Office prior to construction of the proposed
fresh water reservoir.

0-001-089

Comment noted. The total combined drawdown for the mine-induced dewatering resulting
from the existing Pipeline Complex activities and the proposed Cortez Hills Expansion
Project activities are described in Section 3.2.3, Cumulative Impacts, and are shown in
Figure 3.2-23.

0-001-090

The predicted dewatering rates listed in Table 3.2-9 for 2006 and 2007 correspond to the
greatest rate of pit advance in the mining schedule for both the No Action Alternative and
the Proposed Action. The mining schedule for existing operations calls for a 220-foot
decline in the water table elevation beneath the existing Pipeline Pit in 2007, which is more
than for any other year in the schedule (Geomega 2007f, Figure 6-1). Also, as noted in the
Draft EIS (p. 3.2-41), “The No Action Alternative also includes the currently permitted
dewatering and water management activities associated with the Cortez Underground
Exploration Project. Dewatering was initiated for the underground exploration project in
early 2006 and is projected to continue through 2011.” Thus, beginning in 2006, the
dewatering rates reflect those additional dewatering operations in the Cortez window.
Although the predicted dewatering and infiltration rates are highest in 2007, they were
driven by the simulated mining and exploration schedules; they were not a result of model
error.

While extensive groundwater flow modeling and model verification has been done in
association with CGM's operation at the site for more than 12 years, the modeling is just
one component in the water resources assessment. Per BLM and State of Nevada
requirements, CGM completes and reports on a detailed monitoring program quarterly,
which measures water quantity and/or water quality data at more than 400 individual
observation locations. These monitoring data are reviewed by CGM, BLM, and the State of
Nevada, and adjustments are made to the mining operation as warranted by the
interpretation of the monitoring results. While the modeling approaches and assumptions
are appropriate for forecasting water resources impacts for the EIS (see responses to
specific questions raised in comments 0-001-091 through O-001-137), the actual impacts
and mitigation would be determined by continuation and expansion of the ongoing
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monitoring and mitigation measures as outlined in Section 3.2.4 in the EIS (particularly
Mitigation Measures WR1a, WR1b, and WR2).

0-001-091

The predicted long-term discharge of groundwater due to pit lake evaporation (1,591 acre-
feet per year) is less than 7 percent of the estimated recharge (22,800 acre-feet per year)
to the hydrologic study area and less than 8 percent of the estimated recharge (19,000
acre-feet per year) to Crescent Valley.

Evaporative losses from pit lakes are predicted (see Table 3.2-11 of the EIS) and reported
to the Nevada State Engineer’s Office. CGM’s dedication of water rights or acquisition of
the appropriate permits to offset evaporative losses from pit lakes would be done under
applicable Nevada law with the approval of the State Engineer. However, the appropriation
of water rights for evaporative losses would not need to occur until immediately prior to pit
lake formation (i.e., before these evaporative losses begin to occur). CGM would coordinate
with the State Engineer to dedicate water rights to maintain the water balance in Crescent
Valley, accounting for water losses due to pit lake evaporation.

The estimated long-term increase in evaporative loss of groundwater attributable to the
Proposed Action is 531 acre-feet per year, which is equivalent to the estimated evaporation
loss from the Cortez Hills Pit. This can be determined by comparison of the total
evaporative loss for the No Action Alternative provided in Table 3.2-20 of the EIS with the
total evaporative loss for the Proposed Action provided in Table 3.2-11 of the EIS. Under
the No Action Alternative (i.e., currently permitted and authorized mining activities) three pit
lakes are predicted to form, one in the Cortez Pit and two in the Pipeline Complex at the
Crossroads and Gap pits. The estimated evaporative loss from these three pits is the same
under both the No Action Alternative and Proposed Action. The Proposed Action would
result in one additional pit lake at the Cortez Hills Pit. The predicted increase in long-term
discharge of groundwater due to pit lake evaporation (531 acre-feet per year) is
approximately 2 percent of the estimated recharge (22,800 acre-feet per year) to the
hydrologic study area and less than 3 percent of the estimated recharge (19,000 acre-feet
per year) to Crescent Valley.

0-001-092

The statement comparing the pit lake volume to the perennial yield for Crescent Valley
assumed by the Nevada State Engineer is noted. Please see the response to comment O-
001-081 regarding estimated recharge.

0-001-093

Comment noted.

Page 66



Cortez Hills Expansion Project Final EIS

0-001-094
Please see the response to comment O-001-091 relative to the application of water rights
to pit lake evaporation.

0-001-095

As summarized in Section 3.2.2.2 of the EIS, the available information suggests that the
springs located in Horse Canyon occur in a localized or perched groundwater system that
is not connected or controlled by discharge from the more regional groundwater system
that would be affected by mine-induced drawdown. Also as discussed, based on the
complexity of the hydrologic conditions in the region and the inherent uncertainty in
numerical modeling predictions relative to the exact areal extent of a predicted drawdown
area, it is not possible to conclusively identify specific springs and seeps that would or
would not be impacted by future mine-induced groundwater drawdown. Mitigation Measure
WR1a in Section 3.2.4, Monitoring and Mitigation Measures, was developed to address this
uncertainty. This measure would require development of a water resources monitoring plan
to identify potential impacts to water resources within the projected 10-foot drawdown
contour, which includes portions of Horse Canyon in the Pine Valley Hydrographic Area. If
monitoring demonstrates that perennial surface waters (including those in Horse Canyon)
are impacted by mine-induced drawdown, then Mitigation Measure WR1b would be
implemented.

0-001-096

Comment noted.

0-001-097

As stated in Section 3.2.2.1 of the EIS, the modeled 10-foot drawdown contour was used to
define areas of potential mine-related impacts to groundwater and perennial surface waters
in order to distinguish potential project-related effects from natural seasonal and annual
fluctuations in groundwater levels. Please see the responses to comments O-001-066 and
0-001-076 for discussions of springs and groundwater elevations that address the
discharge from localized (or perched) groundwater systems as opposed to surface water
discharge resulting from more regional groundwater systems.

0-001-098

Independent estimates of groundwater evapotranspiration (ET) for Crescent Valley range
from 14,000 acre-feet per year (Zones 1961, p. 21) to 37,100 acre-feet per year (Berger
2000b, Table 6), and are consistent with the estimate in this analysis (16,800 to 17,400
acre-feet per year [Geomega 2006e, page 54]), which was obtained by calculating
groundwater ET as the difference between the sum of water budget inflow components and
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all of the other outflow components.

Contrary to the comment, it is correct to calculate ET as the remainder of other water
budget terms, and researchers differ on which is the most difficult component of
groundwater flux to measure (e.g., Berger 2000a; McWhorter and Sunada 1977, p. 52;
Moreo et al. 2008; Woodhouse 2008).

0-001-099

As clarification, the predicted drawdown does extend into Grass Valley, and the
corresponding capture of groundwater is reported in Table 3.2-14 of the EIS (i.e., the 100
acre-feet per year reduction in subsurface outflow within Grass Valley at 100 years after

the end of dewatering). Drawdown is predicted to occur in a small portion of Pine Valley;
however, the corresponding change in subsurface outflow in that area is predicted to be
less than 100 acre-feet per year and, thus, is within the rounding presented in Table 3.2-14.
Changes in the groundwater divide between Crescent, Grass, and Pine valleys were
described in the Draft EIS (p. 3.2-49 and 3.2-74) and in Geomega (2007f, p. 59, Figures 6-7,
6-20, 6-68, and 6-70).

0-001-100

The Draft EIS (Section 3.2.2.2) describes the predicted drawdown and potential impacts to
water rights that potentially would occur in the post-mining period. The predicted residual
drawdown at the water rights 100 years after dewatering, as presented in Table 3.2-13,
reflects the groundwater flow into the pits to replace water losses by evaporation.

0-001-101

The currently authorized groundwater diversion at the Dean Ranch is approximately 6,000
gpm, as supplied by the existing pipeline dewatering system. The remaining water rights
associated with the Dean Ranch are surface water rights that, subject to availability, are
used seasonally for pasture (irrigation). All groundwater rights formerly held by the Dean
Ranch are in use by CGM for irrigation or alternative usage approved by the State
Engineer in conjunction with mining operations. Points of diversion have been changed
from irrigation wells to mine dewatering wells, and the base irrigation rights are maintained
in good standing.

Please also see the response to comment O-001-091 relative to the application of water
rights to pit lake evaporation.

0-001-102
As discussed in Section 2.4.8.2, water used for dust suppression and processing would be
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obtained from the proposed mine dewatering program to the extent possible. At times when
the dewatering water volume would be insufficient to provide for operational needs at the
proposed Cortez Hills facilities, water would be obtained from two new water supply wells
that would be developed on CGM-owned land in Grass Valley.

It is anticipated that the proposed dewatering operations may not have a sufficiently large
instantaneous yield to meet process and dust suppression demands during the summer
months of the operation. In addition, following the cessation of dewatering operations, there
would be an ongoing water supply demand for dust suppression purposes during the
closure and reclamation period. The proposed wells would be required to meet the demand
during these periods.

As discussed in Section 2.5.2.3, in addition to an increased surface disturbance (23
additional acres) the alternative referenced in the comment also would result in increased
capital costs for a cross-valley pipeline that would be used infrequently and additional
power consumption (4,890 megawatt hours per year over the 10-year life of the project) for
operation of the water pipeline pumps. No environmental benefits were identified for this
alternative; hence, based on these combined increased effects, it was eliminated from
consideration.

0-001-103

The results of water quality monitoring in the vicinity of the existing infiltration basins and
column leach testing of materials from the infiltration basin areas are summarized as part of
the water resources affected environment description in Section 3.2.1.4 of the EIS. The
water quality changes observed historically in these areas have been evaluated by NDEP
(2004). The BLM believes that the water quality changes that have occurred from prior
activities in the existing permitted area are adequately described in the EIS.

0-001-104
Please see the response to comment O-001-015 regarding potential impacts to
groundwater quality associated with the pit backfill alternatives.

0-001-105

As clarification, four different sets of hydraulic properties were used for the waste rock
evaluation: compacted, middle of lift, bottom of lift, and coarse (bottom-most) waste rock
(Geomega 2007c, Section 4.2.1 and Table 4.1).

Seepage travel time estimates do assume that seepage begins when the waste rock

facilities are fully constructed; however, travel time also depends on the initial matric
potential (water content) within the waste rock. The waste rock impact assessment
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modeling assumed that the matric potential equaled negative 1 meter (-1 m) uniformly
throughout the waste rock and alluvium (Geomega 2007c, Section 4.2.1). This initial matric
potential value is much “wetter” (less negative) than the matric potential distribution
expected at the time of emplacement, as the mined waste rock essentially would be dry
when emplaced (i.e., the matric potential would be more negative than -10 m [one bar]).
Under the assumed initial condition, water could begin to flow immediately within the waste
rock facility and thereby immediately begin leaching constituents from the waste rock,
leading to conservative (i.e., larger) estimates of water and solute mass fluxes from the
facility. Alternately, simulating the expected lag for precipitation to slowly add enough
moisture to the waste rock facility to enable substantial water flux to occur would lead to
predictions of smaller water and solute mass fluxes leaving the waste rock facilities. Unless
sufficient water is added to the waste rock prior to or during emplacement, seepage could
not begin to flow within the waste rock facility, or seep out of the bottom of the facility,
because the negative matric potentials (dry conditions) would hold whatever water is
present within the smallest pores.

0-001-106
Please see the response to comment O-001-105 regarding hydraulic properties of waste
rock.

Geomega (2007c, Section 6.3) did discuss preferential flow; however, it was not included in
the predictive simulations because doing so would lead to smaller (i.e., less conservative)
solute fluxes leaving the facilities. Preferential flow through the waste rock most likely
would occur within a network of macropores (large diameter pores). The larger pore sizes
would increase saturated hydraulic conductivity for the macropore network relative to the
remainder of the waste rock, potentially allowing water to move more rapidly through the
waste rock. However, the macropores’ relatively large hydraulic conductivity also would
cause infiltrating water to have less contact with waste rock as most of the water would
move through the centers of the large pores. As a result, there would be less leaching as
the residence time would be shorter.

0-001-107

As clarification, air migration and oxygen migration into the subsurface are not equivalent.
Air devoid of oxygen will not result in pyrite oxidation. Oxygen is removed from air by a
number of biotic and abiotic processes including biotic respiration, organic oxidation,
ammonia oxidation, and pyrite oxidation. Oxygen levels are low in deep subsurface
environments, primarily because conditions limit migration of oxygen from the atmosphere
into the subsurface. Oxygen reaching the subsurface is often readily consumed by
reactions and, thus, does not transport far into the subsurface.
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As clarification, the pit lake model does not assume that all oxidation would occur within 5
feet of the pit walls. As stated on page 3.2-48 of the Draft EIS, “The volume of oxidized wall
rock over time depends on the pyrite content, wall fracture density, rock porosity, wall rock
moisture content, rate of oxygen diffusion into the wall rock, and the time during which the
wall rock is exposed to oxygen before inundation by the pit lake water.” Using these
factors, the volume of oxidized rock through time was calculated for each rock type. The
estimated oxidized thicknesses assumed in the pit lake model ranged between 6 and 25
feet and vary depending on the rock properties and the duration of exposure. The oxidation
thicknesses assumed in the pit lake model are consistent with measured oxidation
thickness in pit walls (Schafer 2007, Figure 10).

0-001-108

As discussed in Section 3.2.2.2 of the EIS, geochemical investigations of ore from the
Pipeline deposit (which is similar in nature to the Cortez Hills deposit) and subsequent
geochemical modeling were conducted by SRK (2004). Based on this information,
recirculation or rinsing of the heaps would provide no additional benefit to their long-term
chemical stability.

Draindown rates are expected to be similar to other heap leach pad draindown rates
observed at the site (SRK 2004). Based on the geochemical modeling conducted for the
proposed project, under normal weather conditions, the majority of the draindown is
expected to occur within the first 2 years following the completion of leaching (Figure 6 in
SRK 2004). As discussed in Section 2.4.12.6 of the EIS, the draindown solution would be
used at other active process facilities or would be evaporated. Following initial draindown, it
is anticipated that long-term solution management would incorporate a vegetative cover to
limit infiltration into the heaps and the use of one or more evaporation or evapotranspiration
(ET) cells to provide for on site containment and evaporation of solution (zero-discharge
facility).

As documented in several heap leach closures in Nevada in similar meteorological
settings, long-term draindown is expected to be a few gallons per minute (gpm) (1 gpm =
525,600 gallons per year) (SRK 2004). As discussed in Section 2.4.6.1 of the EIS, the
proposed Grass Valley Heap Leach solution ponds would have a combined storage
capacity of approximately 36.5 million gallons for evaporation or ET cell use. This would be
more than 10 times the capacity estimated to be needed for the expected draindown. Costs
for post-closure monitoring and management of the evaporation and/or ET cells are
incorporated into CGM'’s Long Term Contingency Fund.

0-001-109

Please see the response to comment O-001-081 regarding estimated recharge.
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0-001-110

As cited in Geomega (20071, p. 31), Stone et al. (2001) provided a description of the
application of the Soil Conservation Service (currently the National Resource Conservation
Service [NRCS]) curve number method for estimation of runoff. As discussed, the NRCS
curve number method is based on individual precipitation events rather than total annual
precipitation and was adapted to estimate runoff on an annual basis. The commenter is
referred to Stone et al. (2001), as cited in this comment letter reference list, for further
details.

0-001-111

As clarification, the recharge distribution method (Stone et al. 2001) used in the
groundwater flow modeling study for the proposed project (Geomega 2007f) does consider
geology an important component in simulations of recharge to hydrographic basins.
Avoidance of the pitfalls of inappropriately applying the Maxey-Eakin recharge efficiency
coefficients was an impetus for developing the methodology (Stone et al. 2001, p. 807).
Stone et al. (2001) (as cited in the reference list for this comment letter) provides further
detail of how the Maxey-Eakin method is incorporated into the overall recharge
calculations.

As stated in Geomega (2007f, p. 31), the analysis estimated the curve number through a
trial-and-error matching procedure, which resulted in a curve number value for the entire
basin that was within the expected range for the main soil types found in the hydrographic
study area, and also produced a runoff prediction that was consistent with the
independently estimated runoff amounts of Berger (2000a). The fitted curve number used
by Geomega in the analysis provides a “reality check”; however, it is not a critical
parameter requiring detailed refinement and spatial discretization for application of the
recharge distribution method.

As clarification, the approach of Stone et al. (2001) for estimating recharge distribution
does not use the Maxey-Eakin method to calculate recharge to individual subbasin.
Instead, the “potential recharge” to each subbasin is calculated from total precipitation and
runoff, and then the “normalized recharge” is calculated for each subbasin by scaling the
potential recharge values according to the total basin-wide recharge determined with the
Maxey-Eakin method (Geomega 2007f, Table 3-3). Thus, the Maxey-Eakin recharge
efficiency coefficients were appropriately applied to entire hydrographic basins, not to
individual subbasins.

0-001-112
Please see the response to comment O-001-111 relative to recharge. In areas where lower
hydraulic conductivity rock types are prevalent, model cells were assigned hydraulic
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property values consistent with those rock types. The model then accepts the specified
recharge in accordance with the assigned property values. If too much recharge is
specified for the given rock types/hydraulic properties, then the computed hydraulic heads
would be too high, and the resulting water levels would be unrealistic (e.g., above ground
surface). The model was repeatedly checked throughout the calibration/verification process
and the predictive simulations to ensure that the resulting water levels were reasonable. At
the regional scale of the model, the method used to estimate recharge distribution (Stone
et al. 2001) provides a reasonable representation of where in the hydrologic study area
recharge is likely to be accepted, and where, and how much of, the recharge is likely to run
off to receiving alluvial fan areas.

Based on this method (Geomega 2007f, Table 3-3), 64 percent of the total specified
recharge into the Crescent Valley basin was assigned to mountain block areas. This is
consistent with Berger (2000a), which estimates that 70 percent of recharge occurs in
mountain block areas. Thus, the methodology for the EIS analysis is a reasonable
representation of recharge in the bedrock units.

0-001-113

Please see the response to comment O-001-098 regarding the methodology used to
estimate evapotranspiration (ET). In addition, the effects of ET discharge are monitored
and reported quarterly. The effects would be mitigated if a mine-related impact to water
resources were identified; see Section 3.2.4 of the Final EIS.

0-001-114

As clarification, the reference to “annual ET” in the Geomega report does refer to the
groundwater evapotranspiration (ET). Total ET includes both the ET of precipitation and soil
moisture before it reaches the water table and ET of groundwater by phreatophytic
vegetation through areas of bare soil (groundwater ET), per the water budget tables in
Geomega's report (2006e, Tables 4-6 and 4-7).

For the Crescent Valley hydrographic basin, Berger (2000a, Table 6) indicates that the
dominant category of phreatophytic plant cover in Crescent Valley corresponds to a density
of less than 10 percent (occupying areas of 43,740 acres in 1989 and 33,360 acres in

1995). The next largest category is the “at least 10 but less than 20 percent” cover (4,090
acres in 1989 and 15,660 acres in 1995). Together, these two categories accounted for

98 percent and 96 percent of the reported total areas of phreatophytic vegetation in the
valley lowland of Crescent Valley in 1989 and 1995, respectively. The corresponding range
of groundwater ET rates for the “less than 10 percent” category was reported to be 0.28 to
0.38 feet per year, whereas the “at least 10 but less than 20 percent” category had
corresponding groundwater ET rates of 1.22 to 1.24 feet per year (Berger 2000a, Table 6). In
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comparison to this site-specific information, the calculated value of 0.31 feet per year
(averaged over the entire area of phreatophytes in the hydrologic study area) reported by
Geomega (2007f, p. 10) is a reasonable estimate of the average annual groundwater ET
rate for the study area.

0-001-115

Please see the response to comment O-001-098 regarding the method used to estimate
evapotranspiration and the responses to comments 0-001-081, O-001-110, O-001-111,
and O-001-112 regarding recharge estimates.

0-001-116

The recharge estimates used have not been shown to be in “error.” As noted in the
response to comment O-001-081, the recharge used in the groundwater model is
reasonable and well within published estimates.

0-001-117

Please see the response to comment O-001-081 regarding estimated recharge. In
summary, the flux estimate (i.e., specified recharge) used in the groundwater model is not
high as implied in the comment. The recharge estimate used for the model is reasonable
and well within published estimates.

0-001-118

The recharge and discharge estimates have not been shown to be high. See responses to
comments 0-001-081 (recharge estimates) and O-001-114 (discharge estimates) for
discussion.

The recharge and discharge estimates appear to be reasonable, as described in the
responses to comments 0-001-081 and O-001-114, respectively.

0-001-119

The “verification studies” (e.g., most recently, Geomega 2006b and 2007f, Section 4.6) show
that the predicted drawdown generally does reflect observed conditions, and that the two
specific observations mentioned in the comment were predicted by the model (refer to
Geomega 20071, Figure 4-13 presents modeled and measured drawdown in the carbonate
windows). The Cortez Pit is located within the northern part of the Cortez window. The
groundwater behavior (drawdown) in the northern part of the Cortez window has been
relatively uniform throughout that area, and the nature and extent of the drawdown have
been well documented (Brown & Caldwell 1998, 1999; BLM 2006a; Geomega 2001, 2002b,
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2003b). The groundwater model does reproduce the drawdown observed beneath the
Cortez Pit; model-predicted drawdown in this area is shown in Figure 3.2-11 in the Draft EIS.

0-001-120

The code used to simulate groundwater flow, MODFLOW-SURFACT, allows for fully three-
dimensional flow (HydroGeoLogic 1996), and the use of horizontal grid layers does not
preclude, nor exacerbate, flow from one layer to the next. Flow between bedrock and basin
-fill units is a function of their respective hydraulic properties and the gradient that exists
between them. Flow within bedrock dips and folds is simulated in the model regardless of
the layers in which it occurs. Therefore, the layering causes no error in the calculation of
flow between basin fill and bedrock.

0-001-121
Please see the responses to comments O-001-119 and 0-001-120. The groundwater flow
model does simulate the observed drawdowns in both the Gold Acres and Cortez windows.

0-001-122

The faults simulated as flow barriers in the groundwater flow model were included on the
basis of observed water levels and responses to hydraulic stress, which are monitored and
reported quarterly in CGM's Integrated Monitoring Reports for the Pipeline Project, and/or
on direct evidence of significant gouge zones (e.g., BGC 2005, page 15; Geomega 2006e,
2007j). The only exceptions to this are the distal extensions of the Shoshone Range fault
system (northern extension of the North Window fault) and the range-bounding Crescent
fault (Geomega 2007f, Figure 3-3), both of which have water-level data supporting their flow-
barrier characteristics in the vicinities of the Gold Acres and Cortez windows, respectively,
but lack observations outside of those areas. Besides those two faults, the remaining flow-
barrier faults in the model are located in the general vicinities of the Pipeline Pit complex
and the Cortez Hills area, where their characteristics have been revealed by hydraulic
stresses and more than 10 years of field data.

Sections 2.7 and 3.4.2 of Geomega (2007f) describe the conceptualization of faults and
their inclusion and general treatment (i.e., flow barrier, flow conduit, or simple juxtaposition
of hydrogeologic units) in the groundwater flow model. Those sections, in turn, refer to
Geomega (2006e, Sections 3.4, 4.5.3.2, and 4.5.3.3), which describes the baseline
information and hydraulic data used to support the interpretations of fault behaviors. In
addition, a technical memorandum was produced at the request of the BLM to provide
further information on faults and potential boundary conditions in the Horse Canyon area
(Geomega 2007j). BLM has reviewed all of this information and determined that,
collectively, it adequately supports the modeling assumptions regarding faults.
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0-001-123

The fact that groundwater level elevations tend to follow topography is a typical feature of
groundwater flow systems (Freeze and Cherry 1979, p. 193). This is consistent with Figure 2-
6 of the groundwater flow modeling report (Geomega 2007f) that shows water levels
generally decrease moving downhill with topography. However, contrary to the comment,

the water level data shown in Figure 2-6 (Geomega 2007j) do reflect substantial drops
across faults in the Horse Canyon area, although they may be difficult to discern because
some of the wells/borings were angled (and, so, actually represent conditions on the
opposite side of the fault) and because of the 200-foot resolution of the “bubbles” indicating
different groupings of water-level elevations.

Detailed examination of the data presented in the figure (Geomega 2007j) suggests that
water level differentials of up to approximately 1,000 feet exist between borings drilled in the
Center Peak fault footwall (HC06-01 and HC06-02) and monitoring wells completed in the
distal hanging wall of the fault (SS-01 and SS-02). The corresponding hydraulic gradient is
very large (roughly 0.3 foot per foot) and only could be sustained by strong flow-barrier
features. In addition, the close association of different sized “bubbles” in many parts of the
figure, including the Horse Canyon area, clearly indicates structural control and
compartmentalization of groundwater, whether or not those controls coincide with the
mapped traces of the Center Peak and Horse Canyon faults.

Please see the response to comment O-001-122 regarding documentation of the effects of
faults and supporting data. Also, see the response to comment O-001-131 regarding the
model boundary and predicted drawdown.

0-001-124

Contrary to the comment, the correlation is not "spurious." The coefficient of determination
(r2) for the entire dataset, shown in the groundwater flow modeling report (Geomega 2007f,
Figure 4-2), is 0.99. The r2 value remains 0.99 if the two observations at high elevations
(wells SS-01 and SS-02) are removed from statistical calculations. The comment’s
suggestion that the “cluster” of data near the 4,750-foot elevation should be considered
independently is potentially misleading because it would focus on those observations
located exclusively in basin-fill deposits.

