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117, 3-125, 3-126, 3-143, 3-144, 3-177, 3-178, 3-351, 3-389, 3-410, 3-468, 3-519, 3-522, 3-
525, 3-562, 3-580, 3-581, 3-658, 3-660, 3-662, 3-683, 3-684, 3-701, 4-7, 4-11, 4-16, 4-21, 4-
22,4-27,4-38,4-41,4-44, 4-47,4-49, 453, 4-54, 6.5

pit dewatering, 2, 2-2, 2-23, 3-62, 3-65, 3-67, 3-68, 3-72, 3-74, 3-80, 3-88, 3-89, 3-107, 3-1 12, 3-
113, 3-115, 3-117, 3-128, 3-134, 3-138, 3-142, 3-143, 3-146, 3-148, 3-154, 3-155, 3-163, 3-
164, 3-176, 3-178, 3-179, 3-455, 3-461, 3-464

pit lake, 3, 5, 1-17, 2-72, 2-77, 2-86, 2-98, 2-102, 3-65, 3-66, 3-67, 3-68, 3-72, 3-107, 3-114, 3-
115, 3-116, 3-128, 3-142, 3-145, 3-146, 3-153, 3-154, 3-179, 3-198, 3-210, 3-217, 3-220, 3-
234, 3-237, 3-238, 3-306, 3-342, 3-343, 3-393, 3-403, 3-404, 3-412, 3-425, 3-426, 3-433, 3-443, 3-
444, 3-446, 3-455, 3-461, 3-464, 3-477, 3-493, 3-564, 3-632, 3-659, 3-660, 3-663, 3-664, 3-665, 3-
671, 3-676, 3-680, 3-698, 4-48, 4-50, 4-53, 4-76, 4-85, 4-93

Pony Express, xvi, xvii, xxiii, 6,7, 1-17, 2-55, 2-69, 2-71, 2-104, 3-471, 3-472, 3-529, 3-563, 3-
587, 3-588, 3-589, 3-591, 3-592, 3-593, 3-594, 3-595, 3-596, 3-597, 3-601, 3-602, 3-604, 3-
639, 3-640, 3-686, 3-688, 3-690, 3-692, 4-7, 4-9, 4-11, 4-16, 4-38, 4-67, 4-68, 5-10, 6-12

proposed action, 10, 2-107, 3-257, 3-460, 3-462, 3-465, 3-611, 4-48, 4-55, 4-58, 4-79, 4-88, 4-97

Proposed Action, iii, iv, vi, ix, X, Xi, Xii, Xiii, Xiv, xv, 1, 2, 3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10, 1-2, 1-9, 1-10, I-
14, 1-17, 2-1, 2-3, 2-35, 2-97, 2-98, 2-101, 2-102, 2-103, 2-104, 2-105, 2-106, 2-107, 3-1, 3-2,
3-3, 3-4, 3-6, 3-62, 3-65, 3-66, 3-67, 3-68,3-71, 3-72, 3-73, 3-74, 3-79, 3-80, 3-81, 3-83, 3-85,
3-87, 3-88, 3-91, 3-107, 3-108, 3-109, 3-112, 3-113, 3-114, 3-115, 3-116, 3-117, 3-119, 3-122,
3-127, 3-128, 3-133, 3-135, 3-138, 3-142, 3-145, 3-146, 3-147, 3-150, 3-152, 3-153, 3-154, 3-
155, 3-156, 3-157, 3-161, 3-174, 3-176, 3-179, 3-180, 3-184, 3-208, 3-217, 3-218, 3-219, 3-
220, 3-236, 3-237, 3-238, 3-258, 3-260, 3-261, 3-262, 3-263, 3-264, 3-266, 3-268, 3-270, 3-
272, 3-273, 3-279, 3-289, 3-292, 3-293, 3-294, 3-295, 3-297, 3-303, 3-304, 3-305, 3-306, 3-
307, 3-308, 3-309, 3-310, 3-311, 3-312, 3-313, 3-314, 3-315, 3-319, 3-320, 3-327, 3-328, 3-
329, 3-330, 3-331, 3-332, 3-335, 3-336, 3-337, 3-338, 3-339, 3-340, 3-34], 3-342, 3-344, 3-
345, 3-346, 3-347, 3-349, 3-356, 3-365, 3-366, 3-367, 3-368, 3-369, 3-370, 3-371, 3-372, 3-
386, 3-387, 3-388, 3-389, 3-390, 3-391, 3-392, 3-393, 3-394, 3-395, 3-396, 3-397, 3-398, 3-
399, 3-400, 3-402, 3-403, 3-404, 3-405, 3-406, 3-408, 3-409, 3-410, 3-411, 3-412, 3-413, 3-
415, 3-421, 3-422, 3-423, 3-424, 3.426, 3-427, 3-428, 3-429, 3-430, 3-431, 3-432, 3-433, 3-437, 3.438, 3-
440, 3-443, 3-444, 3-445, 3-446, 3-447, 3-450, 3-452, 3-455, 3-456, 3-457, 3-458, 3-459, 3-460, 3-462, 3-
463, 3-465, 3-474, 3-475, 3-476, 3-477, 3-478, 3-479, 3-480, 3-486, 3-491, 3-492, 3-493, 3-495,
3-497, 3-499, 3-500, 3-529, 3-530, 3-531, 3-532, 3-536, 3-537, 3-542, 3-547, 3-549, 3-550, 3-
554, 3-556, 3-559, 3-560, 3-563, 3-564, 3-565, 3-566, 3-567, 3-568, 3-569, 3-570, 3-571, 3-
575, 3-576, 3-578, 3-580, 3-581, 3-582, 3-584, 3-585, 3-586, 3-591, 3-592, 3-593, 3-594, 3-
595, 3-596, 3-602, 3-604, 3-605, 3-606, 3-607, 3-608, 3-609, 3-610, 3-616, 3-617, 3-618, 3-
619, 3-620, 3-621, 3-622, 3-625, 3-627, 3-628, 3-659, 3-660, 3-661, 3-662, 3-664, 3-665, 3-
666, 3-667, 3-668, 3-669, 3-670, 3-671, 3-672, 3-673, 3-674, 3-675, 3-676, 3-677, 3-678, 3-
681, 3-682, 3-684, 3-686, 3-688, 3-689, 3-691, 3-692, 3-694, 3-697, 3-698, 3-699, 3-700, 4-1,
4-2,4-9, 4-22, 4-41, 4-48, 4-49, 4-50, 4-53, 4-54, 4-55, 4-56, 4-57, 4-58, 4-59, 4-60, 4-61, 4-
62, 4-63, 4-64, 4-65, 4-66, 4-67, 4-68, 4-69, 4-70, 4-73, 4-74, 4-75, 4-76, 4-78, 4-81, 4-82, 4-
83, 4-84, 4-85, 4-87, 4-91, 4-92, 4-93, 4-95, 4-99, 4-100, 4-101, 4-102, 4-103, 4-104

pygmy rabbit, 3-631, 3-632, 3-644, 3-647, 3-665, 3-667, 3-673, 3-677, 3-681, 3-682