0-001-125

Pumping and reinfiltration operations are proximal to the mine sites. Consequently, a
majority of observations are near the existing and proposed mine sites where stresses
imposed on the system likely would occur. Selecting observations near the locations of
significant stresses (e.g., dewatering wells and infiltration sites) is standard modeling
practice (e.g., Anderson and Woessner 1992 and ASTM 1999).
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Many wells exist in the basin fill of Crescent Valley and are, in fact, located near the center
of the model vertically (layers 10-13 of 25). There are numerous wells that are screened in
bedrock (OW-02D, PIPE-02, PR-250, and SMB-21R) beneath the wells screened in basin-
fill (PIPE-04, PIPE-05, PIPE-06, and SH-05A). Some of the basin-fill wells have become
desaturated since pumping began in April 9, 1996 (see the response to comment O-001-
128). The ability of the model to reproduce the behaviors observed in both sets of wells
(bedrock and overlying basin fill) provides confidence that the model is well-calibrated to
the observed vertical gradient.

The comment implies that by using observations near the mine center to calibrate the
model that the model is unfairly biased and incapable of determining the extent of
drawdown peripheral to the mine. Many observations peripheral to the dewatering centers
were intentionally included in the model to provide an indication of the extent of drawdown,
including observations that reflect both pumping and reinfiltration stresses, and replicating
those observations in the model increases the confidence in the model’s predictions.

0-001-126

Including observations that reflect pumping and reinfiltration stresses, as well as those that
are currently unstressed by those activities, increases confidence in the model’s ability to
predict both the rate and extent of water level change, as discussed in the response to
comment O-001-125.

A discussion of the discrepancy between observed and model predicted heads for two of
the wells (PR-572 and SH-01B) is included in recent modeling reports prepared by
Geomega (2006b and 2007f). The discrepancies at most of the other wells mentioned in
the comment were previously discussed in annual model update reports (e.g., Geomega
2006b).

Overall, the transient calibration matches observed water levels and trends well. Computed
water levels are higher than observed water levels at some locations, and are lower than
observed water levels at other locations; however, a majority of the computed water levels
very closely match the observed heads. Although the model-calculated heads are in some
cases above or below observed heads, the model accurately captures the overall trends in
water levels. The fact that the distribution of residuals is not systemically positive or
negative supports the assertion that the model is well calibrated.

0-001-127
As shown in the bedrock hydrographs presented in the groundwater flow modeling report
(Geomega 2007f; Figures 4-12 through 4-15) and as discussed in the response to
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comment O-001-126, the model closely matches most bedrock water levels. Water level
overpredictions and underpredictions are not systematic by either lithology or location,
indicating that they are a result of localized variations in the bedrock hydrology rather than
a poor model characterization. Details on comparisons of model results and field
measurements are presented in many documents (most recently in Geomega 2006b,
2007f).

0-001-128

The groundwater flow model notably overpredicts drawdown (i.e., by more than 100 feet) in
only three target wells (CRA-02, CRA-04, and CRA-05; all completed in basin fill) at the
end of the model validation period. One other basin-fill well (SMA-15) shows a similar
degree of discrepancy at an earlier time. The likely reasons for the discrepancies at those
particular wells are discussed in the groundwater flow modeling report (Geomega 20071,
Section 4.6.1.1.2). The remaining basin-fill targets generally are well matched

(Geomega 2007f, Figure 4-11), including many wells experiencing varying degrees of water
level change (up or down) in different locations relative to the centers of pumping and
infiltration stresses (e.g., CRA-01, CRA-03, PIPE-05, PIPE-06, SMA-10, SMA-14, and
many of the “IM” wells). The appropriate consideration of more than just a few select wells
showing an under-prediction of drawdown provides a more balanced picture of the model's
overall behavior with respect to basin-fill targets.

Observations ended at PIPE-04 and at other locations (such as SMA-15, PIPE-05,
PIPE-06, and 1Z-08) after the local groundwater levels declined below the bottoms of the
wells and they became “dry.” The latter parts of the records from wells that go dry typically
show a leveling-off behavior, and the data become less reliable during these periods.

The baseline characterization of the hydrologic study area (Geomega 2006e, Table 4-8) and
the conceptual framework for the groundwater flow model (Geomega 20071, Table 3-1)
provide a summary of the general hydrologic characteristics of the hydrolithologic units in
the hydrologic study area, which was developed on the basis of published and
unpublished, regional and site-specific information (as cited in the table). According to that
summary, the specific yield of recent alluvium typically ranges from less than 0.1 to
approximately 0.3, with the lower values generally associated with fan deposits; the range
for Quaternary and Tertiary alluvium (located at depth throughout the central parts of
Crescent and Grass valleys) is smaller, from less than 0.1 to approximately 0.2. Geomega
(2007f, Table 4-1) lists the values of specific yield used in the groundwater flow model; the
specified values for the alluvial hydrolitholgic units ranged from 0.2 to 0.24, and ranged
from 0.1 to 0.2 for the valley floor deposits. Thus, within the context of the conceptual
hydrogeologic framework of the model, the values of specific yield of basin-fill deposits
used in the numerical simulations are not low. Furthermore, the alleged “benefit” of using a
slightly higher value of specific yield for basin-fill deposits would be insignificant in the
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model’s simulation of the rapid infiltration basins (RIBs), as any resulting changes in the
model predictions relative to the RIBs would be indistinguishable on the regional scale of
the assessment.

In addition, more than 10 years of operational monitoring data at the site have
demonstrated the benefits of the RIBs in constraining drawdown from pit dewatering
operations.

0-001-129

In fact, there is a small amount of drawdown (less than 10 feet) in the basin-fill between the
Gold Acres and Cortez windows, which is represented in the groundwater flow model
based upon observed conditions. Contrary to the comment, the transient model’'s
calibration targets included a number of shallow (e.g., 1Z-03, 12-04, 1Z-05, MW-25, MW-79,
MW-96) and deep (e.g., CRA-01, CRA-02, CRA-04, and CRA-05) completions in basin-fill
units, as well as several completions in deep carbonate and intrusive bedrock units (e.g.,
PR-247, PR-250, PR-572, PR-219, and 98301) in the area between the existing Pipeline
Pit and the Cortez window (Geomega 2007f, Figure 4-8), although there are no existing
deep basin fill or bedrock wells “midway” between Pipeline and Cortez Hills areas. The
observed conditions at the target wells show the effects of depressurization at depth (in
both basin-fill and bedrock units), with little or no drawdown of the shallow water table at
higher elevations elsewhere in the basin-fill aquifer (Geomega 20071, Figures 4-11, 4-13,
and 4-15). The model’s depiction of this situation is, therefore, considered to be appropriate
for prediction of impacts to water rights and water resources, as shown by the
calibration/verification hydrographs for wells 93010, CHMW-01, CHMW-09, MW-89, and
PD-01R located in the northern part of the window (Geomega 2007f, Figure 4-13). In
addition, the model accurately replicates the nearly static observed conditions in much of
the Crescent Valley basin-fill aquifer over the last 10 years while the northern Cortez
window water levels were declining.

0-001-130

There is no “mound” predicted by the model in the area northwest of the proposed Cortez
Hills Pit; rather Figure 3.2-13 in the Draft EIS shows the relative difference in groundwater
elevations between the Proposed Action and the baseline conditions (December 2004,
Draft EIS page 3.2-44). Figures 3.2-13 and 3.2-14 in the Draft EIS show that after 25 years
or more of recovery, water levels would rise (compared to baseline conditions) in the
northern part of the Cortez window because the water levels in that area initially were
depressed when the model-simulated dewatering at Cortez Hills commenced. The
groundwater flow model closely simulated the observed water level drawdowns in the
northern part of the Cortez window through December 2004 (see response to comment O-
001-129), and it appears to be appropriately calibrated in that area (Geomega 2007f,
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Figute 1: Snapshot of part of DEIS Figure 3.2-12 showing the projected drawdown at
the cessation of dewatering.
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Figure 4-13). The depression in the water table northwest of the proposed Cortez Hills Pit,
as observed in December 2004 (per Draft EIS Figure 3.2-6), also is shown in the model-
simulated groundwater table for December 2004 (Draft EIS Figure 3.2-11).

0-001-131

The likelihood of mine dewatering stresses propagating under conditions in complex
mountain-block geology would diminish with greater distance from the location(s) of
pumping because of the collective effects of extensive faulting, low hydraulic-conductivity
units, and limited potential for stress propagation, which are typical conditions for the
mountain ranges of the hydrographic study area (Geomega 2006e, Section 4.5.1; and
2007f Section 2.7). Thus, as a matter of practicality, the boundary condition east of the
Cortez Hills area was set at an already-conservative distance from the center of pumping,
rather than simulating propagation of stresses through mountain-block geology (modeled
as a simplified continuous porous medium) with a further expanded boundary. Movement
of the boundary any farther to the east would not produce meaningful or materially different
results. This is supported by the observation in the comment that “the ten-foot drawdown
almost reaches the model boundary after 100 years.” Because the drawdown contours do
not build up against the boundary, and because it takes at least 50 to 100 years for the
simulated 10-foot drawdown contour to extend even that far to the east, as reflected in EIS
Figures 3.2-12, 3.2-13, and 3.2-14, the specified location of the boundary does not
significantly affect the model’s results.

The expansion of the modeled drawdown cone during the recovery period is a result of
groundwater storage releases from areas of higher hydraulic head in the system as the
deeper depressurized and/or dewatered areas around the center(s) of pumping are
replenished. The model predicts that after 100 years the pit lakes in the Cortez window will
draw approximately 100 acre-feet per year of water from the Grass Valley basin (and a
smaller, insignificant amount from the Pine Valley basin), as indicated in Table 3.2-14 of the
EIS. Based on existing literature (Zones 1961, p. 22; Berger 2000a, Table 21), no subsurface
outflow from Crescent Valley to any adjacent basin occurs, other than at the extreme north
end of Crescent Valley to the Humboldt River. As a result, it is not anticipated that project-
related drawdown would affect interbasin outflow to the east.

Please see the responses to comments 0-001-066, 0-001-076, and O-001-095 relative to
potential impacts to springs located in the mountain blocks. The Draft EIS (page 3.2-58)
acknowledged the inherent uncertainty in numerical modeling and considered the
complexity of the hydrogeologic conditions in the hydrologic study area. In response to
these factors, Mitigation Measures WR1a and WR1b (as presented in Section 3.2.4 of the
Draft EIS) were developed to address unanticipated impacts to surface water resources,
including springs in the mountains. Mitigation Measure WR1b has been modified for the
Final EIS to include additional information relative to the types of mitigation that would be
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implemented if monitoring (per Mitigation Measure WR1a) indicates that mitigation is
required.

Figure 2: Snapshot of part of DEIS Figure 3.2-13 showing the projected drawdown 25
years after the cessation of dewatering.
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Figure 3: Snapshot of part of DEIS Figure 3.2-14 showing the projected drawdown 100
years after the cessation of dewatering

0-001-131| The DEIS and modeling report dismiss the potential for drawdown to affect springs in the
mountains.

‘The compart lized nature of groundwater flow in the mountains is expected to isolate these
springs from the actual area affected by mine dewatering. Given the modeling uncertainties
associated with bedrock predictions (Section 6.3.1), and considering the likely source of the
springs, it is expected that a drawdown of the water table at lower elevations in Crescent Valley
would not have a
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0-001-132

The comment asserts that flow from springs surfacing as a result of structural features
(“joint” or “fracture” springs) is derived from the “regional system,” but offers no rationale as
to why this is necessarily the case, or why they cannot occur in isolated fault blocks that
are locally recharged. As clarification, lowering the pressure at depth beneath springs at
high elevations in the mountains would require the lateral propagation of mining-related
stresses through discontinuous, offset, and juxtaposed geologic units and numerous faults
over distances of at least a few miles, along with the vertical propagation of those stresses
from the elevation of the proposed mining and dewatering activity to the elevations of the
springs in the mountains (7,000 to 9,000 feet amsl), through numerous intervening geologic
contacts and faults. Although possible, this situation seems unlikely for springs that are
located more than a few miles from the mine site, especially in complex geologic settings
like the Cortez Hills area. For this and other reasons as discussed in the response to
comment 0-001-076, many of the springs in the mountains that lie within the predicted 10-
foot drawdown contour are not expected to actually experience reductions in flow as a
result of the proposed mining activities.

However, as stated in the Draft EIS (page 3.2-58), “Considering the complexity of the
hydrogeologic conditions in the region and the inherent uncertainty in numerical modeling
predictions relative to the exact areal extent of a predicted drawdown area, it is not possible
to conclusively identify specific springs and seeps that would or would not be impacted by
future mine-induced groundwater drawdown.” Consequently, mitigation measures WR-1a
and WR-1b (Draft EIS, pages 3.2-99 and 3.2-100) are proposed to address unanticipated
impacts to surface water resources, including springs in the mountains (also see the
response to comment O-001-131).

0-001-133

The likely source of each seep and spring in the hydrologic study area was evaluated by
Geomega (2006e). As discussed in the Draft EIS, only those seeps and springs that were
likely to be connected to the regional groundwater system, and that occur within the
projected drawdown area (as defined by the 10-foot drawdown contour), were identified as
springs that could be impacted as a result of the proposed project. All other seeps and
springs that fall within the modeled 10-foot drawdown contour were categorized as unlikely
to be impacted. Also see the response to comment 0-001-076 for a discussion of springs
within mountain blocks. These springs are likely controlled by discharge from localized or
perched groundwater systems that are not connected to the more regional groundwater
flow system that would be impacted by mine dewatering.

0-001-134
The hydrophytic vegetation described by Geomega (2007f, page 27) is not riparian as the
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comment suggests. This distinction is important because “riparian” implies vegetation
associated with a river or stream. The fact that hydrophytic vegetation occurs in isolated
communities suggests that the associated water does not emanate from groundwater along
a long, continuous stream reach. Rather, the discontinuous nature of hydrophytic
vegetation is indicative of localized sources of groundwater, which supports the
interpretation of localized or compartmentalized groundwater in the high elevation bedrock
of the Horse Canyon area.

0-001-135

The assertion that the bedrock underlying the springs in Horse Canyon may have low
vertical conductivity is consistent with the groundwater flow model’s representation of
hydrolithologic units in that area. This assertion also is consistent with the understanding
that much of the incident precipitation runs off to recharge the downgradient alluvial fan.

There is a difference of 50 feet in the screen mid-point elevations for wells SS-01 (6,968 feet
amsl) and SS-02 (6,918 feet amsl), as presented in the baseline characterization report
(Geomega 2006e, Appendix C). As noted in the comment, the measured hydraulic head
differential between these two wells is approximately 140 feet. Hence, the corresponding
vertical gradient would be 140 feet / 50 feet = 2.8 foot per foot and directed downward if the
two wells were in hydraulic communication. Such a large, downward vertical gradient

seems very unlikely in this setting, and a more reasonable interpretation of the different
water levels is that the two wells are in different structurally-isolated compartments.

0-001-136

Wells SS-01 and SS-02 were installed in 1997 and have been monitored regularly for at
least the past 6 years (Geomega 2006e, Appendix D, Figure D-7). The commenter has not
demonstrated that the “water levels reflect the expected vertical differences in water level
at different screened levels.” In fact, the data suggest that this is not the case, as discussed
in the response to comment O-001-135. The data from these wells were used in the
model’s calibration of the Horse Canyon area (Geomega 2007f, Figure 4-13).

0-001-137

Based on the available information that was included in the Draft EIS, there is a reasonable
degree of knowledge regarding potential impacts to seeps and springs. In addition,
mitigation measures have been proposed to address impacts, if needed (see Mitigation
Measures WR1a and WR1b in Section 3.2.4 of the EIS). In addition, it would be impractical
to drill several boreholes near each of the springs in the hydrologic study area to determine
whether a consistent unsaturated zone is present at those locations. Chemistry data for the
seeps and springs are summarized in the baseline characterization report prepared by
Geomega (2006e; Table 5-4).
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The comments regarding potential impacts to aquifers, springs, and vegetation are
addressed in the responses to previous comments in this letter. Section 3.2 of the EIS
describes potential impacts to aquifers and springs (and the uncertainty associated with
these predictions), provides monitoring to define impacts that would result from the project,
and provides mitigation measures to address these impacts. Potential mine-related
dewatering effects on vegetation are discussed in Section 3.4. The BLM has reviewed the
numerical groundwater model set up, calibration, sensitivity analyses, and results and has
determined that the model results are reasonable for use in defining the area of potential
drawdown for the EIS analysis. The BLM acknowledges that the actual drawdown and
impacts to water resources associated with the project would need to be verified through
monitoring.

Please see the responses to comments O-001-011 through O001-020 regarding potential
mining alternatives identified in previous comments in this letter.
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0-001-139

The concerns raised by Great Basin Mine Watch regarding the rapid infiltration basins have
been previously considered and adjudicated by the Nevada Division of Environmental
Protection (NDEP). This response addresses the report included as an attachment to this
comment letter. The report reviews water quality data in the vicinity of the rapid infiltration
basins (RIBs) at the Pipeline/South Pipeline Mine. The attached report is a revision of a
report that was included in a “Complaint and Request for Investigation” (herein referred to
as the “Complaint”) filed by Great Basin Resource Watch and the Western Shoshone
Defense Project with the NDEP in July 2004. In summary, the Complaint (and the revised
report included in this comment) alleged that the RIBs are leaching salts and nitrates from
the shallow alluvial soils, transporting the leached salts to groundwater, and suggests that
the contaminates are moving off site. CGM previously provided detailed responses to the
claims presented in the report attached to the Complaint (CGM 2004). NDEP conducted an
independent investigation of the Complaint and presented the results in a report dated
December 31, 2004 (NDEP 2004). The NDEP investigation report includes a list of
allegations; chronology of events; and conclusions, findings, and recommendations. The
NDEP report concluded that the results of their investigation did not substantiate the
allegation that contaminants in groundwater are moving off site. In addition, the effects of
the RIBs on groundwater quality have been discussed in several previous NEPA
documents including the South Pipeline Project EIS (BLM 2000a) and Pipeline/South
Pipeline Expansion Project Supplemental EIS (BLM 2005a). The potential for additional
impacts to groundwater associated with the proposed project is addressed in Section 3.2.2
in the EIS. For detailed responses to the claims presented in this comment, see CGM 2004
and NDEP 2004; for additional discussion of potential impacts to water quality associated
with the RIBs see BLM 2000a and 2005a.

Page 86



Cortez Hills Expansion Project Final EIS Page 87



Figure 1: Location of the mine and infiltration sites in Crescent Valley

Results

Discharge Water: The discharge water is pumped from the ground for dewatering and discharged to
the RIBs. The water quality is generally good (Figure 2). TDS exceeds the primary standard most
quarters, but nitrate concentration, with one exception, is less than 10 mg/l. Since the beginning of
2002, it has been less than 0.1 mg/l. (Figure 2). High TDS and nitrate concentrations observed in

monitoring wells around the site apparently result from the act of recharge rather than the discharge

water itself.
Background Water Quality: Background water quality is difficult to determine at some of the sites

because Cortez apparently did not install monitoring wells until it began discharging. The Highway
and former Fillipini sites commenced measurement early and have values that appear to be
background. For TDS, the observations were about 480 mg/l and for nitrate, the observations ranged
from 0.2 to 0.5 mg/L

Violations: Up to 2003, for TDS, 393 observations exceeded 1000 mg/l (Table 1) - 84 were between
2000 and 5000, and 36 were between 5000 and 10,000 mg/l. Five observations exceeded 10,000
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mg/l. For nitrate, 310 observations exceeded 10 mg/l (Table 2), 87 of the observations exceeded
100 mg/1, and 5 of them exceeded 250 mg/1.

The remainder of this section is a site-by-site discussion of each well cluster including the data and
an analysis of contaminant movement at the site. i
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Figure 2: Water quality of water discharged to rapid infiltration basins (RIBs).

Rocky Pass

Nitrate and TDS concentration observations at Rocky Pass are high and increasing. The nitrate
concentration at the deep screen (98 to 128 feet bgs) at IM-18, located downgradient of the site (and
between it and the Windmill sites), increased from less than 20 mg/1 in 1998 to more than 50 mg/l in
2004 (Figure 3). In the same well, the TDS concentration first exceeded 1000 mg/l in 2001 and has
since continued increasing. Initially, the nitrate concentration was high in the shallow screen, but
has decreased to close to zero. Water levels in the shallow (38 to 58 feet bgs) and deep IM-18
parallel each other (Figure 4). Vertical flow apparently leaches the nitrates to deeper levels.
Apparently, nitrates and TDS leach and transport at different rates. Indications are that water quality
at this well will continue to degrade with ongoing infiltration.
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IM-18 Rocky Pass Site
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Figure 3: Water quality at well IM-18 at the Rocky Pass site.
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Figure 4: Water level in fect below ground surface for well IM-18 at Rocky Pass.

Well IM-20 is upgradient of IM-18, screened over the range 137 to 157 feet, and has a depth to
groundwater of near 120 feet. Water levels have not apparently been affected by the recharge,
therefore well IM-20 has not likely been affected. Infiltration at Rocky Pass apparently moves
vertically with ease and may convey leached TDS and nitrate to deeper levels. This could explain
the relatively low concentrations observed in the shallow screens at the site.
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Figure 5: Water quality at well IM-23 Frome site
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Figure 9: Waler quality at IM-30, Windmill I

Cortez Hills Expansion Project Final EIS

Page 94



Windmill |

25
- *v/'?é‘ —
g Fava ;
5 AN NN
'?s 15 — l\:{)(é e =
3 ') o i‘\‘/‘
10 e bV
£
-3
a5
0+ : - -
Dec-98 Apr-01 Sep-02 Jan04 May-05

|+M—ZB

M30D - IM30S "__'_'“';sz

Figure 10: Water levels at Windmill L
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Figure 11: Nitrate levels at Windmill 11, IM-40 and 41.

At Windmill I'V, there have only been a few exceedences for TDS and none for nitrate. The water
level at the site for the well with data, IM-47d, has dropped from about 37 to 51 feet bgs.

Both TDS and nitrate previously exceeded MCL, but most have now trended back into compliance.
The exception is IM-51, which lies between Windmill V and Rocky Pass. Although the trend is
down, at IM-51d the nitrate concentration remains more than twenty times MCL 200 mg/1) and TDS
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remains over 2000 mg/1 (Figure 12)%. Water levels at this point are about 100 feet higher than the
pre-mining level and less than 20 feet below the surface (Figure 13). This indicates that flow away
from the site does not occur and that the contamination may be contained.
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Figure 12: Water quality at IM-51 between Rocky Pass and Windmill V.
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Figure 13: Water levels at IM-51 between Rocky Pass and Windmill V.
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Highway Infiltration Sites

The TDS concentration at IM-02 has mostly remained steady at values similar to the discharge
values and nitrate concentration has mostly remained below 1 mg/1 (Figure 14). All of the
monitoring wells at the Highway site have maintained water quality better than MCL. The only
exception was the TDS concentration reaching 1360 and 2050 mg/l, respectively, at IM-04 in
January and April, 1997.
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Figure 14: Water quality at IM-02, Highway Site

IM-35 is downgradient about 1/3 mile from the Highway basins. TDS concentration observations in
IM-35s exceeded MCL by six times in 1998 but by 2001 had fallen back to less than MCL (Figure
15). There was one exceedence in 2003. TDS and nitrate concentrations in IM-35d remained low.
There is apparently lateral flow at the higher levels, which decreases the concentration of nitrates
and TDS. [Unfortunately, there is insufficient water level data to analyze the fluctuation of water
level in detail. There is apparently no flow between aquifer layers, which would transport leached
solids; the water levels would reveal whether there is an upward gradient.]
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Figure 15: Water quality at IM-35, Highway site

Fillipini Site

Discharge at the Fillipini site ceased in 1999 and the site has been reclaimed. Water quality trends at
this site are quite interesting. For well IM-15, TDS peaked in 1998 and then dropped, briefly, to less
than 1000 mg/1 (Figure 16). Since then it has increased every quarter to exceed 5000 mg/l in 2003
and 6000 mg/l in 2004. The nitrate concentration remained low until the beginning of 2001 when it
began steadily increasing to approximately 35 mg/l by 2003 and 50 mg/l by 2004, or about five

times the MCL.
IM-15 Fillipini Site
7000 Lt s T 60
s T
% . ' ~ 1 40
L
E 4000 = o L
3000 -
= '&V\/fﬁ ‘
1000 + " A 10
Oct-95 Mar-97 Jul98 Dec-89 Apr-01 Sep-02 Jan-04 May-05

Nitrate (mg/l)

Figure 16: Water quality at IM-15, Fillipini site
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IM-10 appears to be upgradient of other wells at the Fillipini site. It is not a good background well,
however, because the TDS concentration has trended upwards from 500 to 600 mg/l (Figure 17) and
the depth to water has been increasing (Figure 18). Water levels at all the other wells in the area
have remained relatively constant. Dewatering drawdown has apparently impacted IM-10 but not
the remaining wells.

That the water levels have remained steady even though reinfiltration at the site ended in 1999
suggests one reason that TDS concentrations have remained high. The mound has not dispersed and
there’s been no additional water added to dilute the water. Cortez claims that from six to twelve
pore water volumes are required to completely leach salts and to begin to dilute the receiving water.
This does not explain the increase in nitrate concentration, which began two years after reinfiltration
ceased.

The wells with high concentrations at Fillipini are directly under the site and clearly indicate a
plume. Just east of Fillipini is well IZ-20 and south is IZ-18; neither of these wells appears to be
affected by the plume. Unfortunately, there is no data concerning screen levels for these wells. The
water level through the site is flat. That the TDS concentration has fluctuated indicates there is flow
and contaminant transport. The Highway site about a mile west and upgradient of Fillipini has
caused a substantial mound and increased the gradient towards Fillipini. This should cause flow
through Fillipini and subsequent movement of contaminants downgradient.
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Figure 17: Water quality at IM-10, Fillipini site.
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0-002-001

'~ o f Please see the responses to comments O-003-004 and O-001-005 relative to potential
x x a m impacts to Western Shoshone uses of the area and water resources, respectively.

America

RECEIVED-M AlLKUD™
JITDEC 20 PH W32

Bur

1112 167 sireel, NW, Ste. 600
Wastungton, DC 20026 USA
Tel (202) 408-1180

Fax (202) 496.1190

rfoggoxfamamenca org
www exfamarmence og

December 19, 2007

U.S. Bureau of Land Management

Battle Mountain Field Office

Attn: Steve Drummond, Cortez Hills Project Manager
50 Bastian Road

Battle Mountain, NV 89820

Dear Mr. Drummond:

0-002-001 I am pleased to submit the enclosed petition signed by 11,570 people concerned that the
proposed Cortez Hills Expansion Project will irreparably harm the Mt. Tenabo area
which is of significant and well-established religious and cultural value to the Western
Shoshone people. The mine would irretrievably destroy traditional Shoshone uses in the
area and irreplaceably damage water resources which are not only sacred to the
Shoshone, but also critical in times of drought.

We and the 11,570 signers of the petition urge you to reject the mine proposal.

Sincerely,

P

Keith Slack
Program Manager
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0-002-002
The names of those individuals submitted by Oxfam America as signatories to the petition
are presented in Section F3 of this appendix.

0-002-003

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed project were
considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the responses to
comments O-001-005 and O-003-004.
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0-003-001
Comment noted. The BLM has considered the comments submitted by the Western
Shoshone Defense Project, including the information on the computer disks submitted with

WESTERN MINING ACTION PROJECT |, . -, the comment letter.
R L)
Roger Flynn, Esg., vids P.0. Box 349
Jeffiey C. Parsons, Esg. 44() Main St #2
Lyons, CO 80540

(303) B23-5738
Fax (303) 823-5732
Via Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested: 70041350000127922616

December 21, 2007

Christopher Worthington and Stephen Drummond :
U.S. Bureau of Land Management e S =

Battle Mountain Field Office L, X
50 Bastian Road —__ i‘.
Battle Mountain, NV 89820 e I

Re:  Draft EIS, Cortez Hills Expansion Project
Dear Mssrs. Worthington and Drummond:

Please accept these comments on the Cortez Hills Draft EIS, submitted on behalf of the
Western Shoshone Defense Project (WSDP). The enclosed computer disks (CDs) and the
materials contained in them are to be considered submitted by the WSDP and are part of WSDP’s
comments submitted to BLM under separate cover. All of the information, documents and
materials contained in WSDP's comment letter, including this letter and the enclosed CDs, must be
fully considered and responded to by BLM in its review of the Cortez Hills Project. All
information and materials contained in these CDs (and all of the comments and materials submitted
by WSDP) are to be considered part of the administrative record for this case. WSDP reserves the
right to submit additional information in the future, especially as information becomes publicly
available as a result of requests under the Freedom of Information Act.

0-003-001

Thank you for your consideration of these materials.

Smccrc])(,/
p qu

{/nagm

Attorney for the Wcstem Shoshone Defense Project

Enclosures
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0-003-002

Comment noted. Responses to previous comments referenced in this comment letter
submitted by WSDP and others (as noted) on previous CGM mining and related operations
in the Crescent Valley area also are incorporated by reference as a response to this
comment.
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0-003-003

Please see the responses to the individual comments that follow.

The BLM has complied, and will comply, with all applicable laws in considering the impacts
of the proposed project. There is no new information or deficiencies in the Draft EIS that
require a revised Draft EIS.

Note that this comment is the same as comment O-001-002.

0-003-004

As clarification, potential impacts to Native American traditional values are discussed in
Section 3.9. The EIS did not conclude that the Western Shoshone use the project site for
religious activities or that the site is a central part of Western Shoshone religious practices.
In compliance with the NHPA and executive orders, since 1992 the BLM has consulted with
local federally-recognized tribes and Western Shoshone elders regarding tribal concerns
about the proposed project. Since the Te-Moak Tribe is the closest tribe to the study area
(defined in Section 3.9 of the EIS as encompassing the project boundary and Mount
Tenabo), most of the interest in the project has come from this tribe and its bands. A
summary of this consultation is presented in Section 3.9.1.2 of the EIS, Native American
Consultation and Coordination. In addition to the required consultation, the BLM has had
discussions with representatives of non-governmental organizations (including the Western
Shoshone Defense Project [WSDP]) that are concerned with Western Shoshone interests.
As the closest Western Shoshone family to the study area (approximately 9.5 miles to the
northeast), the Dann family has been consulted during five ethnographic studies covering
all or portions of the study area and by BLM relative to other projects in the vicinity of the
proposed project. The Dann family has provided much of the information about cultural
practices in the vicinity of Mount Tenabo and Horse Canyon. The next closest Western
Shoshone individuals to the study area live at the Battle Mountain Band colony, which is
located approximately 30 miles northeast of the study area.

As discussed in Section 3.9.1.4, Ethnographic Analysis, Mount Tenabo has been identified
by tribal individuals participating in the consultation and ethnographic studies as having
more spiritual value than most other landscape features in the area due to the mountain’s
association with the "Puha" or energy. Many of the cultural practices identified in the
ethnographic studies for the study area are historical practices that are not continued in the
present day. Some practices do continue, largely consisting of traditional plant gathering,
hunting, solitary prayer and similar practices, and occasional gatherings of small groups for
prayer. The top of Mount Tenabo, the pifion-juniper stands at the base of Mount Tenabo,
and an area near the historic Shoshone Wells townsite have been identified as specific
locations for these practices within the Native American traditional values study area and
vicinity (see Figure 3.9.1).
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BLM is aware of several spring gatherings organized by the WSDP in the vicinity of the
Shoshone Wells historic site beginning in 2001. In 2005, this gathering was moved to
Horse Canyon, and in 2007 it was held at the Gund Ranch located 16 miles from the study
area.

Public access routes to areas outside of the project boundary, including Mount Tenabo,
Shoshone Wells, and Horse Canyon, would remain available during the life of the mine
except for short-term, temporary road closures due to road construction and maintenance,
as discussed under Impacts to Access in Section 3.9.2.1 of the EIS. Also as discussed,
access to Horse Canyon via the currently existing private Cortez road would not be feasible
during operations; however, the road would be re-established after mine closure.

Based on the consultation and ethnographic studies conducted to date, the BLM knows of
no Western Shoshone uses that would be prevented or uses or resources that would be
destroyed by the proposed project. As discussed in Section 3.9, Native American
Traditional Values, and summarized above, the BLM acknowledges that impacts to Native
American traditional values would occur as a result of the proposed project; however, no
information relative to the number of tribal members who use locations in the study area or
their frequency of use has been provided to the BLM by tribal individuals and elders
participating in tribal consultation and the ethnographic study. Therefore, the level of the
impact cannot be quantified.

Please see the recent photos in subsection F2 of this appendix, which show the existing
mining-related disturbance at the base of Mount Tenabo as seen from County Road 222 in
Crescent Valley and as seen looking northeast from the Toiyabe Range.

The declarations referenced in the comment are included and addressed at the end of this
comment letter.

0-003-005

The Religious Freedom Restoration Act (“RFRA") cited in the comment, provides that the
“[glovernment shall not substantially burden a person’s exercise of religion even if the
burden results from a rule of general applicability, [unless the government] demonstrates
that application of the burden to the person (1) is in furtherance of a compelling
governmental interest, and (2) is the least restrictive means of furthering that compelling
governmental interest.” The United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit has
recently held that, under RFRA, a "substantial burden" is imposed only when individuals
are forced to choose between following the tenets of their religion and receiving a
governmental benefit or coerced to act contrary to their religious beliefs by the threat of civil
or criminal sanctions. Neither of those circumstances is present here, or is demonstrated
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by the declarations and other materials submitted in support of the comment. Accordingly,
BLM has concluded—based on information available at this time—that neither the
Proposed Action nor any of the alternatives considered in the EIS would impose a
substantial burden on any individual's exercise of religion.

Please see the response to comment T-002-001 relative to the Te-Moak resolution. The
declarations referenced in the comment are included at the end of this comment letter. The
referenced Elko Band Council letter to the BLM is included in this appendix as comment
letter T-004.

0-003-006

Please see the response to comment O-003-004 relative to the ethnographic study and
ongoing consultation and coordination with tribal members and elders for the proposed
project. Also see the responses to comments O-003-005 relative to RFRA and O-003-011
relative to existing proposed areas of disturbance.

As discussed under Impacts to Pine Nut Harvesting in Section 3.9.2.1 of the EIS, the pifion
stands that are located within the study area are not mature stands and currently provide
little pine nut production. Also as discussed in the EIS, no information on the use of the
pifion groves in the study area has been provided to the BLM by tribal individuals and elders
participating in tribal consultation and the ethnographic study. Therefore, potential impacts
to future pine nut harvesting and the social activities associated with the harvest cannot be
quantified.

Project-related effects to Mount Tenabo and the Shoshone Wells area primarily would be
visual in nature. As discussed in Section 3.9.2.1 under Visual Impacts and Impacts to the
Spiritual and Religious Use of the Area, it is anticipated that the spiritual and religious use by
tribal individuals who visit these locations may be diminished as a result of the increased
visual effects on the landscape associated with the proposed development and expansion
of mining facilities. However, as also discussed in Section 3.9.2.1, because Western
Shoshone consultants have not disclosed the number of people who visit the mountain for
spiritual or religious use and the frequency and specific locations of their visits to the area
are unknown, the level of this impact cannot be quantified.

0-003-007

Please see the responses to comments O-001-005 and O-001-006 relative to unnecessary
and undue degradation and FLPMA. Also see the responses to comments O-003-004 and
0-003-011 relative to Native American traditional values and use of the area. The proposed
project, if approved, would not result in significant disruption or elimination of Native
American religious practices or unnecessary or undue degradation. BLM has reviewed the
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material submitted with the comment and has determined that none of the references
support the conclusion in the comment that BLM must deny approval of the proposed
Cortez Hills Expansion Project.

0-003-008

For visual resources analyses, it is not practical to evaluate visual effects from every
possible viewing perspective. Consequently, a limited number of the most commonly used
and/or most sensitive viewpoints are selected to represent potential viewers of a proposed
activity. Although they were not initially deemed to be among the "key observation points"
for the Cortez Hills Expansion Project, the top of Mount Tenabo and the Shoshone Wells
area were added as sensitive viewpoints because they were suggested as being important
to Western Shoshone (see Section 3.15.2, first paragraph). The visual effects of the
proposed project and alternatives were evaluated from these viewpoints, not as the
exclusive sensitive viewpoints, but as representative sensitive viewpoints.

Although the Draft EIS mentions the “top of Mount Tenabo” as a place where individuals go
to pray, the environmental analysis goes beyond this topographical feature to include the
slopes of the mountain, the pediment, and adjacent features and sites. Additionally, the
analysis includes tribal concerns regarding the importance of the mountain and surrounding
areas as places of prayer, healing, and inspiration (see Section 3.9, Native American
Traditional Values). An ethnographic context summarizing the history of the Western
Shoshone in the area and a summary of ethnographic studies conducted to date also are
included in Section 3.9. The context and summary provide additional information pertaining
to the importance of the mountain, as well as the resources in the area, that have sustained
Western Shoshone culture and livelihood. These sources, as well as the ongoing
government-to-government consultation and coordination, provided relevant information for
the analysis of impacts to tribal resources.

It appears that some of the areas the comment identifies as spiritual areas (Cortez Hills Pit
and related facilities) currently include mining exploration roads and exploration drill sites,
as well as historic mining features that accumulated for over 130 years. Please see the
recent photos in subsection F2 of this appendix, which show the existing mining-related
disturbance in the project vicinity as seen from County Road 222 in Crescent Valley and as
seen looking northeast from the Toiyabe Range. Multiple opportunities to provide
information to ethnographic studies have not identified specific uses in the areas
referenced in the comment.

Also, see the responses to comments T-004-005 (relative to potential impacts to seeps and
springs), O-001-005 (relative to FLPMA), O-003-004 (relative to Western Shoshone use of

the project vicinity), O-003-005 (relative to RFRA), O-003-009 (relative to impacts to water

resources as related to Native American traditional values), O-003-010 (regarding visual
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effects as related to Native American traditional values), O-003-011 (relative to
current uses), O-003-012 (relative to regulatory requirements and BLM's responsibilities),
and 0-003-013 (relative to "traditional cultural property").

0-003-009

Comment noted. For potential impacts to water resources, see Section 3.2 of the EIS. Also
see the responses to comments T-004-005 and O-001-005 relative to potential impacts to
seeps, springs, and streams and Mitigation Measures W1la and W1b; responses to
comments 0-003-004 and O-003-011 relative to Native American traditional values and
use of the area; and response to comment O-003-005 relative to RFRA.

The declarations referenced in the comment are included and addressed at the end of this
comment letter.

0-003-010

As stated in Section 3.9 of the EIS, Native American Traditional Values, "development of
the proposed expansion would further impact the visual environment of the western side of
the Mount Tenabo area. Native Americans consider the entirety of Mount Tenabo and its
surroundings to be an ethnographic landscape.” Although the "top of Mount Tenabo" is
mentioned in the EIS, the overall assessment of visual and noise impacts addresses the
entire mountain and its surroundings as discussed in response to comment O-003-008.

The BLM acknowledges that construction of the pit and related roads could visually and
audibly affect the spiritual and religious use of the area; however, it would not "destroy" the
ability of the Western Shoshone to continue their religion. Tribal individuals who presently
use the area would have continued access to the mountain and Shoshone Wells for prayer
and religious ceremonies.

Finally, although some visual effects would continue beyond the life of the project, most
would be reduced by reclamation. Noise effects would cease completely after completion of
reclamation.

Also see the response to comment O-003-006 relative to visual effects as related to Native
American traditional values. Also see the response to comment O-001-058 relative to noise

effects as related to Native American traditional values.

The declarations referenced in the comment are included and addressed at the end of this
comment letter.
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0-003-011

Please see the response to comment O-003-004 relative to the results of ethnographic
studies and BLM's consultation, coordination, and communication with the tribes, and
Section 3.9, Native American Traditional Values, for the associated impact analysis. Also
see the response to comment O-001-051 regarding Western Shoshone use of the area.

The Cortez Complex has been in operation since 1968. The Cortez Complex former and
current operations include three open pits, waste rock facilities, mill facilities, tailings
facilities, and other industrial and administrative facilities. The Cortex Hills Complex has
been the subject of continuing exploration since 1999, and contains a haul road that
previously was used to transport ore from the Horse Canyon and South Silicified open pit
mines from 1983 to 1986. These areas have been disturbed by historic and current mining
and exploration activities for more than 140 years. Based on the results of ethnographic
studies and BLM's consultation, coordination, and communication with the tribes, as well as
observations of public (including Native American) use levels in the area, there is no
evidence that the areas of proposed disturbance are the site of religious practices.

0-003-012

Comment noted. Please see Section 3.9.1.1 relative to the regulatory requirements
applicable to Native American concerns and BLM'’s responsibilities. Also see Section 3.9.2
relative to evaluating effects of federal undertakings on properties of religious or cultural
significance to Native Americans. Please also see the responses to comments O-001-005
(relative to FLPMA) and O-003-005 (relative to RFRA).

0-003-013

As discussed in Section 3.9.1.1 of the EIS, in 1992, the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA) was amended to explicitly allow that “properties of traditional religious and cultural
importance to an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization may be determined to be
eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).” The term
“traditional cultural property” first came into use within the federal legal framework for
historic preservation and cultural resource management in an attempt to categorize historic
properties containing traditional cultural significance. To qualify for nomination to the
NRHP, a traditional cultural property must be more than 50 years old, must be a place with
definable boundaries, must retain integrity, and must meet certain eligibility criteria as
outlined for cultural resources in the NHPA.

As further discussed in Section 3.9.1.1 of the EIS, through ongoing consultation between
the BLM and local Indian tribes, the Te-Moak Tribe identified areas that they classify as

a traditional cultural property in and near the proposed project boundary. BLM has evaluated
this traditional cultural property and has concluded that portions of this area are eligible for
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inclusion in the NRHP as properties of cultural and religious importance (PCRI). BLM
chose to use the term PCRI to denote an eligible property and to avoid confusion with the
more general term of traditional cultural property, which may or may not be eligible for the
NRHP.

The proposed project would result in indirect (visual and/or auditory) impacts for the PCRI
(inclusive of Mount Tenabo). Areas outside of the PCRI that do not meet the eligibility
criteria under the NHPA (e.g., Shoshone Wells ceremonial site) are not protected under
law. The "Shoshone Wells ceremonial site" has been previously identified in ethnographic
studies as "Shoshone Camp," which was determined as not eligible for the NRHP because,
among other reasons, it was only used for a few years and therefore did not qualify for the
NRHP under the 50-year rule. In recent years, the activities previously conducted at
Shoshone Camp have been moved to another location.

The declarations referenced in the comment are included at the end of this comment letter.

0-003-014

Please see the responses to comments 0O-003-009 through O-003-013. Since there are no
trust lands or tribally-owned resources that would be affected by the proposed project, BLM
discharges its trust responsibility to area tribes by complying with applicable laws.

The exclusion zones mentioned in footnote 4 of the comment letter only apply to
exploration activities in the vicinity of NRHP-eligible sites. Specific to HC/CUEP, exclusion
zones apply to the properties of cultural and religious importance (PCRI) and individual
NRHP-eligible historic properties within the HC/CUEP area. They do not apply to

the traditional cultural property nor are they applicable for proposed mining

projects. Individual NRHP-eligible historic properties may occur within the traditional cultural
property; however, the entire traditional cultural property does not meet the definition of a
NRHP-eligible historic property. In addition, exclusion zones are appropriate for mining
exploration projects where some flexibility exists in the siting of proposed drilling locations.
However, for mining projects, the proposed activities are constrained by the location of the
ore body. Therefore, potential project-related impacts to NRHP-eligible historic properties
would be mitigated in accordance with the Programmatic Agreement and the Historic
Properties Treatment Plan, as applicable.

The BLM, Western Shoshone Committee of Duck Valley, and the Working Group (made up
of Te-Moak tribal individuals) have developed an action item list that includes measures to
mitigate effects to Native American traditional values, as described in Section 3.9 of the
EIS.
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0-003-015

Please see the response to comment O-001-021 relative to the avoidance of the PCRI
located to the east of the proposed Cortez Hills Complex. Also see the response to
comment T-004-005 for clarification of the EIS analysis relative to potential impacts to
springs and response to comment O-003-092 relative to the traditional cultural property.

The proposed waste rock facilities, tailings expansion, and heap leach pad at the existing
Cortez Complex would be located on the valley floor, adjacent to existing disturbance
associated with mining activities conducted between 1968 and 1999 (see Figure 2-3 of the
EIS). These facilities as proposed would be located in areas of existing mining-related
disturbance and would be outside of the PCRI, and most would be located outside of the
proposed traditional cultural property. Moving these facilities closer to the Pipeline Complex
would result in incremental increases in haul distance and related energy consumption,
operating costs, and potentially an increase in the acreage of new disturbance. As a result,
the suggested modification of the Cortez Hills Complex Underground Mine Alternative
would not provide additional environmental benefits beyond the alternatives analyzed in the
Draft EIS.

The declarations referenced in the comment are included at the end of this comment letter.

0-003-016

Please see the revised text in Section 3.9.2.1 of the Final EIS regarding a summary of
effects to Native American traditional values and coordination with Native Americans
regarding potential mitigation for project-related effects.

The BLM, Western Shoshone Committee of Duck Valley, and the Working Group (made up
of Te-Moak tribal individuals) have developed an action item list that includes measures to
mitigate effects to Native American traditional values, as described in Section 3.9 of the
EIS.

0-003-017

Please refer to the response to comment T-003-006 relative to signatories to the
Programmatic Agreement. Also see the responses to comments O-001-005 (relative to
FLPMA), O-003-004 (relative to NHPA), and O-003-005 (relative to RFRA). Note that this
comment is the same as comment O-001-044.

0-003-018
Please see the responses to comments T-001-003 (regarding tribal consultation and
coordination) and O-003-004 (regarding the NHPA).
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0-003-019

The 2005 Programmatic Agreement was entered into under the Part 800 regulations and
under the National BLM Programmatic Agreement with the Advisory Council. These
agreements and the Nevada State Protocol govern the involvement of the Advisory Council
in Section 106 review of BLM permitting activity in Nevada. BLM has complied with all
applicable requirements of the Part 800 regulations, the Nevada State Protocol, and the
2005 Programmatic Agreement. Completion of the Section 106 process is required prior to
BLM approval of activity that may have an adverse effect on eligible historic properties;
however, completion of the process is not required prior to issuance of a draft or final EIS.

Effects to these properties will be mitigated in accordance with the Historic Properties
Treatment Plan currently being reviewed by the BLM and Nevada SHPO.

0-003-020
Please see the response to comment O-003-013 regarding the Shoshone Wells ceremonial
site.

As clarification, based on documentation that the site has not been in use for at least 50
years, the “Shoshone Wells Ceremonial Site” (Shoshone Camp) does not meet the
eligibility criteria under the NRHP. The Shoshone Wells historic property, which is adjacent
to Shoshone Camp, is NRHP-eligible, as noted in Section 3.8.2 of the EIS.

BLM consideration of historic properties under the 2001 HC/CUEP exploration project and
the 2003 HC/CUEP amendments are outside the scope of NEPA and NHPA review for this
EIS. BLM notes, however, that all additional eligible sites included in Appendix D-1 of this
EIS were identified by subsequent Class Il inventories conducted in accordance with the
PA and stipulations in those decisions.

0-003-021

Please see the response to comment O-003-004 relative to potential effects to Western
Shoshone cultural practices. Also see the response to comment O-003-005 relative to
RFRA and the response to comment O-003-011 relative to existing mining operations at
the site and current use of the area.

As clarification, federal law does not require BLM to deny approval of the project. As
discussed in Section 1.2.1 of the EIS, the BLM is responsible for authorizing mineral rights
access on certain federal lands as authorized by the General Mining Law of 1872 as
amended. Under the law, qualified applicants are entitled to reasonable access to mineral
deposits on public domain lands that have not been withdrawn from mineral entry. As
discussed in Section 1.0 of the EIS, the proposed mining activities are subject to review
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and approval by the BLM pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of
1976, as amended, and the BLM’s surface management regulations (43 Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] Subpart 3809). The BLM's review and approval of a mine plan of
operations under the surface management regulations constitute a federal action that is
subject to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). The BLM has determined
that the proposed project constitutes a federal action and has determined that an EIS must
be prepared to fulfill NEPA requirements. The BLM has prepared the EIS in compliance
with NEPA, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA implementing regulations
(40 CFR 1500-1508), the BLM's NEPA handbook (H-1790-1), Nevada State Office
Instruction Memorandum NV-90-4335 on analysis of cumulative impacts and the Bureau-
wide Guidelines for Assessing and Documenting Cumulative Impacts (April 1994), CEQ’s
2005 Guidance on the Consideration of Past Actions in Cumulative Effects Analysis, and
other applicable guidance.

As discussed in the EIS, the proposed activities have been designed to avoid sensitive
areas, including Mount Tenabo/White Cliffs property of cultural and religious importance
(PCRI). There have been historic mining operations on and around the mountain for more
than 140 years, and CGM owns approximately 740 acres of patented mining claims on top
of Mount Tenabo, including the White Cliffs, as a result of prior mining activity during the
early 1900s. Even though these lands are privately owned, CGM continues to provide
access for traditional uses by Western Shoshone.

Potential impacts to traditional and cultural practices are discussed in Section 3.9 of the
EIS and in responses to comments T-004-002, O-003-004, and O-003-006.

The U.S. State Department has responded to the U.N. Committee on the Elimination of
Racial Discrimination (CERD) decision; see the Periodic Report of the United States of
America to the U.N. Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination concerning the
International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination, April
2007.

0-003-022
Please see the response to comment O-001-005. Note that this comment is the same as
comment O-001-005.

0-003-023
Please see the response to comment O-001-006. Note that this comment is the same as
comment O-001-006.
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0-003-024

BLM has complied with the requirements of NEPA applicable to review of the proposed
Cortez Hills Expansion Project. Please see the response to comment O-001-005 relative to
unnecessary or undue degradation.

Note that this comment is the same as comment O-001-007.

0-003-025

Please see the response to comment O-001-005 relative to the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act and unnecessary and undue degradation. Also see the responses to
comments O-001-008 and O-001-009 relative to validity examinations and determination of
fair market value, respectively.

Note that this comment is the same as comment O-001-008.

0-003-026
Please see the response to comment O-001-021 relative to the project boundary.

0-003-027
Please see the response to comment O-001-037 regarding the Area of Potential Effect for
cultural resources.