reclamation, i, 1, 2, 8, 1-1, 1-8, 1-9, 1-10, 1-11, 1-12, 2-1, 2-3, 2-17, 2-24, 2-35, 2-47, 2-76, 2-77,
2-81, 2-82, 2-85, 2-86, 2-89, 2-92, 2-95, 2-96, 2-98, 2-105, 3-74, 3-118, 3-217, 3-233, 3-241,
3-320, 3-323, 3-324, 3-325, 3-326, 3-327, 3-328, 3-341, 3-342, 3-343, 3-344, 3-345, 3-346, 3-
347, 3-348, 3-349, 3-350, 3-351, 3-355, 3-356, 3-364, 3-365, 3-366, 3-367, 3-368, 3-369, 3-
370, 3-371, 3-386, 3-387, 3-388, 3-392, 3-393, 3-402, 3-403, 3-404, 3-405, 3-406, 3-409, 3-
411, 3-413, 3-414, 3-416, 3-421, 3-438, 3-440, 3-444, 3-445, 3-446, 3-448, 3-452, 3-455, 3-458, 3-459,
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3-461, 3-462, 3-464, 3-465, 3-475, 3-477, 3-541, 3-556, 3-592, 3-616, 3-617, 3-660, 3-661, 3-664,
3-665, 3-670, 3-675, 3-679, 3-683, 3-686, 3-688, 3-690, 3-692, 3-693, 3-694, 3-697, 3-698, 3-
702, 4-9, 4-31, 4-56, 4-57, 4-58, 4-59, 4-60, 4-61, 4-62, 4-63, 4-64, 4-65, 4-67, 4-70, 4-75, 4-
76, 4-78, 4-79, 4-80, 4-81, 4-84, 4-87, 4-88, 4-89, 4-90, 4-93, 4-96, 4-97, 4-98, 4-101, 4-102,
4-103

recreation and wilderness, 3-466, 3-467, 3-468, 4-1, 4-2, 4-8, 4-9, 4-64, 4-65, 4-75, 4-81, 4-84,
4-90, 4-93, 4-98

riparian, 1-16, 3-24, 3-32, 3-35, 3-36, 3-37, 3-38, 3-39, 3-93, 3-94, 3-95, 3-97, 3-99, 3-100, 3-
102, 3-106, 3-167, 3-168, 3-169, 3-170, 3-171, 3-372, 3-403, 3-404, 3-405, 3-406, 3-407, 3-
408, 3-409, 3-410, 3-411, 3-412, 3-413, 3-414, 3-415, 3-416, 3-425, 3-428, 3-430, 3-432, 3-467,
3-618, 3-619, 3-622, 3-625, 3-628, 3-633, 3-637, 3-647, 3-651, 3-654, 3-655, 3-657, 3-662, 3-
663, 3-671, 3-676, 3-680, 3-703, 4-2, 4-9, 4-30, 4-31, 4-32, 4-33, 4-34, 4-35, 4-36, 4-37, 4-38,
4-60, 4-61, 4-62, 4-75, 4-80, 4-84, 4-88, 4-93,4-97,4-103, 6-9, 6-23

Roberts Creek, 3-4, 3-23, 3-24, 3-25, 3-37, 3-38, 3-39, 3-61, 3-62, 3-79, 3-80, 3-87, 3-88, 3-93,
3-101, 3-105, 3-107, 3-133, 3-147, 3-155, 3-156, 3-163, 3-183, 3-218, 3-233, 3-234, 3-236, 3-
238, 3-281, 3-294, 3-301, 3-305, 3-326, 3-384, 3-410, 3-449, 3-471, 3-473, 3-474, 3-476, 3-
478, 3-480, 3-481, 3-486, 3-487, 3-491, 3-492, 3-494, 3-496, 3-497, 3-499, 3-563, 3-588, 3-
618, 3-619, 3-622, 3-625, 3-628, 3-634, 3-637, 3-638, 3-639, 3-640, 3-662, 3-685, 3-686, 3-
687, 3-688, 3-689, 3-690, 3-691, 3-692, 4-31, 4-35, 4-65, 4-73, 4-81, 4-90, 4-98, 6-10

socioeconomic values, 4-66

soil resources, 3-349, 3-350, 3-356, 3-365, 3-367, 3-368, 3-369, 3-370, 3-371, 3-372, 4-56, 4-57,
4-58, 4-60, 4-61, 4-64, 4-70, 4-78, 4-87, 4-96

springs and seeps, 3-4, 3-23, 3-26, 3-30, 3-32, 3-50, 3-56

subsidence, 3-58, 3-62, 3-65, 3-66, 3-116, 3-117, 3-1 18, 3-127, 3-128, 3-145, 3-146, 3-153, 3-
154, 3-179, 3-180, 3-251, 3-257, 3-365, 3-368, 3-370, 3-371

surface water, 1-15, 1-16, 2-59, 2-92, 3-4, 3-5, 3-26, 3-35, 3-39, 3-40, 3-61, 3-62, 3-65, 3-74, 3-
79, 3-80, 3-87, 3-88, 3-89, 3-90, 3-107, 3-118, 3-122, 3-133, 3-134, 3-137, 3-141, 3-146, 3-
147, 3-148, 3-149, 3-150, 3-154, 3-155, 3-156, 3-163, 3-164, 3-173, 3-174, 3-175, 3-180, 3-
183, 3-184, 3-185, 3-198, 3-218, 3-233, 3-236, 3-237, 3-365, 3-368, 3-370, 3-371, 3-389, 3-
411, 3-413, 3-414, 3-416, 3-424, 3-425, 3-427, 3-429, 3-431, 3-432, 3-434, 3-435, 3-436, 3-438, 3-439,
3-446, 3-457, 3-460, 3-463, 3-466, 3-537, 3-583, 3-637, 3-662, 3-668, 3-673, 3-678, 3-682, 4-2, 4-
48, 4-49, 4-50, 4-53, 4-64, 4-65, 4-76, 4-77, 4-84, 4-85, 4-86, 4-93, 4-94, 4-102, 4-103

tailings storage facilities, 2, 7, 9, 2-1, 2-2

TCP, xxv, 3-611, 3-616

ten-foot, 3-61, 3-62, 3-65, 3-73, 3-79, 3-80, 3-107, 3-133, 3-156, 3-374, 3-384, 3-389, 3-410, 3-
417, 3-418, 3-421, 3-423, 3-424, 3-432, 3-434, 3-563, 3-632, 3-658, 3-662, 3-668, 3-682, 4-2, 4-49,
4-50, 4-76, 4-85, 4-93, 4-94

vegetation, 7, 8, 1-7, 2-24, 2-35, 2-74, 2-75, 2-78, 2-86, 2-104, 2-105, 3-22, 3-24, 3-35, 3-36, 3-
37, 3-40, 3-57, 3-93, 3-94, 3-95, 3-96, 3-97, 3-98, 3-99, 3-100, 3-101, 3-102, 3-103, 3-104, 3-
105, 3-106, 3-112, 3-142, 3-167, 3-168, 3-168, 3-169, 3-170, 3-171, 3-176, 3-217, 3-292, 3-
319, 3-320, 3-323, 3-327, 3-328, 3-350, 3-351, 3-356, 3-364, 3-365, 3-366, 3-367, 3-368, 3-
370, 3-371, 3-372, 3-373, 3-374, 3-379, 3-381, 3-382, 3-383, 3-384, 3-385, 3-386, 3-387, 3-
388, 3-389, 3-390, 3-392, 3-393, 3-394, 3-395, 3-396, 3-398, 3-399, 3-400, 3-401, 3-402, 3-
403, 3-404, 3-405, 3-406, 3-407, 3-408, 3-409, 3-410, 3-41 1, 3-412, 3-413, 3-414, 3-415, 3-
416, 3-423, 3-424, 3-425, 3-426, 3-427, 3-428, 3-429, 3-430, 3-431, 3-432, 3-435, 3-438, 3-440, 3-448, 3-
457, 3-460, 3-463, 3-466, 3-476, 3-478, 3-480, 3-481, 3-550, 3-583, 3-618, 3-622, 3-625, 3-628,
3-632, 3-633, 3-634, 3-639, 3-640, 3-644, 3-647, 3-656, 3-657, 3-658, 3-659, 3-660, 3-661, 3-
662, 3-663, 3-665, 3-666, 3-669, 3-670, 3-671, 3-672, 3-675, 3-676, 3-679, 3-680, 3-681, 3-
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683, 3-693, 3-697, 3-698, 3-699, 3-700, 3-702, 4-2, 4-9, 4-10, 4-17, 4-18, 4-21, 4-28, 4-29, 4-
30, 4-44, 4-50, 4-53, 4-56, 4-57, 4-58, 4-59, 4-60, 4-61, 4-62, 4-63, 4-64, 4-70, 4-73, 4-74, 4-
75, 4-77, 4-79, 4-80, 4-84, 4-86, 4-87, 4-88, 4-89, 4-93, 4-95, 4-96, 4-97, 4-98, 4-101, 4-102,
6-4, 6-11, 6-22, 6-23