0-003-028

With regard to any reserved water rights that might be affected by the proposed Cortez
Hills Expansion Project, those rights would be protected under, and to the same extent as,
other water rights under Nevada law. As discussed in Section 3.2.4 of the EIS and
identified in Mitigation Measure WR1(a and b), CGM would be required to monitor springs
for potential impacts and to implement mitigation if mine-related impacts are observed. Also
see the response to comment O-003-029.

0-003-029

The EIS (Section 3.2) provides a detailed discussion of potential impacts to surface waters,
including an inventory and a figure showing the location of the seeps and springs located
within the hydrographic study area. Relying on recent data for the analysis, the information

in Section 3.2 categorizes the seeps and springs into six general locales and provides flow
levels for the spring and summer seasons. The EIS also reviews quarterly and semiannual
monitoring data for more than half of these springs. Results of this survey are available to the
public in the JBR (2005c, 2006¢) monitoring reports.
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No construction or operational activities would occur on land within proximity to these
identified seeps and springs under either the Proposed Action or any of the alternatives.
Therefore, the proposed Cortez Hills Expansion Project would not affect any public land that
may have been withdrawn by Public Water Reserved #107 under the 1926 Executive
Order.

With regard to any reserved water rights that might be affected by the proposed Cortez
Hills Expansion Project, those rights would be protected under, and to the same extent as,
other water rights protected under Nevada law. CGM would be responsible for monitoring
surface water and groundwater resources and for mitigating adverse impacts to water
rights as required by the Nevada Division of Water Resources (see Section 3.2.4 of the
Final EIS).

0-003-030
Please see the responses to comments 0-003-028 and 0-003-029.

0-003-031

Please see the response to comment O-003-028.

0-003-032

Please see the responses to previous individual comments regarding these specific issues.

0-003-033

An alternative evaluating only the proposed facilities at the Pipeline Complex was not
considered as it would not meet the purpose and need of the project. Regarding claim
validity determinations, please see the response to comment O-001-008. Relative to an
alternative that would prevent dewatering impacts to surface waters, mining of the Cortez
Hills and Pediment orebodies would not be feasible without associated dewatering
operations as explained in the response to comment O-001-071. Hence, such an
alternative would not meet the purpose and need for the project. The rationale for
evaluating or eliminating alternatives is discussed in Section 2.5 of the EIS.

0-003-034

As discussed in Section 2.6.2 of the EIS, in order to qualify as a reasonably foreseeable
future action for the cumulative effects analysis, a project or action must impact the same
resources as the proposed project, must occur within the life of the proposed project, and
must have a reasonable likelihood of going forward.

The geothermal leases mentioned in the comment are on file with the BLM. However, there
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currently are no proposed plans on file with the BLM for geothermal development or
production in association with these leases. As a result, estimations of future geothermal
exploration or production would be purely speculative at this time. Therefore, the potential
for geothermal development does not qualify as a reasonably foreseeable future action for
inclusion in the cumulative effects analysis for this EIS. Any future geothermal exploration
or production activities would be analyzed on a site-specific basis, with site-specific
mitigation applied, as appropriate.

0-003-035

The potential for oil and gas development in the study area is discussed in Section 3.1.1.5
of the EIS. The BLM is not aware of any oil and gas leases that potentially would be
impacted by the Proposed Action or alternatives.

0-003-036

In accordance with NEPA, the resource-specific cumulative impact analyses were based
on the available information for the identified past and present actions and reasonably
foreseeable future actions (RFFAS) in conjunction with the proposed project. The
available information is presented in Section 2.6 of the EIS and was considered in the
resource-specific cumulative effects analyses in Chapter 3 of the EIS, as applicable.
Potential direct and indirect impacts associated with RFFAs (i.e., future projects) would be
analyzed on a project-specific basis as part of their future permitting.

0-003-037

In compliance with NEPA, the cumulative impact assessment for all resources considered
the impacts of past, present, and RFFAs that could interact with the proposed project in a
manner that could result in cumulative impacts. The cumulative impact assessment
considered the geographic, temporal, and resource implications of these actions. Relative
to an analysis of potential alternative power sources, the existing power source would be
used for the proposed Cortez Hills Expansion Project.

0-003-038

As discussed in Section 2.4.6 of the Draft EIS, refractory ore would be shipped to a an off
site processing facility (i.e., Barrick Goldstrike facility) under ore sales agreements, as
currently occurs under existing operations. As no increase in the currently authorized
shipping rate is proposed, the ongoing shipment of refractory ore would continue to be
conducted under existing authorizations, with off site processing conducted at an existing
facility permitted through the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection. Therefore, there
would be no potential additional impacts (beyond existing conditions) as a result of the
proposed project. Section 2.4.6 of the Final EIS has been modified for clarification.
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0-003-039

Please see the response to comment O-003-038.

0-003-040

As clarification, CGM'’s Integrated Monitoring Plan with proposed updates for inclusion of
the proposed project was included in Appendix 7 of the Plan of Operations (CGM and SRK
2006). Please see the response to comment L-003-005 for additional information regarding
this plan. As discussed on page 2-53 of the Draft EIS, CGM’s Integrated Monitoring Plan
would be reviewed and updated annually to include additional surface water and
groundwater resources monitoring locations in the project vicinity.

0-003-041

As clarification, baseline wildlife surveys were completed for the proposed project by JBR
Environmental Consultants, Inc. The results of the baseline surveys are reflected in Section
3.5, Wildlife and Fisheries Resources, of the EIS, with potential project-related impacts also
discussed.

The applicant-committed environmental protection measures referenced in the comment
would be implemented as part of the proposed project to ensure conformance with the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and other applicable federal laws pertaining to wildlife. Due to the
variability in nesting locations from year to year, those measures applicable to nesting birds
would be implemented prior to construction to maximize protection of breeding pairs, nest
sites, eggs, and young. Other measures (e.g., raptor proofing transmission line reroutes)
would be implemented during project construction.

0-003-042
Please see the response to comment O-001-058 regarding noise effects. (Note: The
declarations referred to in this comment are presented at the end of this comment letter.)

0-003-043

Please see the response to comment O-001-062 and the revised text in Section 3.15.2.1 of
the Final EIS for clarification relative to visual effects from the Key Observation Points
(KOPs). In addition to the evaluation of potential visual impacts from the KOPs, the Draft EIS
also analyzed visual impact to two sensitive, but lightly used, viewpoints (Shoshone Wells
and the top of Mount Tenabo; see EIS Figure 3.15-1). As discussed in Section 3.15.2.1 of
the EIS, following reclamation, project facilities would continue to dominate the view from
Shoshone Wells, and the pit would continue to be a prominent feature in the landscape

over the long-term from the top of Mount Tenabo.

Page 134



0-003-044

Please see the response to comment O-001-062.

0-003-045

Comment noted. Visual effects were evaluated from three KOPs and two sensitive
viewpoints (Shoshone Wells and the top of Mount Tenabo) (see Section 3.15.2.1 of the
EIS). The potential adverse effects were documented for consideration by the
decisionmaker. Also see the responses to comments O-003-008 and S-003-010 relative to
visual effects as they relate to Native American traditional values.

The BLM has recognized that the Western Shoshone Defense Project (WSDP) has

identified a place they formerly called "Shoshone Camp" (also known as Shoshone Wells)
as the site of certain activities that were organized in the past by WSDP. As noted above,
a visual effects analysis was completed for this location (see Section 3.15.2.1 of the EIS) .

The January 2001 Glamis Imperial Project Record of Decision, cited in the comment, was
vacated by the Secretary of the Interior on November 23, 2001.

0-003-046

VRM Class | is limited to "... areas where a management decision has been made
previously to maintain a natural landscape" (BLM 1986d). Examples include
Congressionally-designated national Wilderness Areas and "wild" segments of Wild and
Scenic Rivers. With the visual quality of the area being common throughout Nevada, it has
not been demonstrated that the visual sensitivity is sufficiently high to qualify for a Class Il
rating. Current VRM classifications are the result of a visual inventory and adoption of the
Shoshone-Eureka Resource Management Plan (RMP) for the area. There is no record of
objections to the VRM classifications at the time the RMP was developed and adopted.
Please also see the response to comment O-001-061 regarding visual resource
management classifications.

0-003-047

Please see the responses to comments O-003-036 and O-003-037 regarding the
identification of past and present actions and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Also
see the response to comment O-001-050 relative to PM2.5 emissions. As discussed in that
response, compliance with the PM10 standard indicates that the PM2.5 standard also
would be met per USEPA (2007).

0-003-048

Please see the response to comment O-001-050 regarding PM2.5 emissions.
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0-003-049

Please see the response to comment O-001-050 relative to PM2.5 emissions. As
discussed in that response, compliance with the PM10 standard indicates that the PM2.5
standard also would be met per USEPA (2007).

0-003-050
Comment noted. Please see the response to comment O-001-050 regarding PM2.5
emissions.

0-003-051
Please see the response to comment O-001-050 regarding PM2.5 emissions.

0-003-052

Please see the response to comment O-001-050 regarding PM2.5 emissions.

0-003-053

As clarification, the existing ore haul fleet comprises mobile sources, not stationary sources
(42 USC 7602[z], 7750[10], [11]; 40 CFR 89.2). HAP emissions from stationary sources at
the mine are shown in Table 3.10-11 in the EIS.

HAPs emissions from mobile equipment are not generally required for modeling
calculations because HAPs from these types of sources contribute such a small fraction of
such emissions when compared to the stationary sources. As a result, the concentrations
of HAPs at the boundaries due to mobile sources are typically small compared to
concentrations resulting from stationary source emissions.

0-003-054

Resource-specific mitigation measures were identified, where required, based on the results
of the impact analyses. The effectiveness of each identified measure is discussed in the
Monitoring and Mitigation Measures subsections in Chapter 3. Please see the revised text
in Section 3.9.2.1 of the Final EIS relative to coordination with Native Americans regarding
potential mitigation for project-related effects.

0-003-055

As described under Mitigation Measure WR1b in Section 3.2.4 of the EIS, if monitoring
indicates that flow reductions in perennial surface waters are occurring and that these
reductions are likely the result of mine-induced drawdown, a detailed mitigation plan would
be developed based on site-specific conditions and the actual impacts that occur. Typical
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mitigation that may be used is outlined in the mitigation measure. However, it is important to
note that analyses in the EIS define areas where perennial surface waters potentially could
be impacted from mine-induced drawdown.

There is uncertainty regarding the hydraulic interconnection of individual springs with the
more regional groundwater system that would be affected by mine-induced drawdown. Also
see Section 3.2.2 of the EIS and responses to comments O-001-066 and O-001-076. In
addition, only springs that occur within the actual drawdown area and that are hydraulically
connected to the more regional groundwater system would be impacted. Due to the
uncertainty regarding the actual drawdown and hydraulic interconnection, actual mine-
related impacts to individual springs can only be established by monitoring.

0-003-056

Please see the responses to comments 0-003-054 and O-003-055. The CEQ Regulations
and the BLM's NEPA Handbook do not preclude the development of new or revised
mitigation measures after issuance of a draft EIS.

0-003-057
Please see the responses to comments O-001-005 relative to FLPMA, O-001-007 relative
to NEPA, and O-001-138 relative to the water resources analysis.

0-003-058
Comment noted. Please see the response to comment O-003-002 relative to these
submittals.

0-003-059

It is important to understand that the information cited in the comment refers to baseline
descriptions provided in the water resources affected environment section of the EIS
(Section 3.2.1) and not the water resources description of potential impacts from the
Proposed Action and alternatives (Section 3.2.2). The information summarized in the water
resources affected environment description in Section 3.2.1.4 describes the results of
historic water quality monitoring in the vicinity of the existing permitted and BLM authorized
infiltration basins. Potential impacts to water quality associated with these existing
infiltration basins were evaluated in prior EIS documents for the Pipeline and South
Pipeline Projects (BLM 1998c, 2004e). The water quality changes observed historically in
the vicinity of these permitted facilities also have been evaluated by the Nevada Division of
Environmental Protection (2004). In addition, it should be noted that the Proposed Action
for the Cortez Hills Expansion Project and the alternatives addressed in the EIS do not
include any expansion or modification to the existing and currently approved and permitted
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infiltration basins. The BLM believes that the water quality changes that have occurred from
prior activities in the existing permitted infiltration basins are adequately described in the
EIS. Please see the response to comment O-001-005 regarding compliance with FLPMA
relative to unnecessary or undue degradation.

0-003-060

Section 313 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) requires that all federal agencies having
jurisdiction over any property or facility or engaged in any activity that results in the
discharge or runoff of pollutants comply with all federal, state, and local requirements
related to water quality management to the same extent as any non-governmental entity.
The authorizing actions that would be required from other federal, state, and local agencies
with jurisdiction over certain aspects of the proposed project (including water quality-related
requirements) are identified in Table 1-1 of the EIS. As discussed in Section 1.3, the
identified permits or approvals are already in place or would be obtained from the
responsible regulatory agencies. CGM is responsible for amending existing permits and
applying for and acquiring additional permits, as needed.

Section 3.2.1.2 of the Draft EIS presented a summary of the wetlands and waters of the
U.S. delineation surveys that were conducted for the proposed project in accordance with
Section 404 of the CWA. As discussed in that section, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
jurisdictional determination was written on June 25, 2002; the determination concurred that
no jurisdictional waters are located in the areas surveyed. There are no other federal CWA
permitting obligations associated with the project. Hence, certification under Section 401 of
the CWA is not a requirement for this project.

0-003-061

As clarification, Section 3.2.1 of the EIS describes the existing conditions for all surface and
groundwater resources for the potentially affected area. The EIS also considers impacts to
all surface water resources associated with ground disturbance activities. However, for the
purpose of evaluating potential impacts associated with mine-induced drawdown, the
analyses purposely focus on potential impacts to perennial surface water resources for the
reasons discussed below. Definitions of ephemeral, intermittent, and perennial surface
water features are defined in the Nevada Division of Water Resources Water Words
Dictionary (NDWR 2008). Ephemeral Streams - Streams that flow only in direct response
to precipitation and for which the channel is at all times above the water table. Intermittent
or Seasonal Streams - Streams that flow only at certain times of the year when they
receive water from springs, rainfall, or from surface sources such as melting snow.
Perennial Streams - Streams that flow continuously. Periodic rain storms and snow melt
generate runoff that contributes to temporary stream flow increases or temporary
discharges of local seasonal springs or seeps. However, the consistent base flow for
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streams and springs in the region that is observed by continuous flow, even after dry
periods, is maintained by the discharge from the groundwater system. In other words,
perennial surface waters are supported by groundwater discharge in this region. Drawdown
could affect flows in perennial surface water resources, but drawdown is not likely to have an
impact on ephemeral or intermittent surface water resources that flow in response to runoff.
Please see the response to comment O-001-086 regarding potential mine-induced
drawdown of less than 10 feet.

0-003-062
Comment noted. Please see the responses to comments T-004-005 and O-001-005
relative to potential impacts to seeps and springs.

0-003-063

As clarification, the referenced text is a description of potential future pumping associated
with RFFAs. Information relative to RFFAs was considered in the resource-specific
cumulative effects analyses in Chapter 3.

0-003-064

As stated in Section 3.2.2.2 of the EIS, the predicted concentrations for the Cortez Hills Pit
lake for the Proposed Action do not exceed the applicable Nevada Division of
Environmental Protection (NDEP) Bureau of Mining Regulation and Reclamation maximum
contaminant levels (MCLs) for groundwater. The enforceable MCLs to protect groundwater
are 0.05 milligrams per liter (mg/L) for arsenic and 0.146 mg/L for antimony. The NDEP has
adopted the new federal MCLs for arsenic of 0.010 mg/L and for antimony of 0.006 mg/L
for programs administered under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). Programs
administered under the SDWA include public water supply systems. Therefore, the water
quality in the pit lakes under the Proposed Action is not predicted to exceed applicable state
or federal standards.

As discussed in Section 3.2.2.6 of the Final EIS, under the Revised Cortez Hills Pit Design
Alternative, the Cortez Hills Pit lake is predicted to behave as a groundwater sink where the
groundwater gradient would be toward the pit (from all directions). Therefore, the pit lake is
not predicted to discharge to the groundwater system. The pit lake water quality for this
alternative is predicted to exceed the Nevada arsenic drinking standard after approximately
80 years (0.058 mg/L). However, the pit lake is not expected to result in significant impacts
to water quality since the pit lake water is not planned to be used as a drinking water
source and would not discharge to groundwater.
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0-003-065

The numerical groundwater modeling predicts that the Crossroads and Gap pit lakes would
be terminal pit lakes; in other words, groundwater is predicted to flow into but not out of the
pit lakes. Once the lakes reach equilibrium conditions, the groundwater gradient is predicted
to be toward the pit lakes, and groundwater is predicted to flow into the lakes to replace
water loss by evaporation from the lake surfaces. The bedrock within these pits has
fracture zones. However, the groundwater flow direction within the fracture zones is
controlled by the groundwater gradient within the bedrock. Because the groundwater
gradient is predicted to be toward the pit lakes, groundwater flow within fracture zones that
intercept the walls of the pit also would be toward (and not away from) the pit

lakes. Therefore, fissures or faults (or rock failures) that occur near or intercept the pit
walls are not expected to change the terminal nature of these pit lakes.

0-003-066

Please see the response to comment O-003-064 regarding applicable water quality
standards for the project. The section referenced in the comment is a summary of the
kinetic testing results from the Cortez Hills area. Potential impacts to groundwater quality
from seepage out of the waste rock facilities were evaluated using solute transport
modeling, as described in Section 3.2.2.2 of the EIS. The analysis indicates that no impacts
to groundwater quality are anticipated, since attenuation would reduce the concentrations
in the vadose zone before water reaches the water table. Therefore, the leachate from the
waste rock facilities is not predicted to exceed applicable Nevada water quality standards.

0-003-067

The maximum, minimum, and average leachate concentrations predicted to reach the
groundwater table from the waste rock are provided in Table 3.2-16 in the EIS. The
maximum concentrations represent the predicted first flush of solutes from the waste rock,
and the concentrations generally are predicted to decrease as additional pore volumes
move through the waste rock facility and vadose zone and reach the water table. The EIS
acknowledges that the predicted maximum concentrations exceed the secondary
standards for manganese and sulfate. The EIS also states that the predicted average
concentration for these constituents does not exceed the secondary standards. In other
words, the concentrations dissipate after the passage of the first several pore volumes.

It should be noted that the National Secondary Drinking Water Regulations (or secondary
standards) are guidelines regulating contaminants that may cause cosmetic effects or
aesthetic effects (such as taste, odor, or color) in drinking water.

0-003-068

Potential impacts to water quality associated with the project are addressed in Section
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3.2.2 of the EIS. The results of the impact assessment do not indicate that Mt. Tenabo and
its water would be contaminated by the proposed project.

0-003-069

The estimated quantity of water that would be consumed under the Proposed Action is
provided in Section 3.19, Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources, in the
EIS. The estimated water loss from evaporation from the pit lakes under the Proposed
Action is provided in Table 3.2-14. Also see Section 3.9.3, Cumulative Effects, for impacts
to water resources relative to Native American concerns.

0-003-070
Please see the response to comment O-003-064 regarding applicable water quality
standards for the project.

0-003-071
Please see the response to comment O-001-015 regarding the use of waste rock to backfill
pits and the associated impacts.

0-003-072
Please see the response to comment O-001-011.

0-003-073

43 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 3809.431(c)(3)(6)(7) requires an operator to modify
the plan of operations before final closure to address impacts from unanticipated events or
conditions or newly discovered circumstances or information, including the following:

* The need for long-term water treatment and site maintenance;
¢ Post-closure management; and
« Eliminating hazards to public safety.

There is no timeframe for when the final closure plan is due, based on federal regulations.
However, Chapter 445A of the Nevada Administrative Code, Water Controls, Mining
Facilities, part 445A.447, Plans for Permanent Closure (2), requires that a final plan for
permanent closure of any source that has been identified as a process component much
be submitted to the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection at least 2 years before the
anticipated permanent closure of that process component.
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0-003-074

Please see the response to comment F-002-002.

0-003-075

The Shoshone-Eureka Resource Management Plan (RMP) designates lands within the
project boundary as open for mineral exploration and development. The EIS complies with
the RMP by assuring that mineral exploration, development, and extraction are
implemented to minimize environmental and other resource damage. All resources
potentially affected by the Proposed Action or alternatives (including visual resources,
Native American traditional values, water, air, etc.) were identified, analyzed, and mitigation
measures developed to minimize potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts.

0-003-076

The Proposed Action utilizes and incorporates, to the greatest extent practical, existing
facilities at CGM'’s currently permitted operations. The Proposed Action, with associated
proposed environmental protection measures (Section 2.4.11 in the EIS) and the
recommended mitigation measures (Chapter 3 of the EIS), is designed to avoid or minimize
impacts to environmental resources while accomplishing the project purpose and need. By
incorporating the RMP objective of minimal environmental disturbance into the project
design and implementing the environmental protection and mitigation measures outlined in
the EIS, the BLM has met its obligation to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation.

0-003-077

As clarification, the referenced text in the 1986 Shoshone-Eureka Resource Area Record of
Decision (ROD) is a standard operating procedure applicable to the specified management
areas shown on Map 5 of the ROD. The location of the proposed Cortez Hills Expansion
Project is outside of these specified management areas.

0-003-078

The Draft EIS on page 5.2 clearly indicates that representatives of Cortez Gold Mines
(CGM) and their attorneys were "Reviewers" of the EIS. CGM provided specific information
regarding the Proposed Action; alternatives; and past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions associated with CGM operations. CGM also provided the environmental
baseline studies conducted for the proposed project, which the BLM EIS team reviewed for
technical adequacy. CGM attorneys assisted CGM in ensuring compliance with NEPA and
other federal, state, and local laws and regulations.

0-003-079
Comment noted. Please see responses above to specific comments in this letter, including
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the response to comment O-003-005.

The BLM has complied, and will comply, with all applicable laws in considering the impacts
of the proposed project. There is no new information or deficiencies in the Draft EIS that
require a revised Draft EIS.

0-003-080

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also, please see
the responses to comments O-003-004 (relative to Native American use of the project
vicinity), O-003-005 (relative to the Religious Freedom Restoration Act), and O-003-011
(relative to current usage of the proposed disturbance areas).

0-003-081

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the
response to comment O-003-004 relative to Native American use of the project vicinity.

Although evidence of burials has not been found on Mount Tenabo, the BLM has
designated the top of Mount Tenabo and the White Cliffs as a property of cultural and
religious importance. The proposed project has been designed to avoid physical
disturbance of these areas as discussed in Section 2.4.11.5 of the EIS.

0-003-082

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the
response to comment O-003-004 relative to Native American use of the project vicinity.

0-003-083

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the
responses to comments 0-003-008 (relative to Mount Tenabo) and O-003-011 (relative to
current usage of the proposed disturbance areas).

0-003-084

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the
response to comment O-003-004.
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0-003-085

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the
response to comment O-001-058 relative to noise as related to Native American traditional
values.

0-003-086

The project-specific issues for analysis of Native American traditional values were identified
based on information provided by the tribes during conduct of Native American consultation,
communication, and coordination, and the ethnographic study prepared for the proposed
project. The identified issues as they relate to Native American use of the project vicinity
were analyzed in Section 3.9.2.1 of the EIS. Also see the responses to comments O-001-
005 (relative to potential impacts to springs), O-003-004 (relative to Native American uses
in the project vicinity) and O-003-008 (relative to Mount Tenabo).

0-003-087
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.

0-003-088
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.

0-003-089
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM; please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.

As clarification, the EIS analysis did not indicate that the "Mountain" would be poisoned.
Blasting and mining activities associated with the proposed Cortez Hills Pit would occur at
the Cortez Hills Complex, which would be adjacent to the existing Cortez Complex (see
Figure 2-3). Please see the responses to comments O-001-058 (relative to noise) and O-
003-011 (relative to the identification of issues for the analysis and a description of existing
mining facilities at the site).

0-003-090
Please see the response to comment O-003-008. As clarification, BLM designates
properties of cultural and religious importance; BLM does not designate "sacred sites."

Ethnographic studies for this project are not "mitigation" but are part of the analysis and
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0-003-091
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.

0-003-092

As discussed in Section 3.9.1.1 of the EIS, through ongoing consultation between the BLM
and local Indian tribes, the Te-Moak Tribe identified areas that they classify as a traditional
cultural property in and near the proposed project boundary. BLM has evaluated

this traditional cultural property and has concluded that portions of this area are eligible for
inclusion in the NRHP as properties of cultural and religious importance (PCRI). BLM
chose to use the term PCRI to denote an eligible property and to avoid confusion with the
more general term of traditional cultural property, which may or may not be eligible for the
NRHP. As discussed in Section 2.4.11.5 of the Final EIS, the proposed Cortez Hills
Complex was located and designed to avoid the Mount Tenabo/White Cliffs PCRI boundary
to the east of the proposed project boundary. Please see the response to comment O-003-
021 regarding the U.S. State Department response to the U.N. CERD decision.
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0-003-093

Comment noted. Please see the responses to comments O-003-004 (regarding access and
Native American uses of the project vicinity), O-003-005 (regarding the Religious Freedom
Restoration Act), and O-003-011 (regarding current usage of proposed disturbance areas).
Also see Section 3.9 of the EIS for additional information relative to potential effects to
Native American traditional values.

0-003-094

Please see the response to comment O-003-006 relative to the pifion groves in the project
boundary. Also see the response to comment O-003-004 relative to access in the project
vicinity and response to comment O-003-011 regarding current usage of proposed
disturbance areas.