Vinini Creek, 3-4, 3-25, 3-26, 3-40, 3-267, 3-648, 3-654, 3-659, 3-668, 4-29, 4-35, 4-57,4-74

visual resources, 1-17, 3-315, 3-316, 3-319, 3-327, 3-328, 3-476, 3-478, 3-480, 3-481, 4-2, 4-8,
4-9, 4-55, 4-56, 4-78, 4-87, 4-96, 4-102

water quality, 6, 1-7, 1-15, 1-16, 2-55, 2-72, 2-77, 2-90, 2-103, 3-62, 3-111, 3-141, 3-151, 3-175,
3-183, 3-184, 3-185, 3-187, 3-198, 3-208, 3-210, 3-217, 3-218, 3-219, 3-220, 3-233, 3-234, 3-
235, 3-236, 3-237, 3-238, 3-365, 3-426, 3-443, 3-549, 3-581, 3-605, 3-651, 3-657, 3-659, 3-668,
3-671, 4-2, 4-48, 4-50, 4-53, 4-77, 4-86, 4-94, 4-95

water resources, 2-77, 2-82, 3-4, 3-5, 3-6, 3-40, 3-57, 3-62, 3-65, 3-88, 3-89, 3-107, 3-11 1, 3-
116, 3-126, 3-134, 3-141, 3-145, 3-146, 3-148, 3-150, 3-151, 3-152, 3-153, 3-173, 3-174, 3-
175, 3-179, 3-208, 3-390, 3-394, 3-396, 3-399, 3-412, 3-424, 3-440, 3-467, 3-536, 3-581, 3-600,
3-618, 3-619, 3-622, 3-625, 3-628, 3-660, 4-48, 4-49, 4-50, 4-53, 4-69, 4-75, 4-76, 4-77, 4-83,
4-84, 4-85, 4-86, 4-91, 4-93, 4-94, 4-95, 4-100

water supply, 2, 9, 1-7, 2-17, 2-74, 2-105, 3-67, 3-68, 3-72, 3-74, 3-89, 3-93, 3-94, 3-95, 3-96, 3-
97, 3-98, 3-99, 3-100, 3-101, 3-102, 3-103, 3-104, 3-105, 3-106, 3-107, 3-111, 3-117, 3-127,
3-134, 3-138, 3-141, 3-146, 3-149, 3-151, 3-154, 3-167, 3-168, 3-169, 3-170, 3-171, 3-173, 3-
175, 3-180, 3-365, 3-435, 3-549, 3-662, 4-22, 4-27

wetlands, 1-15, 3-40, 3-406, 3-407, 3-408, 3-409, 3-411, 3-412, 3-413, 3-415, 3-662, 4-2, 4-9, 4-
60, 4-61, 4-75, 4-80, 4-84, 4-89, 4-93, 4-97, 4-103

wild horses, 1-16, 2-60, 3-93, 3-94, 3-95, 3-96, 3-97, 3-98, 3-99, 3-100, 3-101, 3-102, 3-103, 3-
104, 3-105, 3-106, 3-118, 3-128, 3-146, 3-154, 3-167, 3-168, 3-169, 3-170, 3-171, 3-180, 3-
386, 3-388, 3-409, 3-425, 3-428, 3-430, 3-432, 3-433, 3-434, 3-435, 3-436, 3-437, 3-438, 3-439, 3-440, 3-
443, 3-444, 3-445, 3-446, 3-447, 3-660, 3-663, 3-671, 3-675, 3-680, 3-686, 3-689, 3-691, 3-693, 4-
2,4-9,4-18,4-31, 4-49, 4-62, 4-63, 4-75, 4-80, 4-84, 4-89, 4-93, 4-98, 4-103, 6-20, 6-22, 6-23

wildlife, 4, 7, 1-12, 1-15, 1-16, 2-72, 2-75, 2-76, 2-78, 2-82, 2-101, 2-104, 3-38, 3-62, 3-93, 3-
94, 3-95, 3-96, 3-97, 3-98, 3-99, 3-100, 3-101, 3-102, 3-103, 3-104, 3-105, 3-106, 3-118, 3-
128, 3-146, 3-154, 3-167, 3-168, 3-168, 3-169, 3-170, 3-171, 3-180, 3-183, 3-220, 3-386, 3-
388, 3-401, 3-407, 3-409, 3-439, 3-440, 3-443, 3-448, 3-455, 3-458, 3-459, 3-461, 3-464, 3-467, 3-471,
3-476, 3-478, 3-480, 3-481, 3-482, 3-486, 3-613, 3-614, 3-616, 3-629, 3-630, 3-631, 3-632, 3-
633, 3-648, 3-659, 3-660, 3-661, 3-662, 3-663, 3-664, 3-667, 3-669, 3-670, 3-67 1, 3-672, 3-
674, 3-675, 3-676, 3-678, 3-679, 3-680, 3-683, 3-686, 3-689, 3-691, 3-693, 3-702, 4-2, 4-9, 4-
10, 4-12, 4-18, 4-30, 4-31, 4-37, 4-38, 4-41, 4-44, 4-49, 4-64, 4-65, 4-70, 4-73, 4-75, 4-83, 4-
84, 4-92, 4-93, 4-101, 4-104, 6-23

work force, 6, 8, 2-103, 2-105, 3-448, 3-535, 3-545, 3-569

WRDFs, 1-2, 2-1, 2-2, 2-3, 2-4, 2-17, 2-23, 2-24, 2-35, 2-36, 2-59, 2-60, 2-71, 2-76, 2-717, 2-82,

2-85, 2-86, 2-91, 2-92, 2-96, 2-101, 2-102, 2-103, 2-104, 2-105, 2-106, 3-74, 3-128, 3-208, 3-

217, 3-233, 3-238, 3-258, 3-260, 3-261, 3-262, 3-266, 3-268, 3-269, 3-287, 3-292, 3-324, 3-325,

3-328, 3-341, 3-343, 3-344, 3-345, 3-346, 3-347, 3-348, 3-356, 3-365, 3-366, 3-421, 3-440, 3-495,

3-568, 3-591, 3-592, 3-605, 4-54, 4-55, 4-77, 4-78, 4-86, 4-87, 4-95
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The Mount Hope Final EIS is continued in Volume III.
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APPENDIX A

INCONSISTENCIES BETWEEN THE
MOUNT HOPE PROJECT AND THE
LAND USE PLANS, POLICIES, AND
CONTROLS OF EUREKA COUNTY



APPENDIX A
Inconsistencies Between the Mount Hope Project and the Land Use Plans, Policies, and
Controls of Eureka County

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires an EIS to discuss certain factors. See
42 US.C. § 4332(2) (C)(i-v). As set forth by NEPA’s implementing regulations, one of these
factors is potential conflicts between a proposed action and the objectives of Federal, regional,
State and local land use plans, policies and controls for the area concerned. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.16.
Where an inconsistency exists between the proposed and any approved State or local plan or law,
the environmental impact statement should describe the extent to which the agency would
reconcile its proposed action with the plan or law.

Also related to state and local planning, 40 C.F.R. § 1506.2(d) requires that the EIS “discuss any
inconsistency of a proposed action with any approved State or local plan and laws,” and if an
inconsistency exists, describe “the extent to which the agency would reconcile its proposed
action with the plan or law.”

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations at 40 CFR 1502.16(c) require the
Environmental Consequences section of an EIS to disclose “possible conflicts between the
proposed action and the objectives of Federal, regional, State, and local (and in the case of a
reservation, Indian tribe) land use plans, policies and controls for the area concerned.” This
appendix is referenced in the Environmental Consequences section and provides a complete
discussion of any inconsistencies as perceived by Eureka County in compliance with the CEQ
regulations.

The CEQ has also provided guidance for situations where a proposed action conflicts with local
plans, policies, and controls through their publication: Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning
CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act Regulations (46 Fed. Reg. 18026 (1981)). Question
23c asks, “What options are available for the decisionmaker when conflicts with such plans or
policies are identified?” CEQ’s answer states, “After identifying any potential land use conflicts,
the decisionmaker must weigh the significance of the conflicts, among all the other
environmental and non-environmental factors that must be considered in reaching a rational and
balanced decision. Unless precluded by other law from causing or contributing to any
inconsistency with the land use plans, policies or controls, the decisionmaker retains the
authority to go forward with the proposal, despite the potential conflict...”

On May 30, 2012 the BLM sent a letter to Eureka County requesting a comprehensive list of
potential inconsistencies between the Mount Hope Project and the land use plans, policies, and
controls adopted by Eureka County. On June 22, 2012 Eureka County, as a Cooperating Agency
in preparation of the EIS, responded by identifying several components of the Mount Hope
Project that they have determined are in conflict their local planning efforts.

Each of the items below documents the perceived inconsistencies as described by Eureka
County. Where there is potential for an inconsistency, each item also includes a discussion of the
extent to which the BLM could reconcile the proposed action with the applicable State or local
plan or law.
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Item 1

“1.1 Page 1-2: We have continued to point out to BLM that many of these regulations require
coordination with Eureka County and efforts to achieve consistency with Eureka County plans
and policies to the maximum extent possible. Despite our continual requests, however, the DEIS
makes no effort to discuss these inconsistencies. This paragraph can legitimately claim that the
EIS complies with NEPA only when BLM has taken the maximum effort to reconcile these
conflicts. We will continue to point out these specific areas again in the comments that Sollow.”

Although the BLM is not required to achieve consistency between the proposed action and State
or local laws, plans and policies (see, . g, 40 CF.R. § 1506.2(d)), it has made extraordinary
efforts to coordinate with Eureka County. Prior to the release of the Draft EIS for public review,
the BLM continually attempted to schedule a meeting to discuss Eureka County’s comments on
the Administrative Draft EIS, but the county could not coordinate a time to meet. Additionally,
the BLM formally requested that Eureka County identify all perceived inconsistencies in a letter
dated May 30, 2012, so as to ensure that all potential inconsistencies would be documented in the
Mt. Hope Project Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). On June 22, 2012, Eureka
County provided a response that includes all of the items listed in this appendix. The BLM is not
required to reconcile perceived inconsistencies, however, this appendix discusses the BLM’s
reconciliation efforts, consistent with NEPA requirements.

Item 2

1.5.4 Page 1-10: We asked BLM to revise this section on both ADEIS with inclusion of language
to read, "Some elements of the Proposed Action would be in conformance with these plans and
policies while other elements of the proposed mine could prove inconsistent with these plans and
policies." BLMs response was that "Based on a review of the County Plan, no specific instances
of non-conformance were identified." BLM inaccurately cites general County policy support of
mining and economic development in a vacuum without taking into account all other plans,
goals, and policies as a whole related to impacts on air quality, wildlife, water resources, private
properly, grazing, etc. Eureka County specifically pointed out these inconsistencies in our
previous comments. Again, we highlight the following policies, word-for-word, that components
of the Proposed Action are in conflict with including, "use of the best available science and
technology to ensure adequate protection of land, air, and water resources ..[including] ...
adequate and proper mitigation; maintaining water resources in a condition that will render it
useable by future generations for the full range of beneficial uses that Jurther a viable and stable
economic and social base for its citizens; maintain or improve soil, vegetation and watershed
resources in a manner that perpetuates and sustains a diversity of uses while Sully supporting the
custom, culture, economic stability and viability of Eureka County and our individual citizens,
mitigation of mining activities that may impair the economic Juture of Eureka County citizens;
prevention of significant deterioration of the superior air quality found in Eureka County; and
maintain, improve or mitigate...impacts fo habitat in order to sustain viable and harvestable
populations of...species as well as wetland/riparian habitat Jor...other game and non-game
species.” BLM can only say that the EIS is in compliance when the maximum effort has been
made by BLM to work with Eureka County, the guardian of its own policies, to reconcile these
conflicts.
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The last sentence of the first paragraph in Section 1.5.4 has been revised to say “Some elements
of the proposal would be in conformance with plans and policies adopted by Eureka County
while other elements of the proposed mine could prove inconsistent with these plans and
policies.” For example, the proposal is consistent with the County’s general policy support of
mining and economic development (i.e., “Goal: Facilitate environmentally responsible
exploration, development and reclamation of oil, gas, geothermal, locatable minerals, aggregate
and similar resources on federal lands.”). However, these forms of development (both generally
and as would be implemented via the proposed action) necessarily have some impact to
environmental values like air quality, wildlife water resources, grazing, etc.; therefore, advancing
one set of goals and policies may be inconsistent with other goals and policies. BLM’s own
review of the Eurcka County Master Plan and other local planning documents, as well as
comments from Eureka County, indicate that this may be the case here. However, the proposed
action largely reconciles these goals and policies by including measures to reduce or avoid
adverse impacts , as described throughout the Final EIS. The Final EIS further reconciles these
goals and policies by proposing mitigation measures for various resources to further reduce or
avoid impacts where they are anticipated. To the extent the policies and goals cited by Eureka
County do not prohibit adverse impacts, but instead require mitigation or similar attempts to
balance competing goals and policies, the proposed action and Final EIS satisfy those
requirements.

The EIS uses the best available science and technology to analyze potential impacts, including
all of the resources referenced by Eureka County.

Item 3

3.2.3.3. 2 Page 3-108: Additionally, this evaporation of water is directly in conflict with our
county Master Plan that mandates that water extracted Jor mining be used "in a manner that
returns water to the ground in the same basin it is withdrawn with minimal evaporation and
tfranspiration loss" (p. 6-55). Please revise to remove language of evaporation being a beneficial
use and clearly state that the large evaporative losses of water due to the Project are
inconsistent with our Master Plan.

The BLM acknowledges that Eureka County, through its Master Plan, “supports . . . disposal of
mine dewatering water in a manner that returns water to the ground in the same basin it is
withdrawn with minimal evaporation and transpiration loss.” The BLM does not read the Master
Plan to require disposal in this manner. To the extent the County believes that the Master Plan
somehow mandates that all water extracted for mining be returned to the ground in the same
basin from which it is withdrawn with minimal evaporation and transpiration loss, the Proposed
Action would be inconsistent with the Master Plan. However, mining is a beneficial use under
Nevada water law and the distribution of processed material in the Tailing Storage Facilities are
part of the mining use. Evaporation caused by the mining use of water is not contrary to Nevada
law and has not been modified in the project design. It should be noted that the Seventh Judicial
District Court for the State of Nevada ruled on June 13, 2012 to uphold the Nevada State
Engineer's decision regarding the issuance of the water rights for the Project with a total
combined duty of 11,300 acre-feet per year. The BLM, under the 3809 regulations, has an
obligation to prevent not only unnecessary degradation but also degradation that, while necessary
to mining, is undue or excessive. The extraction and use of groundwater is necessary to mining
and the removal or use is not undue or excessive.
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Additionally, as noted in response to Item 2, not all goals and policies described in the Fureka
County Master Plan are consistent with one another and the furtherance of the mining and
economic development goals through the Proposed Action necessarily have impacts to other
policies and goals related to protection of natural resources. The mitigation measures proposed
and analyzed in the Final EIS, along with measures contained in the Plan of Operations to reduce
impacts to natural resources, largely reconcile any such perceived inconsistencies.