0-003-095

CGM has provided the following description of these access issues. Free-lance
videographer George Gage requested permission for a mine tour on October 17 and 18,
2005, to film a feature on the Dann’s disputes with the BLM; CGM declined to give
permission for Mr. Gage to film on the mine site. Instead, Western Shoshone Defense
Project representatives took Mr. Gage to the Horse Canyon ET Blue area, where
exploration drilling was occurring. As part of the visit, Carrie Dann approached a drill rig. A
CGM representative stopped Ms. Dann as she neared the drill rig, as she was entering a
hazardous work area. The CGM employee also advised the camera crew that they needed
to maintain a safe distance from the drill rig. Relative to passage on exploration roads, a
drill rig typically occupies approximately 50 percent of an exploration road; passage is
allowed past a drill rig, although a passing vehicle would need to pass on the opposite side
of the road from the drill rig.

In November 2005, at the request of Lander County Public Works, CGM assisted Lander
County with repair work on County Road 225. A van transporting members of the Battle
Mountain Band of Western Shoshone arrived during the repair work. The van was delayed
by the construction activities until it could safely pass the work area.

CGM has not prohibited access to federal lands; CGM has on more than one occasion
provided access to its private lands for Western Shoshone cultural activities.
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0-003-096

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM; please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Please see Section
3.2.2 of the EIS relative to potential impacts to seeps and springs.

0-003-097

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM; please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Please see Section
3.2.2 of the EIS relative to potential impacts to seeps and springs.

0-003-098

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the
responses to comments 0-003-005 (relative to the Religious Freedom Restoration Act), O-
003-008 (relative to visual effects and the entirety of Mount Tenabo), and O-003-011
(relative to existing disturbance and current usage of the study area).
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0-003-099
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.

0-003-100
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.

As clarification, no caves or cliffs would be physically disturbed by the proposed project.

0-003-101
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.

0-003-102
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.

0-003-103
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.

Cortez Hills Expansion Project Final EIS Page 149



Cortez Hills Expansion Project Final EIS

0-003-104

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the
responses to comments O-003-004 (relative to access) and O-003-011 (relative to current
use of the area of proposed disturbance).

0-003-105

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also,
potential effects to the other resources mentioned in the comment were considered in
Sections 3.2, 3.4, 3.5, 3.10, 3.15, 3.16 of the EIS.

0-003-106
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.
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0-003-107
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.

0-003-108

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM; please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see Sections
3.2 relative to water resources, 3.4 relative to vegetation, 3.5 relative to wildlife, and 3.10
relative to air quality.

0-003-109

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values (including water) associated with the
proposed project were considered by the BLM; please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see
Section 3.2.2 of the EIS relative to potential impacts to water resources.
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0-003-110
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.

0-003-111

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the
response to comment O-003-008.

0-003-112
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.
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0-003-113
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.

0-003-114

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the
response to comment O-001-058 relative to noise.

0-003-115
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.

0-003-116
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.
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0-003-117

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also, please see
the response to comment O-003-004.

Note that this comment is the same as comment O-003-080.

0-003-118

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the
response to comment O-003-004 relative to Native American use of the project vicinity.

Although evidence of burials has not been found on Mount Tenabo, the BLM has
designated the top of Mount Tenabo and the White Cliffs as a property of cultural and
religious importance. The proposed project has been designed to avoid physical
disturbance of these areas as discussed in Section 2.4.11.5 of the EIS.

Note that this comment is the same as comment O-003-081.

0-003-119

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the
response to comment O-003-004 relative to Native American use of the project vicinity.
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0-003-120

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the
response to comment O-003-008.

Note that this comment is the same as comment O-003-083.

0-003-121

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the
response to comment O-003-004.

Note that this comment is the same as comment O-003-084.

0-003-122

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the
response to comment O-001-058 relative to noise as related to Native American traditional
values.

Note that this comment is the same as comment O-003-085.

0-003-123

The project-specific issues for analysis of Native American traditional values were identified
based on information provided by the tribes during conduct of Native American consultation,
communication, and coordination, and the ethnographic study prepared for the proposed
project. The identified issues as they relate to Native American use of the project vicinity
were analyzed in Section 3.9.2.1 of the EIS. Also see the responses to comment O-001-005
(relative to potential impacts to springs), O-003-004 (relative to Native American uses in the
project vicinity), and O-003-008 (relative to Mount Tenabo).

Note that this comment is the same as comment O-003-086.

0-003-124
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.

Note that this comment is the same as comment O-003-087.
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0-003-125

As clarification, the proposed project would not be the first mine in the vicinity of Mount
Tenabo. As discussed in Section 2.2 of the EIS, Mount Tenabo and adjacent areas have
been the object of silver and gold mining, milling, and exploration since 1862. Modern
production of gold in the area started in the 1950s. Historic, recent, and currently operating
mines on and near Mount Tenabo are shown in Figure 2-26 and discussed in Section
2.6.1.1 of the EIS.

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.

0-003-126

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the
response to comment O-003-008.

0-003-127
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.
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0-003-128
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.

As clarification, the EIS analysis did not indicate that the "Mountain" would be poisoned.
Blasting and mining activities associated with the proposed Cortez Hills Pit would be located
in the Cortez Hills Complex that would be adjacent to the existing Cortez Complex (see
Figure 2-3). Please see the response to comment O-001-058 relative to noise as it relates
to Native American traditional values.

Page 159



0-003-129

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the
response to comment O-003-011 relative to the proposed Cortez Hills Complex.

0-003-130

Please see the response to comment O-003-008.

0-003-131
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.

0-003-132

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM; please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the
response to comment O-001-028 relative to plants of importance to Native American
traditional values. As discussed in the response to comment O-001-031 and the Water
Management Activities subsection of Section 3.4.2.1 of the EIS, potential groundwater
drawdown related effects to identified upland species would not be anticipated.
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0-003-133

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS regarding impacts
to these resources and values. Also see Section 3.2 relative to potential impacts to water
resources.

0-003-134

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the
response to comment O-003-011.

0-003-135

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS for a discussion of
the Ruby Valley Treaty.
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0-003-136

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS regarding impacts
to these resources and values.

0-003-137
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.

0-003-138
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.
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0-003-139
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.

0-003-140

The project-specific issues for analysis of Native American traditional values were identified
based on information provided by the tribes during conduct of Native American consultation,
communication, and coordination, and the ethnographic study prepared for the proposed
project. The identified issues as they relate to Native American use of the project vicinity
were analyzed in Section 3.9.2.1 of the EIS. Also see the response to comment O-003-008.

0-003-141

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the
response to comment O-003-011.

0-003-142
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.

0-003-143

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the
response to comment O-003-011.
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B-001-001

Comment noted.

M.L. ENTERPRISES = "EO-MA koo
P.O. Box 140014 Duckwater, NV 893!%1 ROVST Haiihi. 5
(775) 863-0245 el gl 22

E-mail: mlenterprises@simple.fet
November 16, 2007

Mr. Christopher Worthington
BLM, Baitle Mountain Field Office
50 Bastian Rd.

Battle Mountain, NV 89820

Subject: Cortez Hills Expansion Project

Dear Mr. Worthington:

I am a Duckwater Shoshone Indian. My grandparents and parents were one of the
founding families of the Duckwater Shoshone. P’ve spent most of my life on the
Duckwater Reservation. For the last twenty-five years or so I’ve managed Health
and social Services for the Tribe and been involved with tribal politics at the council
level. I have some pretty good insight on Reservation Indian life and issues. I'd like
to share my thoughts with you concerning the Cortez Hill Expansion Project.

B-001-001 My husband and I operate a small business that provides services and products for
the reclamation and environmental aspects of the mining industry. We’ve been
involved with the Cortez mine folks for several years. Over the past three years
we’ve employed nineteen workers, ten Native Americans and nine non-Indians.
Our ability to provide these job opportunities is dae primarily to the activities at
Cortez Gold mines. We see first hand the huge amount of time and expense they
put into protecting the environment during their mining operation. They apply the
same emphasis on their reclamation projects that in part explore the possibilities of
establishing vegetation on old and new high walls. We’ve seen nothing that would
indicate Barrick isn’t genuinely concerned about environmental and social issues.

We’ve attended Barrick/Native American meetings. We’ve seen first hand the extra
distance Barrick is going to be 2 good neighbor to the tribes. Barrick is not a fly by
night operation. Barrick sees more than Cortez Hills in their future. They don’t
want to make enemies of the Shoshone, or the non-Indian communities for that
matter. Barrick shows concern and respect for Native American land and cultural
issues. They offer financial assistance to tribal social projects and education.
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B-001-002
Comment noted. The BLM acknowledges the mining industry's contribution to local
employment, including job opportunities for Native Americans.

B-001-003

Comment noted.

Cortez Hills Expansion Project Final EIS Page 167



B-002-001

Comment noted.

November 5, 2007

Mr. Christopher Worthington

Bureau of Land Management, Battle Mountain Field Office
50 Bastian Road

Battle Mountain, NV 89820

Dear Mr. Worthington:

After receiving notification that the EIS for the Cortez Hills Expansion was available | read the executive
summary and found that the project could lead to a substantial benefit to the surrounding communities.
The impact on our business, Plumb Line Mechanical, Inc, of Elko, NV will be very high.

We specialize in mine mechanical work (i.e. plumbing, heating, and refrigeration) at many of our areas
mines including the current Cortez locations. Last year, work at the mines accounted for more than 50%
of our business. We would benefit from this project during the 18 month construction period as well as
for the years after due to our mill support department.

B-002-001| Although it would be very beneficial for our business to have the work at the Cortez Hills expansion it is
more important to us that our community and the surrounding ones survive. The jobs that would be
created and the $45 million in wages would impact our communities and rural Nevada for the better.
Those wages, considering the multiplier effect, could result in many times the amount of wages earned
in the project. Northern Nevada could greatly benefit from the expansion of this mine.

We fully support the expansion and would like to remain informed on any decisions or updates that
come available. If there is a mailing list concerning this project/expansion please add us to it:
Plumb Line Mechanical

PO Box 2666

Elko, NV 89803

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Mk, 7%

Nick Lissolo
Finance Manager
Plumb Line Mechanical

PLUMBLIKE MECHAMNICAL INC
T75:-753-PLUMB = 775-753-T587 FAX = 449 W. Commercial 5t = P.D. Box 2666 « Elko, Nevads 83803
WV CONTRACTORS LIGENSE #57651 = # 50245
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B-003-001

Comment noted.
PO Box 310

West End Owen St.
Lyman, WY 82937

Office: (307) 787-6333 B-003-002

Fax: (307) 787-3124
Comment noted.

9 o I o B P8 T TR

JQINDY 16 PHI2: 10

SERVING ALL YDUR INDUSTRIAL NEEDS.

MNovember 13, 2007 " : i

Mr. Christopher Worthington
Bureau of Land Management
Battle Mountain Field Office
50 Bastian Road

Battle Mountain, NV 89820

Letter of Support for Barrick Gold Corp
Cortez Mine Expansion

Dear Mr. Worthington:

Redi Services, LLC strongly supports Barrick's efforts to expand its Cortez Mine in Lander
County, Nevada.

| visited the proposed mine site earlier this month. Further, | attended the November 8" public
meeting held at the Crescent Valley Community Center. | wish to thank the BLM for the
informative November 6™ meeting and the knowledgeable staff members who were prepared to
answer the various questions directed to them.

B-003-001

B-003-002 | strongly support Barrick's expansion plans. The concept and application of multiple uses
certainly is applicable in this project. If there ever was a piece of property that lends itself to
mining, this project fits that standard.

Barrick has long demonstrated its ability to be outstanding stewards of public lands, and run a top
flight operation. All of Barrick's operations are world class, environmentally compliant and done
in a safe manner. Mine operations at the proposed location would be an ideal match for the
usage of the land. Barrick will take all measures to mitigate impacts on the environment -- their
track record lends credibility to Barrick doing all that is asked of them from an environmental
compliance perspective. Further, from past practices, it is obvious that Barrick does a great job in
comporting with its reclamation requirements and responsibilities.

In addition to doing business in the right way, Barrick's proposal produces positive community
and regional econcmical benefits. Northern Nevada is strongly benefited by the solid and well
paid jobs that this project will engender. Further, our national, state, county and local government
receipts of substantial taxes from this operation will go a long way to enhance the quality of life in
northern Nevada. Schools, roads, health services and other public/governmental services will be
financially aided by this expansion project.

Redi Services supports Barrick's thoughtful and beneficial mine expansion project. We request
the BLM to give timely permission to go forward with this mine expansion. Please feel free o call
me should you have any questions or need additional information at the letterhead number.

Sincerely,

Jay%;rson

CFO
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B-004-001

Comment noted.
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[-001-001

Comment noted.
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[-002-001
Please see the BLM's letter (attached following this letter) in response to the request for an
extension of the Draft EIS public comment period.

1-002-002
Comment noted. Potential impacts to Native American traditional values are discussed in
Section 3.9 of the EIS.

[-002-003
Comment noted. Please see Section 3.2, Water Resources and Geochemistry, and Section
3.5, Wildlife and Fisheries, of the EIS for discussions of these potential impacts.

[-002-004

Comment noted. As clarification, the proposed project facilities would be located within the
existing Pipeline and Cortez complexes and immediately south of the Cortez Complex at
the newly proposed Cortez Hills Complex as discussed in Section 2.4 and shown in Figure
2-3 of the EIS.

[-002-005

Please see the response to comment 1-002-001.
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[-003-001

Comment noted.

[-003-002

Comment noted.

[-003-003

Comment noted.

[-003-004

Comment noted.

[-003-005

Comment noted.
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[-004-001

The proposed Cortez Hills facilities and activities were designed to avoid disturbing the
historic Cortez townsite and the historic Cortez cemetery. These areas would be outside
the proposed disturbance area.

As discussed in Sections 2.4.11.8, CGM would provide continued access to the Cortez
townsite. CGM also would provide access for family members visiting the Cortez cemetery.

[-004-002

The Cortez cemetery was not identified as a noise-sensitive receptor for the EIS analysis.
However, noise levels at the cemetery would be moderate, seldom rising above about 60
dBA. As shown in Table 3.16-1, this level would be equivalent to noise levels in a large
business office. Although not extreme, some visitors may find these levels obtrusive,
especially considering existing ambient noise levels. Over the life of the mine, pit noise
levels, in particular, would decline as the depth of the pit increased since the pit wall would
function as a terrain barrier.

An analysis of potential vibration effects to the Cortez cemetery was not conducted for the
EIS. Based on the nature of modern blasting techniques and vibration observations
conducted for another Nevada mine project, however, it is highly unlikely that proposed
blasting activity would adversely affect the stability of graves in the cemetery. It is
assumed that damage to headstones also would be unlikely, although some of the
headstones in the cemetery are quite old and may be fragile. To address this concern,
CGM has committed to conducting an inventory of the headstones prior to mining and
conducting periodic monitoring during operations to identify any damage so that
preventative measures or repairs could be quickly and appropriately accomplished (see
Section 2.4.11.9 of the Final EIS).

As discussed in Section 3.10.2 of the EIS, dispersion modeling was conducted for four
criteria pollutants, including fugitive dust. Although the Cortez cemetery was not identified
as one of the sensitive receptors for modeling purposes, modeling was conducted for eight
sensitive receptors, including the historic Cortez townsite and points of public access.
Modeling results show that the maximum concentrations of regulated pollutants (including
fugitive dust) would not exceed National or Nevada Ambient Air Quality Standards.

[-004-003

Due to its location within the larger Cortez townsite area, the cemetery would be more than
0.25 mile from the proposed project boundary, and more than 0.3 mile from any proposed
facility. Therefore, the townsite would form an effective buffer area between the cemetery
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and mining-related activity.

CGM has worked, and would continue to work, with family members to develop a security
plan for the cemetery that would maintain unrestricted access for family members while
discouraging general traffic to the area. To limit knowledge of the cemetery location, the
route to the cemetery would not be marked and would be posted as CGM private property,
only to be accessed with permission from CGM. CGM has granted permission to family
members for unrestricted access to the cemetery.

[-004-004

Comment noted.
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[-005-001
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS.

[-005-002

The former Horse Canyon Mine discussed in the comment is outside the project boundary
and not related to the proposed project. However, for clarification, the hole that formed in
the Horse Canyon Pit is discussed below based on information provided by CGM. Photos
of the hole in the Horse Canyon Pit are presented in Section F2 of this appendix.

As evidenced in the photo by the calcite formation in the hole, the void was a solution
cavity (approximately 200 feet deep) that had formed in the limestone host rock. At the time
of its excavation, the area was not saturated. Mining activities in Horse Canyon were
conducted at an elevation of approximately 8,100 feet above mean sea level (amsl),
compared to a local water table of deeper than 7,000 feet amsl. Also, as shown by the
photographs, there was no “underground river” in the hole. As a result, the backfill did not
affect the local groundwater hydrology.

During mining in the Cortez Pit in 1973, excavations cut through a hydrologically significant
fault structure that resulted in an in-rush of groundwater. At the time, the pit inflow was
larger than the mine’s ability to pump, and therefore, mining operations in the Cortez Pit
ceased. A pit lake subsequently formed in the Cortez Pit and apparently was stocked with
fish; the fish stocking was not conducted, or authorized, by the BLM or CGM.

Water levels in the Cortez Pit lake began to decline in 1996, and the pit lake drained
completely by 1999. The hydrologic explanation for the water levels in the Cortez Pit area
was discussed in the South Pipeline EIS (BLM 2000a), annual monitoring reports from
1998 through 2002 (Brown & Caldwell 1998, 1999; Geomega 2001, 2002b, 2003b), and is
discussed in the response to comment O-001-119.
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[-005-003

Comment noted. Please see Section 3.4.1.2 in the EIS, Detailed Vegetation Types, for a
description of pifion mortality rates within the region. Also see Section 3.5, Wildlife and
Fisheries Resources, regarding potential impacts to wildlife.

[-005-004

As clarification, the hole in the Horse Canyon Pit was less than 200 feet deep. As
discussed in the response to comment 1-005-002, the hole was above the local ambient
groundwater table, and it did not contain an underground river. As such, it was not
connected to a local aquifer. The hole did not have an adverse effect on pit wall stability in
the Horse Canyon Pit.

Relative to the slope failure noted in the comment, while mining operations were
completing the final bench in the Horse Canyon South Pit in 1986, geologists detected a
wedge failure and shut down operations. A few days later, the wedge failure occurred.
There was insufficient ore left on the final bench to merit restarting operations.

As demonstration of compliance with permit requirements and to provide for early
identification of potential problems requiring mitigation, the BLM and the State of Nevada
require CGM to monitor the active and reclaimed mining and exploration projects in the
CGM Area (including those around Mt. Tenabo) and submit all monitoring data quarterly in
fulfillment of obligations under Water Pollution Control Permit NEV0000023, Reclamation
Permit 0217, and Reclamation Permit 0249. These monitoring data include groundwater
levels, groundwater chemistry, seep and spring flow rates, and evaluation of reclamation
effectiveness. Based on the monitoring data, remediation systems for waste rock drainage
at the Horse Canyon Mine were installed in 1994. Ongoing monitoring (the results of which
continue to be submitted quarterly) has shown that the system has been effective in
preventing impacts to groundwater.
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[-006-001

Comment noted.
COMMENT FORM

DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
CORTEZ HILLS EXPANSION PROJECT

Please complete this comment form today or submit to the Battle Mountain Field Office of the Bureau of
Land Management by December 4, 2007. Comments may be mailed 1o the address on the reverse side
of this form or emailed to: Stephen_Drummond & nv.bim.gov.

Comments, including names and street addresses, will be available for public review at the Battle
Mountain Field Office during regular business hours, 7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except holidays, and will be published as part of the Final EIS. Before including your

id , phone ber, emaill address, or other personal identitying information in your
comment, be advised that your entire comment and the personal identifying information may be
made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us in your comment to withhold from
public review your personal identifying information, we g that we will be able to
do so.

Please provide your comments below:
s s |
1-006-001 TwanW Loy pwhmg g Svime

I suppory Mo pvdbvadion of s wminel,

Commentor:

Name: (’]TPE\ '\2 \\OU\nQ,{ Title:
Mailing address: thi S. Wowrge S

City, State, Zip Cade: _ 10w Py (1

Phone: 203 G0 B13D Fax: E-mail:
If you would like to receive future project-related information, fill in the box on the reverse side of
this form.

Thank you for your interest and participation!
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[-007-001

Comment noted.

COMMENT FORM

DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
CORTEZ HILLS EXPANSION PROJECT

Please complete this comment form today or submit to the Battle Mountain Field Office of the Bureau of
Land Management by December 4, 2007. Comments may be mailed to the address on the reverse side
of this form or emailed to: Stephen_Drummond @nv.bim.gov.

Comments, including names and street addresses, will be available for public review at the Battle
Mountain Field Office during regular business hours, 7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday through
Frir.lly, axoep( holidays, and will be published as part of the Final EIS. Before including your

ber, email add , or other personal identifying information in your
comment ‘be advised that your entire comment and the personal identifying information may be
made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us in your comment to withhold from
public review your personal identifylng Information, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to

do so.
Please provide your c« ts b
‘ 7 4 . . N
SRS / LA ede '/Lp;f.:( IMiiqe A ”/V da i il | /@ao%
s r.f/‘ Lt bty r.’f(‘-r\dl [ radce 4 i b o
?fjéo A &?’1;.9—? 'ﬂ\( ‘é—m.c_Af"c }(/’crw-\ /"d,.(d'p‘;-;,',}[(
A g LA /".{{ AL 6{1-"’:; 1/ -’.‘I\ Pl :161'—1{
L Ak i-\r;’ J -;/ﬁ'\ [ jﬁn/( ?;fé’--!/{ Seeoed.
Commentor: (C,,
Name: if 0%.;' Mo Title:
Mailing address: 2048 £ w‘a? it e
City, State, Zip Code: Elbe NV £9901
175 —934-3%¢2 Fax: E-mail:
If you would like to ive future project-related information, fill In the box on the reverse side of
this form.

Thank you for your interest and participation!
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[-008-001

Comment noted.
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[-008-002

Please see the responses to comments O-001-005 (relative to seeps and springs), O-003-
004 (relative to the ethnographic study and consultation and coordination), and O-003-081
(relative to potential grave sites).

[-008-003
Please see the response to comment O-001-005.

[-008-004

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed project were
considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the response to comment
0-003-004.

[-008-005

Comment noted. Monitoring and mitigation measures are included in Section 3.2.4 of the
EIS to address potential impacts to springs, seeps, and streams that may be affected by
project-related groundwater drawdown.

[-008-006

Comment noted. The Draft EIS analysis fully evaluated potential project-related impacts to
Native American traditional values (Section 3.9); water resources (Section 3.2); and other
biological, human, and cultural resources in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act. Also see the response to comment O-003-021 relative to BLM's responsibility in
authorizing mineral rights access on certain federal lands and the federal laws and
regulations that govern the BLM's review and approval process.
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 COMMENT FORM
S0TNCY 73 Pl i2: 1 | DRAFT

‘ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

CORTEZ HILLS EXPANSION PROJECT

Please complete this gomment form today or submit to the Battle Mountain Field Office of the Bureau of
Land Management b} December 4, 2007. Comments may be mailed to the address on the reverse side
of this form or emailed.to: Stephen_Drummond @nv.bim.gov.

Comments, including names and street addresses, will be available for public review at the Battle
Mountain Field Office during regular business hours, 7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday through
and will ublished as part of the Final EIS. Before Including your
, emdil ress, or other personal identifying information In your

4" =al iderifing information, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to

do so,

Pl

Commnlg_rj, - .
Name: _Fale THE Tite: /- S . T et tf

Mailng adress: _/ 27/ Crpeleiwa
City, State, Zip Code: Eﬂlﬁo P A 5 Yo/

Phone: Fax: E-mail:
If you would like to receive future project-related information, flll in the box on the reverse side of
this form.

Thank you for your interest and participation!
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1-009-001
Comment noted. As identified in the comment, potential impacts to Native American traditional
values associated with the proposed project were considered by the BLM.
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[-010-001
Comment noted. Please see the fifth bullet under Section 2.4.11.3 and Mitigation Measure
COMMENT FORM NAL1 in Section 3.9 in the EIS relative to pifion-juniper clearing and use.

DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
CORTEZ HILLS EXPANSION PROJECT

Please complete this comment form today or submit fo the Battle Mountain Field Office of the Bureau of
Land Management by December 4, 2007. Comments may be mailed to the address on the reverse side
of this form or emailed to: Stephen_Drummond @nv.blm.gov.

Comments, including names and street addresses, will be available for public review at the Battle
Mountain Field Office during regular business hours, 7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except holidays, and will be published as part of the Final EIS. Before including your
address, phone number, email address, or other personal identifying information in your
comment, be advised that your entire t and the p | identifying information may be
made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us in your comment to withhold from
publi iew your p | identifying information, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to
do so.

Please provide your comments below:

1-010-001 | _(NOER THE CORTEZ HILLS EXPANSION AROTECT /612 ACRES pF_ TimBER

(PN Pine-Tuns PER) aliLL BE REMOVED. CORTEZ GOLD MINES OUNS ONLY THE CLAINS To

THE SUBSURFACE MINERALS - THEY Do NOT OWN ANY RIGHTS To THE SURFACE RESOURCES-
R OF THE SURFACE RESOURCES. : ITH

FULL ¢TIL1ZATION OF ALLRESOURCE S ON (TS LAND, BLM 18 RRUIRED TO

£ LT il - ESTE D

PUT 7o ool USE AND NOT WASTED. MANY FAMILIES N THE AREA OF THE

EXPANSION PROTECT HEAT THEIR HOMES SOLELY WITH PINON PINE -

JUMNIPER FIREWOOD AND THIS WOULD BE A VERY BENEFI/CIAL

CPPORTUNITY FOR ALL.