Item 4

3.6 Page 3-254: Although analyses of air quality describe that the Project will not exceed the
NAAQS (or NSAAQS), it is never recognized that the Project will, in fact, degrade the air quality
of Eureka County regardless of a standard. This is in direct conflict with our Master Plan policy
which is to prevent "deterioration of the superior air quality found in Eureka County." Please
make this clear and describe what further can be done to protect the air quality of Eureka
County through realistic and committed mitigation measures (and adequate monitoring to
measure for degradation).

The FEIS recognizes that any anthropogenic activity, including the future economic and
industrial development that Eureka County mentions, would have some effect on air quality. In
quoting Eureka County's Master Plan, the commenter has omitted the word "significant". A
reading of the entire stated objective, "Prevent si gnificant deterioration of the superior air quality
found in Eureka County", shows that the Master Plan recognizes the possibility of air quality
effects and that determining attainment of the goal is not quantified. It also plainly acknowledges
that some level of deterioration to air quality is acceptable. As noted in Section 3.6.3 of the EIS,
no impacts to air quality are considered to be significant. The FEIS demonstrates that the project
will meet all applicable health-based standards and discloses the potential impacts to air quality.

Item 5

3.12.3.2 and 3.12.3.3 Page 3-399: Therefore, the entire burden of directly lost AUMs will fall
upon livestock grazing. This is also a specific example of the Proposed Action being in direct
conflict with the policies of Eureka County as outlined in our Master Plan and County Code and
this conflict must be described and documented in the EIS, Eureka County calls for no net-loss of
AUMs.

There is no text in the Eureka County Master Plan that specifically states a goal of “no net-loss
of AUMs.” The Master Plan instead includes an argument for grazing permits to be considered
as private property rights, for which “Eureka County maintains a no-net-loss policy” under Title
9, Section 30.060.J.1 of the Eureka County Code. The Master Plan refers to the Taylor Grazing
Act and other laws to support its characterization of grazing permits as property rights. However,
the Taylor Grazing Act at 43 USC § 315(b) states that “such permits shall be for a period of not
more than ten years, subject to the preference right of the permittees to renewal in the discretion
of the Secretary of the Interior, who shall specify from time to time numbers of stock and
seasons of use.” Although a permittee may have preference rights for renewal of the permit, the
number of stock, seasons of use, and other conditions remain the sole discretion of the Secretary
of the Interior. Additionally, 43 USC § 315(b) also states that “the issuance of a permit pursuant
to the provisions of this subchapter shall not create any right, title, interest, or estate in or to the
lands.” Accordingly, to the extent the County asserts that the Master Plan requires the BLM to
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treat AUMs as private property rights, such portion of the Master Plan is contrary to federal law
and cannot be reconciled with the Proposed Action.

The Proposed Action is consistent with the Taylor Grazing Act and all other federal statutes and
regulations. The suspension of AUMs resulting from this project was calculated using the same
method as when they were originally allocated based on temporary and permanent loss of
acreage available for livestock grazing. As part of the 10-year permit renewal cycle, the BLM
will conduct an Ecological Site Inventory that will involve an evaluation of the maximum AUM
capacity for each of the affected allotments. Since the mine proposal is not a grazing action, it is
not being conducted as part of the EIS. Accordingly, to the extent the County asserts that the
Master Plan requires the BLM to treat AUMs as private property rights, such portion of the
Master Plan is contrary to federal law and cannot be reconciled with the Proposed Action.’

Item 6

This is another specific example of the Proposed Action being in direct conflict with the policies
of Eureka County as outlined in our Master Plan and County Code and this conflict must be
described and documented in the EIS. These documents call Jor no net-loss of AUMs and
"mitigation of mining activities that may impair the economic future of Eureka County citizens."
Since this Project will impair the economic Juture of Eureka County ranches, albeit only a few, it
is inconsistent with our plans and policies.

There is no text in the Eureka County Master Plan that specifically states a goal of “no net-loss
of AUMs.” The Master Plan instead includes an argument for grazing permits to be considered
as private property rights, for which “Eureka County maintains a no-net-loss policy” under Title
9, Section 30.060.].1 of the Eurcka County Code. The Master Plan refers to the Taylor Grazing
Act and other laws to support its characterization of grazing permits as property rights. However,
the Taylor Grazing Act at 43 USC § 315(b) states that “such permits shall be for a period of not
more than ten years, subject to the preference right of the permittees to renewal in the discretion
of the Secretary of the Interior, who shall specify from time to time numbers of stock and
scasons of use.” Although a permittee may have preference rights for renewal of the permit, the
number of stock, seasons of use, and other conditions remain the sole discretion of the Secretary
of the Interior. Additionally, 43 USC § 315(b) also states that “the issuance of a permit pursuant

: The Master Plan cites other references including the District Court decision for Public

Lands Council, et al. v. Babbitt. However, the Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals overturned
portions of the District Court decision in 2000 and held that “the conditions placed on permits
reflected the leasehold nature of grazing privileges, consistent with the fact that Congress had
made the Secretary the landlord of the public range and basically made the grant of grazing
privileges discretionary. The grazing regulations in effect from 1938 to the present day made
clear that the Department retained the power to modify, fail to renew, or cancel a permit or lease
for various reasons.” Additionally, the Court of Appeals held that “the Secretary, consistent with
43 USC § 315f...was authorized to reclassify and withdraw land from grazing altogether and
devote it to a more valuable and suitable use.”

Mount Hope — Appendix A
Page 5 of 14



to the provisions of this subchapter shall not create any right, title, interest, or estate in or to the
lands.”

The Master Plan cites other references including the District Court decision for Public Lands
Council, et al. v. Babbitt. However, the Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals overturned portions of
the District Court decision in 2000 and held that “the conditions placed on permits reflected the
leasehold nature of grazing privileges, consistent with the fact that Congress had made the
Secretary the landlord of the public range and basically made the grant of grazing privileges
discretionary. The grazing regulations in effect from 1938 to the present day made clear that the
Department retained the power to modify, fail to renew, or cancel a permit or lease for various
reasons.” Additionally, the Court of Appeals held that “the Secretary, consistent with 43 USC §
315f...was authorized to reclassify and withdraw land from grazing altogether and devote it to a
more valuable and suitable use.”

As discussed in response to Item 5, the Proposed Action is consistent with the Taylor Grazing
Act and all other federal statutes and regulations. However, due to Eureka County’s incomplete
interpretation of this law and other referenced documents in the Master Plan, the Proposed
Action cannot be reconciled.

The Master Plan goes on to state that “It is critical to the welfare of the citizens of Eureka
County and the nation that mining on state and federal lands remains an open and free enterprise.
Eureka County upholds the tenet that mining claims are compensable property belonging to
individuals or groups of individuals. Eureka County supports:... 6. Mitigation of mining
activities that may impair the economic future of Eureka County citizens through bilateral or
multi-lateral consultations with the Board of Eureka County Commissioners.” The BLM has
made every effort to coordinate with the Board of Eureka County Commissioners, has modified
the Proposed Action in multiple instances in response to county requests, and has otherwise
suggested mitigation to reduce economic impacts to non-mining interests. The BLM does not
have the legal authority to require implementation of the type of mitigation discussed in the
comment, however, additional language has been added to the EIS in Section 3.26 providing
suggested mitigation where such measures fall outside the jurisdiction of the BLM. The
Proposed Action cannot be further reconciled.

Item 7

3.12.3.3 Page 3-400: It is improper for BLM to state that the permanent loss of 32 AUMs is
"minimal." First of all, this is directly in conflict with Eureka County’s Master Plan and County
Code.

The text in the paragraph following Table 3.12-2 has been revised in the FEIS as follows, " The
grazing and agricultural service sectors of the Eureka County economy would be marginally
affected by the reduction in AUMs associated with the Proposed Action due to the construction
of the fence around 14,204 acres of the Project Area. The fence would exclude access to portions
of the Roberts Mountains and Romano Allotments and result in a reduction of 781 AUMs for
approximately 70 years and 32 AUMs permanently from the development of the open pit.
According to the Nevada Grazing Statistics Report and Economic Analysis for Federal Lands in
Nevada (Resource Concepts, Inc. 2001), the total economic impact associated with each AUM
equals $53.40 (1999 dollars) ($73.75 in 2012 dollars) annually. This value specifically estimates
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the direct, indirect, and induced impacts of industry output and added value of grazing in
Nevada. Applying this value to the potentially and temporarily AUMs displaced under the
Proposed Action, the total economic impact could be an annual reduction of $41,705 (1999
dollars) (857,597 in 2012 dollars). This would be a $15,539 (1999 dollars) ($21,460 2012
dollars) impact resulting from displaced Romano Allotment AUMs and a $26,166 (1999 dollars)
($36,137 2012 dollars) impact resulting from displaced Roberts Mountain Allotment AUMs.
While the impact may not be significant to the ranching community, the impact may be
meaningful to invidual ranch operations. However, it is important that this impact reflects the
total economic impact not lost revenue for specific operators. The subsequent two paragraphs in
greater detail the economic impact to grazing investigated in the Nevada Grazing Statistics
Report and Econonic Analysis for Federal Lands in Nevada Report." Even if this finding can be
construed as somehow inconsistent with the Master Plan, the permanent loss of 32 AUMs due to
the development of the open pit cannot be avoided and, therefore, the Proposed Action cannot be
modified to avoid the alleged conflict.

Item 8

3.12.3.3 Page 3-401: What must also be taken into account is that even with successful reseeding
of impacted vegetation areas (phreatophytes, riparian vegetation, wet meadows, etc.) there is not
a total removal of impacts to AUM availability. If an impact were to occur to vegetation due to
the Project, the areas re-vegetated would likely be subject to BLM grazing closures until the
area were to meet BLM established objectives. Through no fault of their own, a grazing
permiltee would be impacted while re-vegetation efforts are taking place and would likely suffer
large economic impacts. This has been seen in many cases where ranchers have had to reduce
their herds strictly because of closure due to re-vegetation treatments on the ground. Eureka
County has a policy of no loss of AUMs, even temporarily.

There is no text in the Eureka County Master Plan that specifically states a goal of “no net-loss
of AUMSs.” The Master Plan instead includes an argument for grazing permits to be considered
as private property rights, for which “Eureka County maintains a no-net-loss policy” under Title
9, Section 30.060.J.1 of the Eureka County Code. The Master Plan refers to the Taylor Grazing
Act and other laws to support its characterization of grazing permits as property rights. However,
the Taylor Grazing Act at 43 USC § 315(b) states that “such permits shall be for a period of not
more than ten years, subject to the preference right of the permittees to renewal in the discretion
of the Secretary of the Interior, who shall specify from time to time numbers of stock and
seasons of use.” Although a permittee may have preference rights for renewal of the permit, the
number of stock, seasons of use, and other conditions remain the sole discretion of the Secretary
of the Interior. Additionally, 43 USC § 315(b) also states that “the issuance of a permit pursuant
to the provisions of this subchapter shall not create any right, title, interest, or estate in or to the
lands.” Accordingly, to the extent the County asserts that the Master Plan requires the BLM to
treat AUMSs as private property rights, such portion of the Master Plan is contrary to federal law
and cannot be reconciled with the Proposed Action.

The Proposed Action is consistent with the Taylor Grazing Act and all other federal statutes and
regulations. Potential closures following re-vegetation efforts will be evaluated at the time of
implementation and remain under the discretion of the Authorized Officer to support
achievement of stated revegetation goals.
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Item 9

3.12.3.3 Page 3-401: Revise to make it clear that EML will mitigate the impact to grazing
permittees, not "would work" to mitigate the impact. We request the revision to read "EMIL will
Jully mitigate and offset the loss of AUMs as a result of the Proposed Action by agreement with
impacted grazing permittees. For purposes meant to inform the discussion between EML and the
impacted grazing permittee, mitigation could include, but is not limited to: | ) Provide a livestock
Jorage seeding on federally administered land on which the impacted grazing permittee is
authorized to graze livestock or on private land owned by the impacted grazing permittee: 2)
Provide an alternative livestock watering source in any area where Jorage was previously
unused or underused due to lack of a viable water source on either federally administered land
on which the impacted grazing permittee is authorized to graze livestock or private land owned
by the impacted grazing permittee; 3 ) Implement a Rangeland Improvement Project on federally
administered land on which the impacted grazing permittee is authorized to graze livestock or a
project on private land owned by the impacted grazing permittee which would improve livestock
production, forage availability, or rangeland condition (e.g., fencing, weed control, brush
management, pinion-juniper thinning)." This language is consistent with (and nearly identical
to) Eureka County’s policy regarding AUM loss.

The BLM does not have the legal authority to require implementation of the type of mitigation
discussed in the comment, however, additional language has been added to the EIS in
Section 3.26 providing suggested mitigation where such measures fall outside the jurisdiction of
the BLM. The Proposed Action cannot be further reconciled.

Item 10

3.13.3.3.1 Page 3-415: How can EML obtain a water right to water wild horses when EML has
no ownership of wild horses and would be disallowed under State Law? Also, EML improvement
of current stockwater sources that have certificated (and some vested) rights and changing the
use to wild horses is not consistent with Nevada Water Law or Eureka County’s Master Plan and
County Code. There needs to be more thorough description in the text (and Appendix C)
describing the legal mechanisms to carry forward this mitigation as we believe it is unlawful.

There are several legal mechanisms that allow for the provision of water developments for wild
horses. Wild horses are considered to be wildlife and are covered under NRS 533.367, which
states that “before a person may obtain a right to the use of water from a spring or water which
has seeped to the surface of the ground, the person must ensure that wildlife which customarily
uses the water will have access to it.” One of the water sources proposed by EML is a spring that
would be subject to this requirement. The other five water developments would be supplied
through wells and NDWR is allowed to specify wildlife as the type of use. NDWR can also
specify “Environmental Remediation” as a beneficial use. Either of these methods could be used
in transferring the water right for provision to wild horses. Alternatively, EML could transfer the
water right to the BLM, NDOW or even a nearby rancher. Any of these could be used to meet
the intent of mitigating impacts to wild horses. A description of the exact mechanism in the EIS
would be speculative since there are multiple options available. Since this inconsistency is based
on a difference of interpretation of Nevada water law, it cannot be further reconciled in the
Proposed Action.
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Item 11

3.14.3.3.3 Page 3-429: First, this section fails to acknowledge or describe the County Code
which carries force of law, much more so than county planning documents. As previously

mpacts on air quality, wildlife, water resources, private property,
grazing, etc. Again, we highlight the Jollowing policies, word-for-word, that components of the
Proposed Action are in conflict with including, "use of the best available science and technology
{0 ensure adequate protection of land, air, and water resources” including "adequate and proper
mitigation; maintaining water resources in a condition that will render it useable by future
generations for the full range of beneficial uses that further a viable and stable economic and
social base for its citizens; maintain or improve soil, vegetation and watershed resources in a
manner that perpetuates and sustains a diversity of uses while Jully supporting the custom,
culture, economic stability and viability of Eureka County and our individual citizens; mitigation
of mining activities that may impair the economic future of Eureka County citizens; prevention of
significant deterioration of the superior air quality found in Eureka County; and maintain,
improve or mitigate...impacts to habitat in order to sustain viable and harvestable populations
of...species as well as wetland/riparian habitat Jor...other game and hon-game species."” BLM
can only say that the EIS is in compliance when the maximum effort has been taken by BLM to
work with Eureka County, the guardian of its own policies, to reconcile these conflicts.