Commentor:

Name: 4. AIRKFATREICA Title:
Mailing address: S0X 2/4/26
City, State, Zip Code: CRESCANT YAl , MY 83821

Phone: Fax: E-mail:
If you would like to receive future project-related information, fill in the box on the reverse side of
this form.

Thank you for your interest and participation!
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1-011-001

[-011-001

Comment noted.

COMMENT FORM

DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
CORTEZ HILLS EXPANSION PROJECT

Please complete this comment form today or submit to the Battle Mountain Field Office of the Bureau of
Land Management by December 4, 2007. Comments may be mailed to the address on the reverse side
of this form or emailed to: Stephen Drummond@nv.bim.gov.

Comments, including names and street addresses, will be available for public review at the Battle
Mountain Field Office during regular business hours, 7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except holidays, and will be published as part of the Final EIS. Before including your
address, phone number, email address, or other personal identifying information in your
comment, be advised that your entire comment and the personal identifying information may be
made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us in your comment to withhold from
public review your personal identifying information, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to

do so.

Please provide your ts below:

The Coctex Hi(s Peoieod 15 cpibienl to dle Sovpinld of
L€ AR N omie flat mnle Fo s Pkt mee Bump boy oo ot
o "]"'{,‘p_ € ifire -2 duitls, wP poe ERscwacu e 3 beewl  Wegikes
Ve  Eveeceid] Lvallese:

/1?:-.1\.7-.;- 1< " Lorler aofd miines /3 A respons fle gininag
I ! |

(o o R Pl Bl J\J o e o F‘\“'\ wisdlh 1o L( r:(uf.. o < Ao 7'.-r
Boal Uaead Ilias : . ‘*w..\r‘m.‘ "Ju :‘I”,.-a Mining .“?m:'"'fu; 71“’-{ ‘
Covdes  Cald wilae 2 in e 2 T o A 3’ /‘:w;-.r;
]Dev g Eo. el - ,.Dﬂ j".w_,- e Eyce Pc!w*fﬁ “'.’;l‘,;f. /4\; Lo r Bt :.WV}-‘/ CI
|fz' A ) SYanelnrele  mre e W o eiee., A Fo

Fll P L O £ o ‘r”L'i o u"':, /:, T ‘)/g y%’g )/(c_7f 7{/;8 {l:g.; 2Ty ——A-«S_?/r
/

Comm W o o Pt 2

Name: '.:??/ ma/zg )/? lagte Title: v.m-/ci’c-:rﬁu-ﬁ';/ag-‘.w -~z
Mailing address: 2 0. [row <2jr00s =

City, State, Zip Code: (Zrvyon? UM, M. S8/

Phone: (755/) siig- o320  Fad” Email:é’.om.mﬂ ﬁ:,_),yw‘zq e W

If you would like to ive future project-rel information, fill in the box on the reverse side of
this form.

Thank you for your interest and participation!
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-012-001

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed project were
considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the response to comment
0-003-004.

[-012-002

Comment noted. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS for discussion of the Ruby Valley Treaty.

[-012-003
Comment noted. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS for discussion on the Ruby Valley
Treaty.
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[-012-004

Comment noted.
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[-013-001

Comment noted.

COMMENT FORM

DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
CORTEZ HILLS EXPANSION PROJECT

Please complete this comment form today or submit to the Battle Mountain Field Office of the Bureau of
Land Management by December 4, 2007. Comments may be mailed to the address on the reverse side
of this form or emailed to: Stephen_Drummond @ nv.bim.gov.

Comments, including names and street addresses, will be available for public review at the Battle
Mountain Field Office during regular business hours, 7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except holidays, and will be published as part of the Final EIS. Before including your
address, phone number, email address, or other personal identifying information in your
comment, be advised that your entire comment and the personal identifying information may be
made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us in your comment to withhold from
public review your personal identifying information, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to
do so.

Please provide your comments below:

1-013-001 .};/)"G Iﬂa"-ﬂjéc-’! M#{(/ éu_ SN &S ] Py i;; 2ot "g&- Fitre /
/Uj"ur:zﬂ /""" r_‘w-éln.,/._, ivr :‘élvn.‘ A/\ P g teng  apfpravel
i = v 7Y
'*QJ' %es AR
Commentor:
= = A7 ?
Name: __Sob /(S cher Title: Cwu'../f;-;v (aes fee

Malling address: _s/Gier 7o £ D
City, State, Zip Code: L gbe wead . o G925

Phone: _Ferz- = =3-91F % Fax: E-mail: fwte 54T [0/ . com
If you would like to receive future project-related information, fill in the box on the reverse side of
this form.

Thank you for your interest and participation!
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[-014-001

Comment noted.
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[-015-001

Comment noted.

COMMENT FORM

DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
CORTEZ HILLS EXPANSION PROJECT

Please complete this comment form today or submit to the Battle Mountain Field Office of the Bureau of
Land Management by December 4, 2007. Comments may be mailed to the address on the reverse side
of this form or emailed to: Stephen_Drummond@nv.blm.gov.

Comments, including names and street addresses, will be available for public review at the Battle
Mountain Field Office during regular business hours, 7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except holidays, and will be published as part of the Final EIS. Before including your
address, phone number, email address, or other personal identifying Information in your
comment, be advised that your entire comment and the personal identitying information may be
made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us in your comment to withhold from
public review your personal identifying information, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to
do so.

Please provide your comments below: y %
ro15-001| N, nina }'IQ%, SHPPor‘k’d my ‘&fml U—(:O‘I'
“heee I aenccaNons _and  Thae proch\mﬂ
an _~d¥cafon Yol Yeachers,’ nurses,

=
ot communirse Mining — Can be  done
Sadely  While  being  condeience of- Tbrsiid
:‘I‘xﬁ) Jiwpact ‘fﬁ& anf()r\‘rr\en'F J:"Supmr#

Cocde. il _oxmnsion pc%@;t, -
" Tion ot minise alve <o
that  hgrd  plbiag people. Ll fyre
g%ygﬁ Fobs ZZ]g/ ikl o hoss  Auericad
Aéser vVeB  Tp ,Of05/€/ wand  provide He 207"
cggﬂmﬁm of T facpels | ol bors | and g/;fmczﬁs te

—/ﬁ Lommuni
Name: J'e Title:

Mailing address: _t: (), a4 SY

City, State, Zip Code: _T=1¥ O N J 8‘:} O3

Phone: 7_}5 = 73’3 ~ lDDLH} Fax: E-mail;

:th?n;.lo would like to ive future project-related information, fill in the box on the reverse side of

Thank you for your interest and participation!
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[-016-001

Comment noted.

COMMENT FORM

DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
CORTEZ HILLS EXPANSION PROJECT

Please complete this comment form today or submit to the Battle Mountain Field Office of the Bureau of
Land Management by December 4, 2007. Comments may be mailed to the address on the reverse side
of this form or emailed to: Stephen_Drummond @nv.bim.gov.

Comments, including names and street addresses, will be available for public review at the Battle
Mountain Field Office during regular business hours, 7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except holidays, and will be published as part of the Final EIS. Before including your
address, phone number, email address, or other personal identifying information In your
comment, be advised that your entire t and the p | identifying information may be
made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us in your comment to withhold from
public review your personal identifying information, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to
do so.

Please provide your comments below: t
1-016-001 !/Fﬂ_ﬂ,_.g {4/1 (ke - THATS LJHAT A= ’[’M\z—\(&&
ngm_ - gy S diplh 45 A TTH T HE ?H%Mmdbm
_;;q— QALU&. Lavidd s . 4+ v Dovidd Ecoriovac
{m?kbcrk?w —TH(s ACA . Midk cldAr 4
M el adE

Commentor:/ /1 L‘j . oy
Name: { iL@ - Title: _}u@ D V'V"D
Mailing address: C:/'f} R ( L NF p’-\(ut( T jL‘MD P/!"Iﬁ) 125 ¢4

City, State, Zip Code: B0 €5‘\C Al D @ T V(e

Phone: Fax: E-mail: é "{’{L. &) ‘-'aw MR D
If you would like to receive future project-related information, fill in the box m'{ the ravar!;:éslde of
this form.

Thank you for your interest and participation!
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[-017-001

Comment noted.
COMMENT FORM
DRAFT

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
CORTEZ HILLS EXPANSION PROJECT

Please complete this comment form today or submit to the Battle Mountain Field Office of the Bureau of
Land Management by December 4, 2007. Comments may be mailed to the address on the reverse side
of this form or emailed to: Stephen_Drummond@nv.bim.gov.

Comments, including names and street addresses, will be available for public review at the Battle
Mountain Field Office during regular business hours, 7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except holidays, and will be published as part of the Final EIS. Before including your
address, phone ber, email add , or other personal identifying information in your
comment, be advised that your entire comment and the personal identifying information may be
made publicly available al any time. While you can ask us in your comment to withhold from
public review your personal identifying Information, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to

Qg S?[\\QF*‘L@QQ & N\ew)
S (E&m\\\?g\\\)\ gﬁbbwomf
S AN Y™ - P
(<Nl dont & Mo ogprogald
S Thel Colee (T Prod AT

Please provide your comments below:
ro17-001 | ey ¢ . F®0\D§\\V\ 4

commentt) SOl e et ong MER

S o
Majlingadd;ess: &@ K L%\t £y 0= ;
City, State, Zip Code: (¢ O T {@3 Y a4 (7
SOIATEST2E

Phone Fax: E-mail:
If you would like to receive future project-related information, fill in the box on the reverse side of
this form.

Thank you for your interest and participation!
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[-018-001

As clarification, no potential mercury contamination was identified in the EIS analysis (see
Sections 3.2 and 3.10 of the EIS). Please see the response to comment 0O-003-125 relative
to historic and current mining and exploration activities within and near the project
boundary. Also see the response to comment O-003-021 relative to BLM's review and
approval of mining plans.

1-018-002
Comment noted. See Table 3.0-1 in the EIS relative to wild horses.
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[-019-001

Comment noted.
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[-020-001

Comment noted.

[-020-002

Comment noted.

[-020-003

Comment noted.

[-020-004

Comment noted.
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[-020-005

Comment noted.

[-020-006

Comment noted.
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[-021-001

Comment noted.
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[-022-001

Comment noted.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 09:41 AM —

Tom Barron <tbarron@hevanet.com>
11/15/2007 06:29 PM

Flease respond to

tbarron@hevanet com
To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4

Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
| write to tell you that | opp Cortez Gald Mi rick's proposed Cortez Hills project.

1-022-001
| don't believe we need to sacrifice what little is left of the Native American's sacred ground in order to increase $$%
for a few.

We've taken almost their entire country, can't we |eave something for their edification???

Tom Barron

3737 W 117th Ave Space 33
Suite BOB

Beaverton, OR 97005
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[-023-001

Comment noted.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/27/2007 11:25 AM —

Mark Bauman <mbauman@sonic.net>
11/15/2007 06:37 PM

Flease respond to
mbauman@sonic.net

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
1-023-001 | @re you nuts? even thinking about granting a gold mine here is sick and evil....GROW UP, FELLAS

YOU DON'T HAVE TO GIVE EVERY GREEDY CORPORATICN EVERYTHING THEY WANT ...

YOU DONT HAVE TO EMULATE DICK CHENEY, WHO LETS ANY CORPORATION DO ANYTHING, AS LONG AS
HE AND HIS PALS GET A PAYOFF ...

WAKE THE HELL UP!
Mark Bauman
2020 Albany DrA

Suite 808
Santa Rosa, CA 95401
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[-024-001

Comment noted.

1-024-002

CGM has implemented, and would continue to implement, employment and education
programs identified through BLM consultation and coordination to attract and retain
Western Shoshone tribal members as mine employees or tribal observers.

[-024-003

Comment noted.

1-024-004

Comment noted. As shown in Figure 3.2-14 of the EIS, at 100 years post-dewatering, the
groundwater levels in the local areas surrounding the pits are not predicted to completely
recover. Groundwater that discharges into the pit lakes (to replace water loss by
evaporation from the pit lake surface and groundwater outflow from the Cortez Hills Pit
lake) is expected to result in the development of a localized cone of depression in the water
table that would persist into the future.

[-024-005

Comment noted.

[-024-006

Comment noted.
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1-025-001
Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed project were
considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the responses to

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DON on 11/28/2007 09:47 AM —— comments 0-003-004 and O-003-006.

Ned Coates <blazecee@aol.com>
11/15/2007 12:00 PM

Flease respond to
blazecee@aol.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
<4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
Haven't we done enough to the Western Sheshone? We've cut down the Pinon Pines, appropriated much of their
land, and interfered with their hunting and ranching

I1-025-001

| oppose the Cortez Hills mining project, and so should youl. The ethical, legal, and scientific reasons are clear,
Sincerely,

Ned Coates

154 English Hill Rd

Suite 808
Cogan Station, PA 17728
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[-026-001

Comment noted.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 10:44 AM —

Charles Compton pton@ lum.com>
11/21/2007 06:24 AM

Flease respond to
ccompton@msualum.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
I-026-001 | | write to tell you that | oppose Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,
Charles Compton
322 Virginia Ave

Suite 808
Ann Arbor, M| 48103
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[-027-001

Comment noted.

1-027-002
Please see the response to comment O-001-005.
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[-028-001

Comment noted.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 09:38 AM —

Willard Daetsch <daetsch@ithaca.edu>
11/15/2007 06:23 PM

Flease respond to
daetsch@ithaca.edu

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
1-028-001 :toppose Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick’s proposed Cortez Hills project an urge the Bureau of Land Management to deny

This is sacred ground and should not be defiled.

Willare Daetsch

1344 Danby Rd.

Suite 808

Ithaca, NY 14850-8408
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1-029-001

Inadvertently, the BLM did not relay the email address for Steve Drummond to Kerry Davis.
There will be an opportunity for Kerry Davis to comment on the proposed project during the
Final EIS 30-day review period.
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[-030-001

Comment noted. Please see the response to comment O-001-005.

[-030-002

Comment noted.
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[-031-001

Comment noted.
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[-032-001
Please see the response to comment O-003-004. The EIS analysis does not indicate that
the area is a "major Native American sacred site" (see Section 3.9 of the EIS).

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 10:05 AM —

Michael Gowell <mgowell@hotmail.com>
114152007 12:48 PM

Flease respond to
mgoweli@hotmail. com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
cc
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal
Dear Sir,
1-032-001 | !write to tell you that | oppose Cortez Gald Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it
The loss of a major Mative American sacred site is unacceptable.
Sincerely,
Michael A. Gowell
Michael Gowaell

50 Tenney Hill Road
Kittery Point, ME 03805
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[-033-001

Comment noted.
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[-034-001

Comment noted.
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[-035-001

Comment noted.
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[-036-001

Comment noted.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 09:47 AM —

Leslie Kappes <les@sohogurus.net>
11/15/2007 12:02 PM

Flease respond to
les@schogurus.net

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject  Stop the Cortez Hills propasal

Dear Sir,
1-036-001 | !urge the Bureau of Land Management to deny the Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project.

The BLM has ample authority to deny this project. Please, isn't Mt Rushmore enough? It's time we stopped trampling
the rights of people in faver of the profits of private enterprise.

Thank you hearing me..if you do.
Regards,

Leslie Kappes

728 Warwick Tpke

Suite 808
Hewatt, NJ 07421
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[-037-001

Comment noted.
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1-038-001
Please see Sections 3.8 and 3.9 of the EIS relative to cultural resources and Native
American traditional values, respectively. Also see the response to comment O-003-004.

1-038-002
Comment noted. Potential impacts to wildlife and pifion pines are discussed in Sections 3.5
and 3.4 of the EIS, respectively.

[-038-003

Comment noted.

1-038-004
Comment noted.
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[-039-001

Comment noted.
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[-040-001

Comment noted.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/27/2007 11:06 AM —

Linette Mansberger <Imcopperhead@aol.com>
11/16/2007 06:58 PM

Flease respond to
Imcopperhead@aol.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
| write to tell you that | opp Cortez Gald Mi rick's proposed Cortez Hills praject. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it

1-040-001

This is not necessary and unduly harmful to the beliefs of many of our Native Americans.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,

Linette Mansberger

222 Locust Lane

Suite 808
Thomasville, PA 173684
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—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 11:51 AM —

Priscilla Mattison <smattison@aol.com>
11/20/2007 03:21 PM

Flease respond to
smattison@aol.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
<4

Subject Deny the Cortez Hills prapasal
Dear Sir,

As a concerned American who cares about the environment, | urge the BLM to oppase Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's

1-041-001 :
proposed Cortez Hills project.

The Project would blast the new Cortez Hills mine pit, covering over 300 acres and would blast a 2,200 foot hale into
Mt Tenabo. The overall Project would generate 1,577 million tons of waste rock, 53 million tons cf tailings waste and
112 million tons of cyanide-laced heap leach material.

1-041-002 | The project would cause undue degradation of the surface and groundwater resources of the area.

1-041-003 I Flease deny the plan of oparations for the Cortez Hills project
Thank you for your attention to my comments,
Regards,
Friscilia Mattison

351 Hidden River Road
Fenn Valley, PA 18072
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[-041-001

Comment noted.

[-041-002

Please see the response to comment O-001-005.

[-041-003

Comment noted.
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[-042-001

Comment noted.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 09:38 AM —

William McMullin <wmemullin@wmemullin.com>
11/15/2007 01:18 PM

Flease respond to
wmemullin@wmemullin.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
cc
Subject Please Oppose Certez Hills Project

Dear Sir,

| oppose Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick’s proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land Management to deny
it. Mining is very harmful to the environment. This nice piece of land needs to be protected.

I1-042-001
Thank you very much.
Sincerely,
William McMuliin

5802 Monticello Ave
Portage, M| 48024
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1-043-001

1-043-002

1-043-003

1-043-004

1-043-005

1-043-006 |

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/16/2007 08:44 AM —

john porterfield <jporterfield@barrick.com>
11/16/2007 08:39 AM

Flease respond to
jporterfield@barrick com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
| write to tell you that | approve of Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Caortez Hills praject. | urge the Bureau of
Land Management to approve .

The BLM has ample authority to approve this project because it will not cause "undue degradation” of Western
Shoshone religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are
not sacred to the Westem Shoshone because it never existed. Thea mine will not result in an illegal interference with
and destruction of these religious and cultural uses because they never existed before Great Basin Mine Watch.

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to approve the mine proposals that would not cause
undue degradation of cultural values — and the Depariment of Intericr acts within the law environmentalist de not. In
fact, the average working person why the Interior Department kisses enviro's ass,

There's no question that ELM should not approve this mine. The mine does unduly degrades wvital water and other
resources, and does not interfer with the destruction of ongoing and future religious practices of Western Shoshaone
pecple because they never existes.

Denying the mine is crazy for a simple reason, the mine would not permanently and irreparably destroy current and
future refigious practices and values of the Westem Shoshone pecple because they never existed in the past. MU
Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for hundreds, if
nat thousands, of years. Chinese people were buried on the mountain

Barrick, a Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry. that is really cool.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: |s it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have not been in continuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company's shareholders can profit
by feeding the jewelry market? Only Great Basin Mine Watch uses that Mountain to put people like me on the dole.

Every reasonable persen would say NO. And so does the law. Please app! the plan of op 15 for the Cortez

Hills project.

Thark you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,

john porterfield

FO Box 1801
Winnemucca, NV 83446
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[-043-001

Comment noted.

[-043-002

Comment noted.

[-043-003

Comment noted. Please see the response to comment O-001-005 relative to unnecessary

and undue degradation of water resources.

[-043-004

Comment noted.

[-043-005

Comment noted.

[-043-006

Comment noted.
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[-044-001

Comment noted.

[-044-002

Comment noted.

[-044-003
Comment noted. Please see Section 2.4 of the EIS where this information is presented and
discussed.

1-044-004
Please see the response to comment O-001-066.

[-044-005

Comment noted.

1-044-006

As discussed in Section 3.2.2.2 of the EIS, there are 11 non-CGM-owned water rights
located within the predicted mine-induced groundwater drawdown area; the groundwater
levels in 1 of the 11 locations are predicted to fully recover within 100 years after dewatering
ceases. However, as described in the EIS, impacts to individual water rights would depend
on the site-specific conditions at each location. Six of the water rights are surface water
rights; actual impacts to these water rights would depend on the site-specific hydrologic
conditions that control surface water discharge. Actual impacts to groundwater rights would
depend on the site-specific hydrogeologic conditions and well completion details. Mitigation
Measure WR2 in Section 3.2.4, Monitoring and Mitigation Measures, of the EIS was
developed to address potential impacts to water rights within the predicted groundwater
drawdown area.

1-044-007
Please see the responses to comments O-003-004 (relative to Native American traditional
values) and O-003-081 (relative to potential burials).

1-044-008
Please see the response to comment O-001-005 relative to Native American
traditional values. Also see the responses to comments 0-001-066 and 0-001-076 regarding
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the uncertainty of potential impacts to individual perennial surface waters due to site-
specific hydrologic conditions.

[-044-009

Comment noted.

Cortez Hills Expansion Project Final EIS Page 223



[-045-001

Comment noted.
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[-046-001

Comment noted.

1-046-002
Please see the responses to comments O-001-005 (relative to potential impacts to seeps
and springs) and O-003-004 (relative to Native American traditional values).

[-046-003

Comment noted.
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[-047-001

Comment noted.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 10:08 AM —

Paul Sherman <pawdek@yahoo.com>
114152007 12:32 PM

Flease respond to

pawdek@yahoo.com
To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4

Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
1-047-001 There can be no justification on earth, apart from human greed, for this action even to be considered. We have
taken everything else from the Native Americans; the least we can do is leave them their sacred places

Regards,

Paul Sherman

363 Deer Lake Drive
Suite 808

Nashville, TN 37221

Cortez Hills Expansion Project Final EIS Page 226



[-048-001

Comment noted. Per your request, you have been added to the mailing list.
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[-049-001

Comment noted.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 09:37 AM —

Cheryl Smith <cherylsmith23@earthlink.net>
11/15/2007 11:53 AM

Flease respond to
cherylsmith23@earthlink.net

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
<4

Subject Deny the Cortez Hills prapasal
Dear Sir,

1-049-001 | write to tell you that | oppose Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposec Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it

AND YOU KNOW WHY.
Cheryl Smith
Cheryl Smith

PO Bx 151494
Austin, TX 78715
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1-050-001

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 11:02 AM —

Kunda Lee Wicce <kundaleewicce@grand net>
11/15/2007 04:41 PM

Flease respond to
kundaleewicce@grandecom.net

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Cortez Hills

Dear Sir,

| oppose the Caortez Hills project and hope the Bureau of Land Management will deny the permit because it will

obliterate holy ground.

Thank you for the oppartunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Kunda Lee L Wicce

2002-A Guadalupe St PMB 230

Austin, TX 78705
512 668-6532
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[-050-001

Comment noted.
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E-001-001

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM; please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see

the response to comment O-001-005 relative to unnecessary or undue degradation; the
response to comment O-003-004 relative to Native American traditional values and use of
the area; the response to comment O-003-005 regarding RFRA; and the response to
comment O-003-011 regarding existing disturbance in the project area.

E-001-002

Please see the response to comment O-001-005 relative to unnecessary and undue
degradation and the response to comment O-001-008 relative to the BLM's authority over
the proposed project.

E-001-003

Potential impacts to Native American traditional values associated with the proposed
project were considered by the BLM. Please see Section 3.9 of the EIS. Also see the
response to comment O-001-005; the response to comment O-003-004 relative to Native
American traditional values and use of the area; the response to comment O-003-005
regarding RFRA; and the response to comment O-003-011 regarding existing disturbance
in the project area.

E-001-004
Please see the responses to comments O-003-004 and O-003-081.

E-001-005

Comment noted.

E-001-006
Please see the response to comment O-001-005 regarding unnecessary or undue
degradation.

E-001-007
Comment noted. Please see the response to comment O-001-005 regarding applicable
laws and regulations.
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E-002-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 11:51 AM —

George and Frances Alderson <george7096@verizon.net>
11/21/2007 12:01 PM

Flease respond to

george 7 086@verizon.net
To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4

Subject Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
Please include this message as our comment on the Cortez Hills Project. We are opposed to the Cortez Gold
Mines/Barrick proposal and we ask BLM to reject it

The project does not meet the requirement of "undue degradation.” We believe the project will cause degradation to
E-002-001 Western Shoshone religious and cultural values and to surface and groundwater resources of the area. Moreover,
the mine would interfere with religious and cultural uses of the lands and waters by the Western Shoshone.
A US district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mire proposals that would cause undue degradation
of cultural values The Department of Interior acquiesced te that ruling  In fact, the Interior Department declared the
ruling a victory,

Barrick, & Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry. In essence, you are
being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that have been in
continuous use for untold generations so that a Canadizan mining company’s sharehalders can profit by feeding the
jewelry market?

Every reasonable persen would say YES. And so does the law. Flease deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

Thark you for the opportunity to comment,
Sincerely,

George and Frances Alderson

112 Hitton Avenue

Baltimore, MD 21228
410-788-7096
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E-003-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 09:456 AM —

Clark Andelin <cjandelin@yahoo.com>
11/15/2007 12:05 PM

Please respond to
cjgndelin@yahoo.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
| write to tell you that | opp Cortez Gald Mi rick's proposed Cortez Hills praject. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it.

E-003-001 | Wil you please stop backing big business at the expense of the public.

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshene
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acqui d to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine  The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple,

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine would
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. ML Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years, Their people are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, 2 Canadian-based mining corp , would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry,

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable persen would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,

Clark Andelin

9607 Edwards Road

Suite 808
Fox River Grove, |L 60021
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E-004-001 |

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 10:08 AM —

Kathl Anderson <kand @flori tmo.com>

11/15/2007 12:32 PM

Flease respond to
kanderson@ficrissantmo.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
STOP THE GOLD RUSH

| write to tell you that | oppose Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land

Management to deny it

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshene
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and

cultural uses for no compelling reason

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey it of Interior

Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine  The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western

Shoshone pecple,

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine would
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. ML Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years, Their people are buried on the mountain.

d to that ruling. In fact, the Interior

Barrick, 2 Canadian-based mining corp

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by

feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable persen would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez

Hills project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards

Kathleen Anderson

12 M. Duchesne
Florissant, MO 63031

Cortez Hills Expansion Project Final EIS

, would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,

according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry,

E-004-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.
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E-005-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

E-005-002
Comment noted.
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E-006-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.
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E-007-001
Comment noted. It is not anticipated that the proposed project would disturb human remains,
Native American or non-Native American. As discussed in Section 3.9.2 of the EIS,

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DOI on 11/28/2007 11:00 AM — unanticipated discoveries of Native American remains, funerary objects, or items of cultural
) patrimony found on federal land, if any, would be handled in accordance with the Native

Jeanfhack Atthowe <jatthowe@montana.com> . i L . .

11/15/2007 05:13 PM American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act and procedures detailed in the

Please respond to Programmatic Agreement. Any unanticipated discoveries on private lands would be handled

jatthowe@rmortana.com in accordance with the provisions of applicable Nevada law and the Programmatic

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov Agreement.

[+1+}

Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir, Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.
E-007-001 | !twasn'tsolong ago that Americans thought nething of digging up and into Native American sacred and grave sites,

as if digging up dinosaur bones. Mo one consicered that a people lived for whom these places are not considered

simply artifacts.

I write to tell you that | cpp Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshane. The mine will resull in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A tederal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dep 1t of Interior acqui 1 to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

It is unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewalering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine would
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshone
pecple. Mt. Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their people are buried on the mountain,

Barrick, 2 Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold. In the United States,
according the USGS, mere than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company's shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable persen would say YES. And sa does the law. Flease deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills praject.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,
Jean/hack Atthowe

730 South Sunset Bench Roads, Suite 808
Stevensville, MT 59870
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E-008-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/27/2007 11:40 AM —

Marilyn Bailey <Grammybea@AOL.com>
11/15/2007 05:35 PM

Flease respond to
Grammybea@AOL.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
| write to tell you that | opp Cortez Gald Mi rick's proposed Cortez Hills praject. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it.

E-008-001 | The idea of a mine in this area is not & great example of managing land The idea should not even be considered!

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshene
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acqui d to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine  The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple,

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine would
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. ML Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years, Their people are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, 2 Canadian-based mining corp , would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry,

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable persen would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,

Marilyn Bailey

531 Meeds Drive

Suite 808
Valley Center, KS 67147
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E-009-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 09:456 AM —

Dolores Baron <doleresbaron@gmail.com>
11/15/2007 11:57 AM

Please respond to
daloresbaren@agmail.com

To Stephen_Drummond@ny. bim.gov
ce
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
| write o tell you that | cppose Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it

E-009-001 The US is supposed to insure the right of all people to practice their religion. This includes not only the main religions,
but all.

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshene
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acqui d to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine  The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple,

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine would
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. ML Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years, Their people are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, 2 Canadian-based mining corp , would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry,

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable persen would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,

Dolores Baron

640 W. Sheridan Rd. #414

Suite 808
Chicago, IL 60613
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E-010-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 12:02 PM —
Deb Barr <debbarr@rmi.net> E-010-002

11117/2007 06:43 AM

Comment noted.
Please respond to
debbarr@rmi.net

To Stephen_Drummond@ny. bim.gov
ce
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,

I write to tell you that | absolutely opposge Cortez Gold Mines/Bamick's proposed Cortez Hills project, | urge the
E-010-001| Bureau of Land Management to deny it Lack of reasonable action by the BLM is highly suspect. Further, why would

the BLM, as part of Department of Interior, allow such a thing, when the DOI is legally bound to act as "trustee” for

the Shoshone and other indigenous American peoples-- geous as it may be--which is an incredible conflict of

interest.

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshene
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acqui d to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine  The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple,

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine would
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. ML Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years, Their people are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, & Car -based mining corp , would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable persen would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project. Allow ne precedent to be established. Protect the important water resources of America. Don't take
clean water and air and open space away from our children, just so a Canadian mining company can have its short-
sighted way.

E-010-002

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Regards,

Deb Barr

67979 Ridge Way
Montrose, CO 81401
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E-011-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/27/2007 11:20 AM —

Brooke Battles <cookiebattles@gmail.com>
11/15/2007 08:13 PM

Flease respond to
cookiebattles@gmail.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
| oppose Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick’s proposed Cortez Hills project and encourage the Bureau of Land Management
to deny it

E-011-001 ‘We need to FINALLY be mindful that native Americans were here long before us. We have decimated their
populations and their cultures and their homelands. Now, itis time to leave West: hashone religi and cultural
values and the surface and groundwater resources of the area — which are sacred to the Westem Shoshone —
alone.

The mire unduly degrades vital water and other resources, including the substantial interferenca with and destruction
of ongoing and future raligious practices of Western Shoshone people. The mine would permanently and irreparably
destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone people. Mt Tenabo, the location
of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for hundreds, if not thousands, of
years. Their people are buned on the mountain.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: s it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Regards,

Brocke Battles

6469 Benvenue Avenue

Suite 808
Oakland, CA 94618
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E-012-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.
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E-013-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 11:00 AM —

Joseph Belisie <joseph.belisle@hs.utc.com>
11/28/2007 08:18 AM

Flease respond to
joseph.belisle@hs.utc.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. Bim.gov
ce
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills praposal

Dear Sir,
| -am writing to about the Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick’s proposed Cortez Hills project.

E-013-001] US history has proven that cur government in direct contradiction to the US Constitution does not consider all men as
created equal. The ongoing Native American genocide proves that beyond contradiction. It is not difficult to
understand that this proposed project is part of this genocide. You may think this an extreme position but it is not. The
extiminaticn of any group of humanity consists in part of the destruction of the community. To destroy a sacred site of
a people is to break down a community. Just as if an industry raized your place of worship, a church, synagogue,
mosgue, ete.. . If anything our government should be trying to reverse the affects of the genocide our nation has
committed. If we do not, we are barbarians and do not deserve the praise we laud upon ourselves.

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reasan.

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority te deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Department of Interior acquiesced fo that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Departrent declared the ruling a victory

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshane people.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reasen: in addition 1o the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine would
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt. Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years, Their people are buried on the mountain,

Barrick, & Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold. |n the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jawelry

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: |s it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining campany's shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable person would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

Thark you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,
Jozeph Belisle

17 Mountain View 5t
South Hadley, MA 01075
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E-014-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 09:49 AM —

suzanne Benoit <bdsign@yahoo.com>
11/15/2007 04:58 PM

Flease respond to

bdsign@yzhoo.com
To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4

Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
| write to tell you that | opp Cortez Gald Mi rick's proposed Cortez Hills praject. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it.

E-014-001 SACRED LAND MUST NEVER BE DISTROYED. LET THE AMER ICAN INDIANS HAVE THEIR PLACE FOR
SACRED CEREMONY JUST LIKE WE HAVE FOR OUR OWN SPIRITUAL GATHERINGS.
The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A federal district court has ruled that ELM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dep 1t of Intenor acg to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substartial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

It is unduly degrading for a simple reason’ in addition to the dewatering of the Mt Tenabo area, the mine would
parmanently and irreparably destroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshcne
people. Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their paople are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, 2 Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold. In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable perscn would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Regards,

suzanne Benoit

1200 N nash Street 247
Suite 808

arlington, VA 22209
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E-015-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 11:05 AM —

Kevin Biegler <kevin@twincitiestu.org>
11/15/2007 03:48 PM

Flease respond to
kevin@twincitiestu.org

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. Bim.gov
ce
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills praposal

Dear Sir,

As someone of Native American Ancestry | write to tell you that | oppose Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed
Caortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land Management ta deny it The plans to put this onte lands sacred to the
Shoshone |s just a further insult to indigencus pecple. Barrick after all is the wonderful corperation that has |eft the
Amerncan Taxpayer holding the bag for Homestake Mine located in yet ANOTHER area sacred to MNative American
Mations This must stop!

E-015-001

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interf with and d tion of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine propesals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dep 1t of Interior acqui 1 to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine  The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of angeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple

It is unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine would
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt. Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project. has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their paople are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, 2 Canadian-based multinational mining corperation, would use the site to mine gold. In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: s it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generations so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable persen would say YES. And so does the law. Flease deny the plan of operations for the Cortez
Hills project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,

Kevin Biegler

2820 Halstead Lane

Mound, MN

Kevin Biegler

2820 Halstead Lane

Suite 808
Mound, MN 55364
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E-016-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

E-016-002

Comment noted. Please see the response to comment O-003-004 relative to Native
American traditional values and use of the area; the response to comment O-003-005
regarding RFRA; and the response to comment O-003-011 regarding existing disturbance
in the project area.
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E-017-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.
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E-018-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.
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E-019-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 11:51 AM —

Matt Blake <mati@littoralsociety.org>
11/20/2007 12:04 PM

Flease respond to
matt@littoralsociety. org

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
| absolutely oppose Cortez Gold Mines Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it.

E-019-001 ] The BLM must remember it has a congressionzl mandate to protect the public's natural resources from harm.

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshene
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acqui d to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine  The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple,

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine would
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. ML Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years, Their people are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, 2 Canadian-based mining corp , would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry,

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable persen would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,
Matt Blake

4 West Commerce Street
Eridgeton , NJ 08323
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E-020-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 09:41 AM —

Virginia Bl <frnva@ net>
11/18/2007 03:48 AM

Please respond to
frva@bellsouth.net

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. Bim.gov
ce

Subject Deny the Cortez Hills praposal
Dear Sir,

| write to tell you that | cpp Cortez Gald Mi rick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it

The BLM has ample authcrity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone  The mine will result in an illegal interf with and d ion of these religious and
cultural uses for no compeiling reason.

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Department of Interior acquiesced to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no question that BLM must deny this mine  The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition 1o the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine weuld
permanently and irreparably desfroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years, Their paople are buried on the mountain,

Barrick. a Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold. In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generations so that a Canadian mining company's shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable person would say YES. And so does the law. Flease deny the plan of operations for the Cortez
Hills project.

Have we net imposed enough hardship and lack of respect on Native Americans already? Why is our government
even considering interfering in other people's religion and why should we allow a foreign govemment to destroy a
partion of our beautiful country for gold? Please deny this proposal and pratect the environment and this sacred area,
Once done, this can never be UNdone | see no value in this proposal for our country and no value in tampering with
water resources in a time when se much emphasis is being placed on the value of water and the environment in
general,

E-020-001

Thank you for the epportunity to comment.
Regards,
Virginia Bloetscher

7735 Yardley Dr. G-202
Tamarac, FL 33321
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E-021-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.
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E-022-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 10:30 AM —

Scoft Bowler < ghents@ t.net>
11/17/2007 01:05 PM

Flease respond to
mrsighents@comcast. net

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject  Opposition to Cortez Hills Mine

Dear Sir,
This letter is to note my strongest possible opposition to Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project.
E-022-001 | This project is disrespectful to Shoshone People and | urge the Bureau of Land Management to deny a permit for it.

The BLM can, and should, deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone religious
and cultural values. |twill also cause irreparable harm to the surface and groundwater resources cf the area, which
are sacred to the Western Shoshene. The mine will thus result in illegal interference with and destruction of these
religious and cultural uses for no compelling reason

As you know, recently a federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would
cause undue degradation of cultural values. The Department of Interiar not only acquiesced fo that ruling, they
declared the ruling a victory,

BLM simply must deny this mine. It would unduly degrade vital water and other resources, including providing
substantial interference with and destruction of ongoing and future religious practices of Western Shoshone people.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reasen: in addition 1o the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine weuld
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
pecple. Mt. Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their people are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, a Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the LISGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: |s it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generations so that a Canadian mining company's shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable persen would say YES. And so does the law. Flease deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

Thark you for the opportunity to comment
Regards,

Scott Bowler

12295 NW Sunningdale Drive

Suite 808
Portland, OR 87229
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E-023-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/27/2007 11:07 AM —

Barbara Brothers <bbrothers@neo.rr.com>
11/16/2007 03:18 PM

Flease respond to
bbrothers@neo.rr.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,

| write to tell you that | opp Cortez Gald Mi rick's proposed Cortez Hills praject. | urge the Bureau of Land
E-023-001| Management to deny it We must respect the culture and values of the first dwellers in this land and da unto them as

we would have others do unto us,

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A faderal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acquiesced to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no question that BLM must deny this mine.  The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reasen: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine weuld
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years, Their paople are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, & Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold. In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: s it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable person would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,

Barbara Brothers

2304 Fifth Ave.

Suite 808
Youngstown, OH 44504
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E-024-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 09:30 AM —

Mary Brown <marybdvm@aol.com>
11/15/2007 11:47 AM

Flease respond to
marybdvm@aol.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
E-024-001| 1ama Native American, a conservationist and a concerned citizen, | am writing to tell you that | oppose Cortez Gold
Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land Management to deny it.

The BLM has emple authority to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Sheshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acquiescad to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interf; with and d ion of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine weuld
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their paople are buried on the mountain

Barrick, a Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable perscn would say YES. And so does the law. Flease deny the plan of operations for the Cortez
Hills project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment,
Regards,

Mary Brawn

3087 Bennett Rd

Suite 808
Momow, OH 45152
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E-025-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001; the response to
comment O-003-004 relative to Native American traditional values and use of the area; the
response to comment O-003-005 regarding RFRA; and the response to comment O-003-

011 regarding existing disturbance in the project area.
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E-026-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 09:34 AM —

Stephen Burton <durangohou@yahoo.com>
11/15/2007 08:10 PM

Flease respond to
durangohcu@yahoo.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,

E-026-001| !HAVE BEEN A VOLUNTEER ON A BLM PROJECT (REMOVING BARBWIRE FENCES FROM NEWLY
DECLARED WILDERNESS) AND WHOLEHEARTEDLY APPROVE OF SUCH BUT THIS MINE WOULD
COUNTERACT ALL OF THE GOOD THAT HAS BEEN DONE IN OTHER AREAS.
| write to tell you that | cppose Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A federal district court has ruled that ELM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dep 1t of Intenor acg to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substartial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

It is unduly degrading for a simple reason’ in addition to the dewatering of the Mt Tenabo area, the mine would
parmanently and irreparably destroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshcne
people. Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their paople are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, 2 Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold. In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable perscn would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,
Stephen Burton

2013 Morgan, Suite 808
Houston, TX 77008
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E-027-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 12:00 PM —

"J. Capozzelli" <j p.com>
111772007 06:30 PM

Please respond to

joannerose@ecoisp.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. Bim.gov

cc
Subject Please Deny the Cortez Hills Proposal

Dear Sir,
lamwriting because | strongly oppose Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project.

| urgently ask the Bureau of Land Management to deny it

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause “undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the: Western Shoshone.

The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and cultural uses for no
compelling reason.

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine propesals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values, and the Department of Interior acquiesced to that ruling.

It is urgent that the BLM deny this mine.

The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources, including the substantial interf with and destruction
of ongoing and future religious practices of Western Shoshone people

The mine is unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine
would permanently and imeparably destroy cument and future religious practices and values of the Westermn
Shoshone pecple.

ML Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central lo the Western Shoshene religion for hundreds,
if not thousands, of years. Their people are buned on the mountain.

Barrick, 2 Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold.

In the United States, according the USGSE, more than 80 percent of gold consumgption goes to the fabrication of
jewelry.

E-027-001| !tisshameful to destroy sacred lands and waters that have been in continueus use for untold generations so that a
Canadian mining company's sharchalders can profitin the jewelry market,

Flease deny the plan of operations for the Certez Hills project
Thank you for your help on behalf of this magnificent area.
Respecifully,

J. Capozzelli

W90 Street
New York, NY 10024
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E-028-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 10:10 AM —

Joi Carruth <joisrose@yahoo.com>
11/15/2007 12:26 PM

Please respond to
joisrose@yahoo.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. Bim.gov
ce
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills praposal

Dear Sir,

| write to tell you that | cpp Cortez Gald Mi rick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it. Okay just what in the sam hill are you peaple thinking???7777777 This is Sacred |and tc the
Shoshone People. Just how would you like it if some Canadian mine wanted to uproot you great aunt Ethel, your
grandfather Fred or ancther of your family. This is also historic and religious land for the Shoshone. again | ask . just
what in the hell are you people in DC using for intelligence??? Pumpkin Seeds??? No wait.. they have a use and are
rather good. When you get it tagether, as a collective group of intelligent thinking people_there | go giving you all far
too much credit once again: you will see that this mine makes lite tc no sense what so ever. it is not only bad for the
land...remember this planet we are occupying [and not taking care of as is] It is extremely bad for the Shoshone
peoples. | have to ask this in all sericusness.._haven't you in DC done enough damage to the Native Americans as
is. You never lived up to treaty one and now you want to screw them yst again, What a way to cap off the year..in true
governmental style.

E-028-001

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses tor no compeliing reason.

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Department of Interior acquiesced to that ruling In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory,

There's no question that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial inter with and ion of angeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

It is unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine would
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshcne
people. Mt. Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their people are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, 2 Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the USGS, mere than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable person would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

Thank you for the oppartunity to comment,
Regards,

Joi Carruth

11 A Powdermill Circle

Suite 808
Maynard, MA 01754
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E-029-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.
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E-030-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/27/2007 11:06 AM —

Kelly Carvallis <kjcarv@yahoo.com>
11/16/2007 04:48 PM

Please respond to

kicarv@yahoo.com
To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4

Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
E-030-001 I Whose pockets da you have to fill to let this one pass through? | write to tell you that | oppose Cortez Gold
Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land Management to deny it.

The BLM has emple authority to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Sheshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acquiescad to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interf; with and d ion of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine weuld
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their paople are buried on the mountain

Barrick, a Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable perscn would say YES. And so does the law. Flease deny the plan of operations for the Cortez
Hills project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment,
Regards,

Kelly Carvallis

208 nw 21st st

Suite 808
Gainesville, FL 32603
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E-031-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 09:49 AM —

Susan Chandler <studio8@infionline.net>
11/15/2007 08:54 PM

Please respond to
studio8@infionline.net

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,

| write tourge the Bureau of Land Management to deny the Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills
Project.

The BLM has the authority to deny this project as it will cause, with no compelling reason, "undue degradation” of
‘Western Shoshone religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area,
which are sacred to the Western Shoshone.

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Department of Interior acquiesced to that ruling In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine.

Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for hundreds,
if not thousands, of years. Their ancestors are buried there.

Barrick, 2 Canadian-based multinational mining corperation, would use the site to mine geld. In the United States,
according the USGS, mere than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

E-031-001| Clean wateris sacred, and so are cemeteries. Jewelry is not
Please deny the aperations plan for the Cortez Hills project.
Regards,
Susan Chandler
1080 S US Hwy 1#99

Suite 808
‘Vero Beach, FL 32952
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E-032-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 09:57 AM —

gary christensen <gchris3é@yahco.com>
11/15/2007 12:18 PM

Please respond to

gehnis38@yahoo.com
To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4

Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
| write to tell you that | opp Cortez Gald Mi rick's proposed Cortez Hills praject. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it.

The BLM has emple authority to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Sheshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acquiescad to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interf; with and d ion of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine weuld
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their paople are buried on the mountain

Barrick, a Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable persen would say YES. And so does the law. Flease deny the plan of operations for the Cortez
E-032-001| Hills project Remember, one day all the Bushites will be gone and you will all be called to accounts for your damned

dumbassed acts of stupidity .Just bacause

your boss says it's ok to do it doesn't make it so!

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Regards,
gary christensen
§ west ave

Suite 808
springerville, AZ 85938
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E-033-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.
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E-034-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 09:42 AM —

Wayne Clark-Elliott <bdien@aol.com>
11/15/2007 12:07 PM

Flease respond to
bdien@aol.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
| write to tell you that | opp Cortez Gald Mi rick's proposed Cortez Hills praject. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it.

The BLM has emple authority to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Sheshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acquiescad to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interf; with and d ion of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine weuld
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their paople are buried on the mountain

Barrick, a Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable perscn would say YES. And so does the law. Flease deny the plan of operations for the Cortez
Hills project.

E-034-001] Ve have alot of Christian cemetaries in my area maybe you should go there.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,
Wayne Clark-Elliott
312 Powell Ave SW

Suite 808
Renton, WA 98057
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E-035-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/27/2007 11:20 AM —

Hereen Claudio <hereenc@yahoo.com>
11/15/2007 08:33 PM

Flease respond to
hereenc@yahoa.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
E-035-001 How would you like your Christian cemeteries and symbols etc. have a gold mine on them??:?? Have some respect
tor Mative American religicns and Native American people.

| write to tell you that | cppose Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A federal district court has ruled that ELM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dep 1t of Intenor acg to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substartial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

It is unduly degrading for a simple reason’ in addition to the dewatering of the Mt Tenabo area, the mine would
parmanently and irreparably destroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshcne
people. Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their paople are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, 2 Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold. In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable perscn would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Regards,

Hereen Claudio

2734 42nd Ave

Suite 808

San Francisco, CA 94116
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E-036-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/16/2007 01:53 PM —

Chris Clovis <chris.clovis@gmail.com>
11/16/2007 08:54 AM

Flease respond to
chris.clovis@gmail com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,

E-036-001 | !write to tell you that even though | am a Canadian, | think it ionable that a sacred area such as this should
be considered as a site for gold excavation for a mineral that already in abundance and which is likely to result in
almast imeparable environmental damage. | oppose Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge
the Bureau of Land Management to deny it.

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshene
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acqui d to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine  The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple,

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine would
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. ML Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years, Their people are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, 2 Canadian-based mining corp , would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry,

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable persen would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,
Chris Clovis

24 Fallingbroek Road
Scarborough, ON M1N2T4
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E-037-001
Please see the responses to comments O-003-004 and O-003-005. Also see the
responses to the comments in letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 11:07 AM —

Robert Coleman <robco@rogue-element.com>
11/15/2007 03:23 PM

Flease respond to
robco@rogue-element. com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
E-037-001 | !@mwriting urge you to deny mining permits for the Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. This
project would ¥ an irrep ltural area and permanently camage water and |and resources in the

region, and would constitute a violation of religious and cultural sites far the Shoshane people, a viclation of U.S. law,

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural sites for no compelling reason.

A faderal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acquiesced to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no question that BLM must deny this mine application. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other
resources, including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongaing and future religious practices of
Western Shoshone people.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reasen: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine weuld
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years, Their paople are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, & Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold. In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: s it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable person would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,

Rokert Coleman

1907 W. Montrose Ave.

Suite 808
Chicago, IL 60613
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E-038-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 11:52 AM —

Frances Cone <fcone@mindspring.com>
11/18/2007 02:24 PM

Please respond to
fecone@mindspring.com

To Stephen_Drummond@ny. bim.gov
ce
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills Proposal

Dear Sir,
| write to tell you that | OPPOSE Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's propased Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of
Land Management to DENY it

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area which are sacred to the
Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and cultural
uses for no compelling reasen

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Department of Interior acquiesced to that ruling In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial inter with and on cf ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shashone people.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reasen: in addition 1o the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine weuld
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
pecple. Mt. Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their people are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, a Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the LISGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: |s it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generations so that a Canadian mining company's shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonabie persen would say YES. And so does the law. Please DENY the plan of operations for the Cortez
Hills project.

E-038-001 | appreciate the oppertunity to comment and your sincere consideration of my comments. | expect to learn that you
have DENIED the Cortez Hills proposal for a gold mine on sacred ML Tenabe lands. There is no reason this
porposal should be approved, especially since it will y sacred Indian lands and furthermore, Cortez is nota
United States company. We did not inherit this Earth from our parents, we are borrowing it from our children!

Regards,

Frances Cone

183 Bobeat Drive
Fawleys Island, SC 28585
843-237-9491
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E-039-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/16/2007 01:256 PM —

Melissa Coogan <meli: i n.emb n@earthlink.net>
11/16/2007 12:09 PM

Flease respond to

melissa middleton emt n@earthlink net
To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4

Subject Protect Mt Tenabo

Dear Sir,
| write to tell you that | opp Cortez Gald Mi rick's proposed Cortez Hills praject. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it

E-039-001 The Bureau of Land Management must deny this ill-advised intention! This would be an ILLEGAL act taken with no
compelling reasen!