Section 1.5.4 of the FEIS has been revised to include the following sentence, "The BLM
acknowledges that EML would have to comply with any applicable Eureka County codes, to the
extent that they are not preempted by federal law." Additionally, the FEIS includes the following
language suggested by Eureka County: "Some elements of the Proposed Action would be in
conformance with Eureka County plans and policies while other elements of the proposed mine
could prove inconsistent with these plans and policies."

For example, the proposal is consistent with the County’s general policy support of mining and
economic development (i.e., “Goal: Facilitate environmentally responsible exploration,
development and reclamation of oil, gas, geothermal, locatable minerals, aggregate and similar
resources on federal lands.”). However, these forms of development (both generally and as
would be implemented via the proposed action) necessarily have some impact to environmental
values like air quality, wildlife water resources, grazing, etc.; therefore, advancing one set of
goals and policies may be inconsistent with other goals and policies. The BLM’s own review of
the Eureka County Master Plan and other local planning documents, as well as comments from
Eureka County, indicate that this may be the case here. However, the proposed action largely
reconciles these goals and policies by including measures to reduce or avoid adverse impacts , as
described throughout the Final EIS. The Final EIS further reconciles these goals and policies by
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proposing mitigation measures for various resources to further reduce or avoid impacts where
they are anticipated. To the extent the policies and goals cited by Eureka County do not prohibit
adverse impacts, but instead require mitigation or similar attempts to balance competing goals
and policies, the proposed action and Final EIS sati sfy those requirements.

The FEIS uses the best available science and technology to analyze potential impacts to land, air,
water, and other resources. Analysis and mitigation measures for soil and vegetation resources
are addressed in sections 3.8 and 3.9, respectively. Mitigation of mining activities with relation
to socioeconomic impacts is addressed in Sections 3.17 and 3.26 of the FEIS. Sections 3.11 and
3.23 identify impacts and mitigation measures for wetlands and riparian zones and wildlife and
fisheries resources, respectively. The BLM has made every effort to coordinate with the Board of
Eureka County Commissioners and has modified the Proposed Action in multiple instances in
response to county requests. As to other applicable law and regulation, EML has secured all of
the required water permits and approvals from the State Engineer and mitigation for potential
impacts to water resources, both quantity and quality, has been included in Sections 3.2 and 3.3
of the FEIS. An air quality permit has been issued by the State of Nevada with monitoring
requirements and emissions limitations to ensure compliance with all applicable air quality
regulations.

Item 12

3.14.3.3.3 Page 3-429: The conclusion reached is incorrect. Eureka County plans and policies
often cover private as well as public lands. Because the land use section of the DEIS excludes
private lands, it is not possible for BLM to reach the conclusion of no conflicts with land use
plans and regulations currently in place to guide development in Eureka County. Previous
ADEIS comments from Eureka County as a Cooperating Agency have explained how the project
is in conflict with the County’s land use plans and regulations.

The Final EIS includes the following language suggested by Eureka County, “Some elements of
the Proposed Action would be in conformance with Eureka County plans and policies while
other elements of the proposed mine could prove inconsistent with these plans and policies.” The
BLM acknowledges that EML would have to comply with any applicable Eureka County codes.
This appendix further documents the BLM’s consideration of potential inconsistencies with
Eureka County land use regulations, plans and policies.

Item 13

3.14.3.3.4 Page 3-429: It is inappropriate for BLM to continue to assert, as highlighted in BLMs
response to our previous ADEIS comment (see 1961 among others) that "it is Speculative to
assert that the physical arrangement of Eureka would be disrupted or divided due to the project
and the need for mine employee housing in Eureka.” First of all, it is not Just Eureka that we are
concerned about disrupting and dividing; it is also Diamond Valley. Second, EMLs failure to
come to grips with the lack of housing availability and land availability to cover both temporary
construction worker housing (nearly 500 people) as well as permanent employees (roughly 400
people not including secondary employment) magnifies our concern about potential ramshackle
development and fragmentation of our agricultural valley in addition to bifurcation of the Town
of Eureka. The DEIS must be revised to speak to the possibility of this actually happening and
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outline what will be done to minimize these impacts. This again is at direct odds with our Master
Plan that calls for "orderly and common-sense development."”

of the Town of Eureka.” However, the Eureka County Code, Title 8 states that “it is declared to
be the policy of the County to consider the division of land and the subsequent development of
the land as subject to the control of the County pursuant to the Master Plan for the orderly,
planned, efficient, and economical development of the County.” The Eureka County Code
provides procedures for the approval of tentative and final maps in order to subdivide land and
design standards for minimum lot sizes, streets, alleys, pedestrian ways, easements for drainage
and utilities, water supply and fire hydrants, sewer, garbage, and on-site drainage.

Since these issues will remain under the Jurisdiction of Eureka County with regard to the Mount
Hope Project, the EIS has not been modified to speculate on future patterns of development
within Eureka or Diamond Valley.

Item 14

3.15.2.2.1 Page 3-444: Impacts to Roberts Creek would be directly inconsistent with our Master
Plan and County Code (see quoted text on p. 3-437). However., if impacted, at a minimum,
mitigation must consist of 1) continued water flow to Roberts Creek:; 2) comprehensive
restoration activities to ensure habitat Jor fishing, hunting, wildlife viewing, and camping
including re-vegetation, fishery stabilization, stocking of fish, and improvement of camping areas
and access.

It is unclear which portion of the Master Plan and County Code impacts to Roberts Creek
allegedly “would be directly inconsistent” with, as the discussion on page 3-437 pertains to
Recreation and Wilderness Study Areas. However, the EIS takes a hard look at potential impacts
from groundwater consumption by the Proposed Action and proposes adequate mitigation for
such impacts, consistent with the BLM’s understanding of the County’s Master Plan. Monitoring
to provide advance warning of surface water impacts would be required as part of project
approval. Table 3.2-9 of the EIS has been revised to make clear that mitigation may be required
for Project-caused reductions, rather than "cessation" of flows, for Roberts Creek. Enhancement
or replacement of surface flows with ground water is one of the potential mitigation options,
should impacts occur, as described in the EIS. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 3.11.3.3-3 states
that “EML, in coordination with the BLM, would identify sites for mitigation in the area affected
and implement mitigation measures at a three to one ratio with local cuttings, plugs, and seeds
within one year of direct disturbance. EML would monitor these sites on an annual basis for at
least three years after treatment to ensure effectiveness.” The BLM may select other options
from the list provided in section 3.2.3 or identify other effective mitigation options, should
impacts occur or be deemed imminent. Additionally, stocking of fish is conducted by NDOW
and is outside the jurisdiction of the BLM.
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Item 15

inconsistency exists, the EIS should describe the extent to which the agency would reconcile its
proposed action with the local plan or policy.