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area for the purpose of profit
of the gold industry

This mine would permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western
Shoshone pecple. Mt Tenaba, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the VWestern Shoshaone
religion for hundreds, if not thousands, of years  Their people are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, 2 Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold. [n the United States,
according the USGS, mere than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

A federal district court has ruled that ELM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Department of Interior acquiesced to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: |s it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
teeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable perscn would say YES. And so does the law. Flease deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

Thank you for acting with integrity in this matter.
Regards,

Melissa Coogan

395 geargetown rd

Suite 808
Weston, CT 06883
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E-040-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.
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E-041-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 09:58 AM —

Janice Cranch <jantc1@mac.com>
111572007 12:14 PM

Please respond to
jantc1@mac.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. Bim.gov
ce

Subject Deny the Cortez Hills praposal
Dear Sir,

| write to tell you that | cpp Cortez Gald Mi rick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it

The BLM has ample authcrity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone  The mine will result in an illegal interf with and d ion of these religious and
cultural uses for no compeiling reason.

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Department of Interior acquiesced to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no question that BLM must deny this mine  The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition 1o the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine weuld
permanently and irreparably desfroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years, Their paople are buried on the mountain,

Barrick. a Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold. In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generations so that a Canadian mining company's shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable person would say YES. And so does the law. Flease deny the plan of operations for the Cortez
Hills project.

E-041-001 Our federal government has already degraded native, indigenous lands and peoples far too much...
Please do not permit more damage to this area and its native inhabitants.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,
Janice Cranch
82 Hotchkiss Circle

Suite 808
Penfield, NY 14526
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E-042-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.
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E-043-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 09:59 AM —
lan Cree <ianccree@hotmail.com>
11152007 12:12 PM

Flease respond to
iancoree@hotmail com

To Stephen_Drummend@nv. bim. gov
cc
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
Iwrite to tell you that | strongly oppese Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau
of Land Management to deny it

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values - and the Dep 1t of Interior acqui 1 to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Depariment declared the ruling a victory.

There's no question that BLM must deny this mine  The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interf with and tion of ongoing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

It is unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine would
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their paople are buried on the mountain,

Barrick, & Canadian-based multinational mining corperation, would use the site to mine gold. In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to delermine this. Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and walers that
have been in continuous use for untold generations so that a Canadian mining company's shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable person would say YES. And so does the law. Flease deny the plan of operations for the Ceortez
Hills project.

The very suggestion of this mine is both disgraceful and disgusting, and shows a total insensifivity to the culture of
E-043-001 ; 2
the first nations who owned this land.

| am appalled at such an insulting proposition and the underlying greed which feeds it Not only does gold mining
destroy the beauty of the environment, but it spews out toxic chemicals, including cyanide and mercury, which
contaminate the land and s rivers.

Please stand up to those greedy interests who think of nothing but their selfish profits.

Sincerely,

lan Campbell Cree, MB{Hons.), MS, FRCS(Eng & C.), FACS, LRCP.

Tharnk you for the opportunity to comment.

Regards,

lan Cree

2169 Folsom Street, Suite 808
San Francisco, CA 84110-7300
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E-044-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.
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E-045-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 09:51 AM —

E-045-002
tamara dabney <tjdabney@mac.com>
11/15/2007 11:53 AM Comment noted.

Flease respond to
fidabney@mac.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
| write to tell you that | opp Cortez Gald Mi rick's proposed Cortez Hills praject. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it

The BLM has emple authority to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Sheshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acquiesced to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interf; with and d ion of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine weuld
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their paople are buried on the mountain

Barrick, & Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market? | hope not Greed should never trurmp the rights of an entire culture or the God's gifts of
natural beauty. I'm so tired of asking our Governmenit to do the right thing... the thing that they should be doing on
their own. It's quite saddening.

E-045-001

Every reasonable persen would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

E-045-002 | Thank you for the oppertunity to comment. | sincerely hope you will listen to the people. .. for once.

Regards,
tamara dabney
106 Sweetwater Drive

Suite 808
White River Junction, VT 05001
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E-046-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 11:06 AM —

Penny Zahler <penster@rcn.com>
114152007 03:34 PM

Flease respond to
penster@recn.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,

| write to tell you that | opp Cortez Gald Mi rick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny . Mother Nature can not tolerate our continued abuse, The environment must become more
important than the economy

E-046-001

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A faderal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acquiesced to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no question that BLM must deny this mine.  The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reasen: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine weuld
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years, Their paople are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, & Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold. In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: s it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable person would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,

Fenny Zahler

222 E&7th St

Suite 808
New York, NY 10128
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E-047-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/27/2007 10:47 AM —

Allison Davis <allison j.davis@gmail.com>
11/18/2007 02:52 PM

Please respond to
allison j.davis@gmail.com

To Stephen_Drummond@ny. bim.gov
ce
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
| write o tell you that | cppose Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it

E-047-001 | #= @ former resident of Battle Mountain, | am very familiar with the proposed mine. There are already so many
mining sites in the area that | do not see the need to open another one on sacred land  The residents of Nevada
already have ample employment in mining, so it will not neccessarily have 2 positive impact on the ecenomic
situation, and certainly will have a negative impact on the environment.

The BLM has armple autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A tederal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acqui i to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

It is unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewalering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine would
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt. Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their people are buried on the mountain,

Barrick, 2 Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold. In the United States,
according the USGS, mere than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generations so that a Canadian mining company's shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable person would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,
Allison Davis

460 E. 5th Street
Battle Mountain, NV 89820
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E-048-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 09:58 AM —

Germaine de Pibrac James <di (e P .com>
1111572007 12:08 PM

Please respond to
director@countercultureprodeo. com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. Bim.gov
ce
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills praposal

Dear Sir,

| am appalled once again by our govermnemnts insensitivity to both envirenmental and cultural issues. Do we have to
be the poster child for de-evolution? As the parent of a Mative Amencan child, | demand that you stop this worship at
the altar of greed and stand up for real land management. You are guardians of the interesis of the people, not just
the few, the wealthy and the influential. | urge you to take this sacred trust senously

E-048-001

| write to tell you that | cppose Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A federal district court has ruled that ELM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Department of Interior acquiesced to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the nuling a wictory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine  The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongoing and future religious practices of Wastern
Shashone people.

It is unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine would
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
pecple. ML Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their people are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, 2 Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold. [n the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: |s it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable perscn would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,

Germaine de Pibrac James

7015 Lanewood Ave. #4

Suite 808
Los Angeles, CA 90028
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E-049-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 10:05 AM —

Jean Weoodman <MountnBird@aol.com>
11/15/2007 12:48 PM

Flease respond to
MountnBird@aol.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
| write to tell you that | opp Cortez Gald Mi rick's proposed Cortez Hills praject. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it.

The BLM has emple authority to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Sheshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acquiescad to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interf; with and d ion of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine weuld
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their paople are buried on the mountain

Barrick, a Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?
Every reasonable perscn would say YES. And so does the law.
E—049—001| A Law the Department of the Interior lauded
Please deny the plan of operations for the Cortez Hills project
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,
Jean Woodman

1501 Ashland Ave
Evansten, IL 60201

Cortez Hills Expansion Project Final EIS Page 278



E-050-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 09:45 AM —

Theresa Dillon <dill9145@belisouth.net>
11/15/2007 12:54 PM

Flease respond to
dill9145@belisouth.net

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,

| oppose Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick’s proposed Cortez Hills project. Isn't it encugh that we took Amrican Indian land
and moved them into reservations? Let's finally show some respect, | urge the Bureau of Land Management to deny
it.

E-050-001

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A faderal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acquiesced to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no question that BLM must deny this mine.  The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reasen: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine weuld
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years, Their paople are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, & Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold. In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: s it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable person would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,

Theresa Dillon

828 Harbour Watch Ct.

Suite 808
Mount Pleasant, SC 28464
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E-051-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/27/2007 11:21 AM —

Catherine Dishion <dishion@primemail.com>
11/15/2007 08:05 PM

Flease respond to
dishion@primemail.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
| am adamently opposed to the Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it

The BLM has emple authority to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Sheshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acquiesced to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine | am surprised that | am even needing to write this letter to you.

E-051-001| g \1ic suppose ‘o protect areas such as this,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,

Catherine Dishion

565 Parra Grande Lane

Suite 808
Santa Barbara, CA 93108
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E-052-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 10:08 AM —

mary jane dodd <mairedodd@verizon.net>
114152007 12:33 PM

Flease respond to
mairedodd@venzon.net

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
E-052-001 | | am very strongly opposed to a mine being built upon sacred land of the Shashone people.

| write to tell you that | oppose Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshene
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acqui d to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine  The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple,

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine would
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. ML Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years, Their people are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, 2 Canadian-based mining corp , would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry,

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable persen would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,

mary jane dodd

27 benton place

Suite 808
neptune, MJ 07753
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E-053-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.
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E-054-001
Comment noted. Also, it should be noted that the Cortez Hills Expansion Project is not
proposed within a National Park. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 11:06 AM —

Mercy Drake <drak @wellsfargo.com>
11/15/2007 03:36 PM

Flease respond to

drakemee@welisfarge.com
To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4

Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
| write to tell you that | opp Cortez Gald Mi rick's proposed Cortez Hills praject. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it

The BLM has emple authority to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Sheshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acquiesced to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interf; with and ¢ ion of ongoing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine weuld
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt. Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project. has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their paople are buried on the mountain

Barrick, a Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable perscn would say YES. And so does the law. Flease deny the plan of operations for the Cortez
Hills project.

E-054-001 Why dan't you put an open pit mine in Bush's back yard he never uses it, that would be a better place for it than a
National Park!! n

Thank you for the eppartunity to comment,

Regards,

Mercy Elaine Drake

320 E. McKellips Rd. #165
Mesa, AZ 85201
480-733-5329
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E-055-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 11:51 AM —

John Eakins <jeakins@desertcrags.com>
11/20/2007 01:32 AM

Flease respond to
jeakins@desertcrags.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
E-055-001 I This mine site is an cutrage! Why would we |et any, let alone a foreign company ruin sacred land?

| write to tell you that | oppose Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshene
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acqui d to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine  The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple,

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine would
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. ML Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years, Their people are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, 2 Canadian-based mining corp , would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry,

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable persen would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,

John Eakins

2030 Poplar Dr.

Suite 808
Grand Junction, CO 81505
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E-056-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 10:30 AM —

Sand

Wong d g ic@msn.com>
11/15/2007 08:03 PM

Flease respond to
sandrawongmusic@msn.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
| write to tell you that | opp Cortez Gald Mi rick's proposed Cortez Hills praject. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it.

E-056-001 | Making decisions with consequences like allowing the Cortez Mine project to go through is unacceptable.

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshene
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acqui d to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine  The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple,

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine would
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. ML Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years, Their people are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, 2 Canadian-based mining corp , would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry,

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable persen would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,

Sandra Wang

PO Box 3356

Suite 808
Boulder, CO 80307
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E-057-001
Please see the response to comment O-003-004 relative to Native American uses in the
project vicinity and access. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.
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E-058-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.
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E-059-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.
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E-060-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/27/2007 11:39 AM —

Barbara Emerich <careervol@aol.com>
11/15/2007 05:51 PM

Flease respond to
careervel@aol.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
| write to tell you that | opp Cortez Gald Mi rick's proposed Cortez Hills praject. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it.

The BLM has emple authority to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Sheshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acquiescad to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interf; with and d ion of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine weuld
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their paople are buried on the mountain

Barrick, a Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable perscn would say YES. And so does the law. Flease deny the plan of operations for the Cortez
Hills project.

E-060-001| THE SHOSHONE DESERVE THEIR LAND FREE OF MINING
Thank you for the opportunity to comment,

Regards,
Barbara Emerich
209 Portola Court

Suite 808
Los Altes, CA 94022
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E-061-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 09:56 AM —

. E-061-002
Cheryn English <sbasgallery@yahoo.com>
1111572007 12:24 PM Comment noted.
Flease respond to
sbasgallery@yanhoc.com
To Stephen_Drummend@ny. Bim.gov

cc
Subject CORTEZ HILLS PROPOSAL SHOULD NOT BE ALLOWED!

Dear Sir,
I am very much incensed and against the Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | ask with great
vehemence, that the Bureau of Land Management deny this indecent proposal

The BLM knows that if this mine were to be allowed, it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone religicus
and cultural values, as it is a sacred place, and where their ancestors are buried. [t will also effect the surface and
E-061-001 groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to the Western Shoshone and greatly important to the
environment at this sensitive time of climate change everywhere.
The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and cultural uses for no
compelling reason.

The BLM has more than ample autharity to deny this project. A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the
authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue degradation of cultural values — and the Department of
Interior acquiesced to that ruling. In fact, the Interior Department declared the ruling a victory

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine in this location, The mine unduly degrades vital water and other
resources, including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongaing and future religious practices of
Western Shoshone people

It is unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine would
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt. Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project. has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their paople are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, a Canadian-based multinational mining corperation, would use the site to mine gold. In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: s it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generations so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable persen would say YES. And so does the law. Flease deny the plan of operations for the Cortez
Hills project.

Thank you for your consideration. | know that upon reflection you must deny this wrongful and degrading use of
burial and sacred greunds, as well as environmentally destructive use, of lands.
| appreciate the opportunity to comment, | hope you do the right thing!

E-061-002

Regards,

Cheryn English

831 Windser Way

Suite 808

Santa Barbara, CA 93105
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E-062-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 10:42 AM —

E-062-002
George Facsoy <georgefacsoy@yahoo.com>
11/25/2007 11:13 PM Comment noted.

Please respond to
georgefacsoy@yahoo com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,

E-062-001 | !write to tell you that We are disturbed by the plans activities of mining companies to our global environment. |
suppport the struggles of the western shoshone indians againts the Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez
Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land Management to deny it.

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A faderal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acquiesced to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no question that BLM must deny this mine.  The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reasen: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine weuld
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years, Their paople are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, & Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold. In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: s it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable person would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project

E-OGZ-OOZI Please join us to safeguard cur global environment
Thank you for the eppartunity to comment,
Regards,
Gaorge Facsoy
Holy Ghost Extension

Sadanga, Mountain Province
Baguio City, ot 02600
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E-063-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 09:41 AM —

W Farmer <mud @gmail.com>
11/20/2007 08:21 PM

Please respond to
mudnessa@gmail com

To Stephen_Drummond@ny. bim.gov
ce
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,

E-063-001 Thank you for taking the time to receive my message. Although | am sending this through a third party it does not
mean | am any less passionate about the subject. | care and greatly appreciate you taking the time to read "our”
stanc on this issue

| write to tell you that | cppose Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A federal district court has ruled that ELM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dep 1t of Intenor acg to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substartial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

It is unduly degrading for a simple reason’ in addition to the dewatering of the Mt Tenabo area, the mine would
parmanently and irreparably destroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshcne
people. Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their paople are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, 2 Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold. In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable perscn would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,
Vanessa Farmer

920 Sycamore Ave apt 31
Vista, CA 92081
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E-064-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.
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E-065-001
Please see the response to comment O-003-004. Please also see the responses to
comment letter E-001.
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E-066-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/16/2007 01:53 PM —

Lou Ferraro <beach @t il.com>
111672007 09:14 AM

Please respond to
beachburmlou@hotmail.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. Bim.gov
ce
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills praposal

Dear Sir,
| am writing to inform you that, as a constituent, | am CONCEn bout this issue.
E-066-001 g you that, as a co ent, | am very eda

However, PLEASE DO NOT SEND A PAPER REPLY VIA PRINTED MATERIAL

Mot only is this a waste of paper and tax dollars, but it leads me to believe you do not actually read these email
messages and simply send cut an automated form letter | do not ask for a formal reply on your letterhead. Whereas
a reply via email would be most appreciated and an ideal way to conserve resources. Thank You.

| write to tell you that | cppose Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compeiling reason.

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Department of Interior acquiesced fo that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshane people.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reasen: in addition 1o the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine would
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt. Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years, Their people are buried on the mountain,

Barrick, & Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold. |n the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jawelry

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: |s it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining campany's shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable person would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,

Lou Ferraro

613 23rd St

Suite 808
Virginia beach, VA 23451
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E-067-001 |

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 10:06 AM —

James and Joan Fields-Cox <jfieldscox@yahoo.com>
114152007 12:41 PM

Flease respond to

jieldscox@yahoo.com
To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4

Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
How can you even consider doing such a thing??7?
| write to tell you that | cppose Cortez Gold M Barrick's prop

Management to deny it

d Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and

cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A faderal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue

degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey it of Interior

Department declared the ruling a victory.

ed to that ruling. In fact, the Interior

There's no question that BLM must deny this mine.  The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western

Shoshone pecple.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reasen: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine weuld
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years, Their paople are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, & Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold. In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: s it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that

have been in confinuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by

feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable person would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez

Hills project

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,

James and Joan Fields-Cox

307 Ross Avenue

Suite 808
Hamilton, OH 45013
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Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.
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E-068-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

Cortez Hills Expansion Project Final EIS Page 297



E-069-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 10:08 AM —

Lorraine Foster <Lorraine@Spiretech.com>
11/15/2007 12:36 PM

Please respond to
Lorraine@Spiretech.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
| write to tell you that | opp Cortez Gald Mi rick's proposed Cortez Hills praject. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it.

The BLM has emple authority to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Sheshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acquiescad to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interf; with and d ion of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine weuld
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their paople are buried on the mountain

Barrick, a Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable perscn would say YES. And so does the law. Flease deny the plan of operations for the Cortez
Hills project.

E-069-001 I Flease ~ a little good judgement and common sense! Profit isn't everything.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,
Lorraine Foster

8205 SE 9th Av
Portland, OR 87202
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E-070-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/27/2007 11:20 AM —

E-070-002
barry friedman <bafgerm@acl.com>
11/15/2007 08:33 PM Comment noted.

Flease respond to
bafgerm@acl.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,

E-070-001 Will corporate world not stop at anything to convert their greed to dollars? Of all the many greedy corporate ideas |
hear of or see, this is probably one of the most disgusting | have heard of.
| write to tell you that | cppose Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshene
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acqui d to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine  The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple,

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine would
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. ML Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years, Their people are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, & Car -based mining corp , would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable persen would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. And one other thought- It is almost impossible to believe(except under the
Bush admin} that this would even get this close to being considered. Pox on thern that thought it up!!!!!

E-070-002

Regards,
barry friedman

850 n barbara worth dr
tucson, AZ 85710
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E-071-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.
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E-072-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

E-072-002

Comment noted.

E-072-003

Comment noted.
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E-073-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 10:32 AM —

Sandra Ghosheh <fengshui_kc@hotmail.com>
11/15/2007 12:06 PM

Flease respond to
fengshui_kc@hotmail.com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
| write to tell you that | opp Cortez Gald Mi rick's proposed Cortez Hills praject. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it.

E-073-001 We really don't need to make any more cerporations rich at the expense of our countrymen and cur country!!!
Contez, the name says it all

The BLM has armple autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A tederal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acqui i to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

It is unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewalering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine would
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt. Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their people are buried on the mountain,

Barrick, 2 Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold. In the United States,
according the USGS, mere than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generations so that a Canadian mining company's shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable person would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,
Sandra Ghosheh

840 nw south shore dr, Suite 808
lake waukomis, MO 64151
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E-074-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 10:05 AM —

Charles Gillard <cgillard@rigden.com>
11/15/2007 12:45 PM

Please respond to
cgillard@rigden.com

To Stephen_Drummond@ny. bim.gov
ce
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
| write o tell you that | cppose Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Department of Interior acquiesced to that ruling In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial inter with and on cf ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shashone people.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reasen: in addition 1o the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine weuld
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
pecple. Mt. Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their people are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, a Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the LISGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: |s it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generations so that a Canadian mining company's shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable persen would say YES. And so does the law. Flease deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

I think we should respect the indigenous inhabitants of this land and show respect for their connection to the land
Woa could leam quite a bit from them in this respect. Some things should be held above immediate profit and
destruction and saved for the future generations.

E-074-001

Tharnk you for the opportunity to comment, |

Regards,

Charles Gillard

1303 Alpine Ave 18B
Suite 808

Boulder, CO 80304
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E-075-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 11:07 AM —

Rhenda Gilliam <rgonvsh@comcast.net>
11/15/2007 03:26 PM

Flease respond to

rgonvsh@comcast net
To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4

Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
| write to tell you that | opp Cortez Gald Mi rick's proposed Cortez Hills praject. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it.

The BLM has emple authority to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Sheshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acquiescad to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interf; with and d ion of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine weuld
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their paople are buried on the mountain

Barrick, a Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

E-075-001| Ferhaps we should open the Arlingten National Cemetary to the Canacian company. How does that sound? How is it
any cifferent that our gevernment would commit this sacrilege to another people's sacred ground.

Every reasonable perscn would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Regards,

Rhenda Gilliam
8741 W 190th St
Suite 808

Vashon, WA 98070
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E-076-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 10:08 AM —

Karl Goble <1sozo@bellsouth.net>
11/15/2007 12:35 PM

Flease respond to
1sozo@bellsouth.net

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
| write to tell you that | opp Cortez Gald Mi rick's proposed Cortez Hills praject. | urge the Bureau of Land
Management to deny it.

The Indians and their sacred lands are a Mational Treasures. They should be treated as such. They honor us by still
living amang us. It is time 10 give back what we as Americans so savagely and mercilessly have already taken from
them

E-076-001

The BLM has armple autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A tederal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acqui i to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

It is unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewalering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine would
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religicus practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt. Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their people are buried on the mountain,

Barrick, 2 Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold. In the United States,
according the USGS, mere than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generations so that a Canadian mining company's shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable person would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,
Karl Goble

959 Mocksville Hwy., Suite 808
Statesville, NC 28625
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E-077-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/27/2007 11:26 AM —

Nat Goodhue <ngoodhue@stowevt.net>
11/15/2007 06:14 PM

Please respond to

ngoodhue@stowevt net
To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4

Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,
E-077-001 | We have repeatedly harmed Mative American Indian culture. |therefore oppose Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's
proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land Managerment to deny it.

The BLM has emple authority to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Sheshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acquiescad to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interf; with and d ion of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine weuld
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Their paople are buried on the mountain

Barrick, a Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold  In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: Is it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable perscn would say YES. And so does the law. Flease deny the plan of operations for the Cortez
Hills project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment,
Regards,

Nat Goodhue

paob 235

Suite 808
Stowe, VT 05672
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E-078-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/26/2007 09:30 AM —

Katherine Gould-Martin <gould@bard.edu>
11/15/2007 11:46 AM

Flease respond to

goulc@bard. edu
To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4

Subject Please deny the Cortez Hills prapasal

Dear Sir,

E—OTS—OOII There is beautiful country, a noble people, and important environmental resources that need protection. | write to tell
you that | oppose Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | urge the Bureau of Land Management
to deny it

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation” of Western Shoshone
religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area, which are sacred to
the Western Shoshone. The mine will result in an illegal interference with and destruction of these religious and
cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A faderal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey 1t of Interior acquiesced to that ruling. In fact, the Interior
Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no question that BLM must deny this mine.  The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,
including the substantial interference with and destruction of ongeing and future religious practices of Western
Shoshone pecple.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reasen: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine weuld
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people. Mt Tenabo, the location of the Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for
hundreds, if not thousands, of years, Their paople are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, & Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold. In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: s it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in confinuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market?

Every reasonable person would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez
Hills project

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,
Katherine Gould-Martin

Bard College
Annandale, NY 12504
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E-079-001 |

E-079-002 |

—— Forwarded by Stephen Drummond/BMFOMNV/BLM/DCI on 11/28/2007 11:01 AM —

B, y Graham-gard liai @aol.com>
11/15/2007 04:58 PM

Flease respond to
lizisonsus@aol com

To Stephen_Drummend@ny. bim.gov
=4
Subject Deny the Cortez Hills proposal

Dear Sir,

| write to tell you that | vehemently oppose Cortez Gold Mines/Barrick's proposed Cortez Hills project. | strongly urge

the Bureau of Land Management to deny it.

The BLM has ample autherity to deny this project because it will cause "undue degradation and desecretion” of
‘Western Shoshone religious and cultural values, as well as to the surface and groundwater resources of the area,
which are sacred to the Westem Shoshone. The mine will resultin an illegal interference with and destruction of
these religious and cultural uses for no compelling reason.

A federal district court has ruled that BLM has the authority to deny mine proposals that would cause undue
degradation of cultural values -- and the Dey it of Inteniar

ad to that ruling. In fact, the Interior

Department declared the ruling a victory.

There's no questicn that BLM must deny this mine. The mine unduly degrades vital water and other resources,

including the substantial interf; with and ¢
Shoshone pecple.

Itis unduly degrading for a simple reason: in addition to the dewatering of the Mt. Tenabo area, the mine weuld
permanently and irreparably destroy current and future religious practices and values of the Western Shoshone
people.As it is, white man has done enough irreparable damage don't you think? Mt. Tenabo, the location of the
Cortez Hills project, has been central to the Western Shoshone religion for hundreds, if not thousands, of years

Their people are buried on the mountain.

Barrick, & Canadian-based multinational mining corporation, would use the site to mine gold. In the United States,
according the USGS, more than 80% of gold consumption goes to the fabrication of jewelry.

In essence, you are being asked to determine this: s it unduly degrading to destroy sacred lands and waters that
have been in continuous use for untold generaticns so that a Canadian mining company’s shareholders can profit by
feeding the jewelry market? It is certainly no matier of life or death!

Every reasonable person would say YES. And so does the law. Please deny the plan of operations for the Certez

Hills project

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Regards,

Rosemary Graham-gardner

F.O.Box 3335

Suite 808
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266
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ion cf ongeing and future religious practices of Western

E-079-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.

E-079-002

Comment noted.
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E-080-001

Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.
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Comment noted. Please also see the responses to comment letter E-001.