CEQ regulations 40 CFR 1506.2 does not require integration, it merely states:

“To better integrate environmental impact statements into State or local planning processes,
statements shall discuss any inconsistency of a proposed action with any approved State or local
plan and laws (whether or not federally sancti oned). Where an inconsistency exists, the statement
should describe the extent to which the agency would reconcile its proposed action with the plan
or law.”

This appendix contains the description of perceived inconsistencies and documents the BLM’s
efforts to reconcile the proposed action with local plans and policies.

Item 16

3.23.1 Page 3-592: Please include the language from the County’s Master Plan regarding the
policies for wildlife and fisheries (Master Plan 6.2.4). Some of the specific language that is
applicable includes: "GOAL: Maintain, improve or mitigate wildlife impacts to habitat in order
to sustain viable and harvestable populations of big game and upland game species as well as
wetland/riparian habitat for waterfowl, fur bearers and a diversity of other game and non-game
species. OBJECTIVES: 1) Coordinate with the Eureka County Wildlife Advisory Board, Eureka
County Natural Resources Advisory Commission, Nevada Department of Wildlife, affected
private property interests, lessees and permittees to develop...guidelines Jor future site specific
management plans affecting upland, water Jowl and big game habitat: 2) Community economic
concerns and values will be obtained from the Eureka County Wildlife Advisory Board, Eureka
County Natural Resources Advisory Commission, Eureka County Economic Development Board
and the Board of Eureka County Commissioners; the voice of Eureka County citizens provides
the basis for wildlife and wildlife habitat management...; 3 ) ...where necessary mitigate, harmful
impacts to rangelands, woodlands, native wildlife species... Mitigation must accommodate
impacts that have accumulated since initial resource allocation.; 4) Manage wildlife populations
and wildlife habitat to enhance Species native to Eureka County habitats. Exceptions to this
objective must be founded on a clear public benefit attributed to the introduction, enhancement
or propagation of a non-native species or a species native to Nevada, but not historically found
in Eureka County. Public benefit is demonstrated through affirmation by the Eureka County
Wildlife Advisory Board and Eureka County Natural Resources Advisory Commission.; 5)
Conduct rangeland studies, pellet group plots, breeding bird transects and other appropriate
studies to monitor wildlife relationships to available habitat as well as impacts of vegetation
manipulation projects on wildlife; 7) Accelerate the planning, approval and completion of
multiple-use water developments, rangeland treatment projects and prescribed burns that
include objectives for enhancement of big game and other wildlife habitat. Wildlife developments
must be cooperative in nature, respecting the rights and interests of existing resource users: 8)
Include considerations of wildlife habitat requirements in the design and reclamation of mineral
development projects through approved Plan(s) of Operations.; 9) Assure that management

Mount Hope — Appendix A
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agencies provide all necessary maintenance of enclosure fences not specifically placed for
improved management of livestock."

While the county has adopted policies regarding wildlife resources, it does not have regulatory
authority commensurate with the state and federal agencies referenced in this section. However,
mitigation that would be consistent with the Eureka County Master Plan has been developed in

consultation with the regulatory agencies described in Section 3.23.1 of the EIS, No change has
been made to the FEIS in response to this comment.

Item 17

In addition to outlining the language above in the Regulatory Framework, the impacts analyses
including framed mitigation must be done in a way to reach consistency with these policies [see
Item 16 above] to the maximum extent possible,

Mitigation for impacts to wildlife resources has been included in Section 3.23.3 of the EIS. In
regards to objectives outlined in Item 16 above, Objectives 1 and 2 are beyond the scope of the
EIS process, but could be conducted at a later date if implementation occurs. While the project is
consistent with Objectives 4, 5, and 9, the implementation of such actions is beyond the scope of
the proposed action and will not be completed as part of the mining proposal. The Proposed
Action is consistent with Objective 7 and several water developments will be provided as
mitigation for wildlife and wild horse impacts. The project is consistent with Objective 8. The
BLM notes that there is no Objective 6 listed.

Item 18

3.14.3.3.3 Page 3-429: The conclusion reached is incorrect. Eureka County plans and policies
often cover private as well as public lands. Because the land use section of the DEIS excludes
private lands, it is not possible for BLM to reach the conclusion of no conflicts with land use
plans and regulations currently in place to guide development in Eureka County. Previous
ADEIS comments from Eureka County as a Cooperating Agency have explained how the project
is in conflict with the County’s land use plans and regulations. Also, the last sentence refers to
land use authorizations and not land use plans and goals. Land use authorizations were
addressed in 3.14.3.3.2.

Section 3.14.3.3.3 has been revised to read: “Plans and regulations currently in place to guide
development in Eureka County include the following: Eureka County Master Plan (2010); Titles
8 and 9 of the Eureka County Code; and the BLM's RMP (BLM 1986a). The Proposed Action
would not conflict with any federal land use plans or regulations. EML's proposed use of public
lands under the Proposed Action is reasonably incident under the BLM's occupancy regulations
at 43 CFR 3715. Some clements of the Proposed Action would be in conformance with Eureka
County plans and policies while other elements of the proposed mine could prove inconsistent
with these plans and policies. Potential inconsistencies identified by Eureka County are disclosed
in Appendix A with a discussion of the efforts to reconcile or the rationale of the decision maker
where reconciliation has not been achieved. The Proposed Action would not otherwise impact
land use authorizations.”
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Item 19

Eureka County has Jormally proposed, approved, budgeted, and is nearly two years in the
process of an active planning effort to Jollow its Master Plan and develop a comprehensive
water resource master plan. We believe components of the Proposed Action will result in
conflicts with our Water Resources Plan....Further, the range of water management options left
available for consideration in the water planning process will be limited by the Project. This
Board anticipates policies and requirements in the Water Resources Plan related to monitoring,
management, and mitigation that are at odds with measures analyzed, outlined, and committed
to in the EIS. It is also anticipated that the Plan will have policies against single entities tying up
the majority of the water resources in a basin...To address these possible future conflicts, we
request addition of language to the Environmental Consequences section of the EIS to read:

Eureka County is currently involved in development of a comprehensive County water resource
master plan. There is a potential that components of the Proposed Action will be in conflict with
specific plans and policies of this water resources plan. If these conflicts do occur, BLM will
coordinate with Eureka County through the water resources advisory committee, discussed in
Section 2.1.15 at page 2-70, to implement mitigation measures to reduce the conflict to the
maximum extent practicable.”

Although Eureka County may be currently involved in development of a comprehensive County
water resource master plan, no draft has been provided for review by the BLM to determine
consistency with the Proposed Action. The BLM acknowledges that there is “a potential that
components of the Proposed Action will be in conflict with specific plans and policies of this
water resources plan” as stated by Eureka County. The water resources advisory committee is
intended to focus solely on the Mount Hope Project and “review the monitoring protocols, data
and reports. The committee would meet on a periodic basis and make recommendations to the
BLM on operational changes or compliance issues.” The formation of this committee is not
intended to identify, approve, or implement mitigation measures that would reduce any perceived
conflicts with a plan that has not yet been written.
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SMITH WILLIAMS CONSULTANTS, INC. Technical Memorandum

To:  Renee Kochler Project 1029A
From: Ronald Arlian
Date:  August 26, 2005

Re:  Mount Hope Phase II TSF Alternative Siting Analysis

This memorandum presents the preliminary results of the alternative analysis completed for the
Phase II Mount Hope tailings storage facility (TSF) siting study incorporating the changes
resulting from the discussions during the August 22/23, 2005 site visit. The intent of this memo
Is to present potential alternatives for consideration and discussion. Once the study team has a
chance to review and comment on the alternatives, Smith Williams wil] finalize the alternative
analysis.

The seven alternatives (Alternative 2a added as a result of the site discussions) under
consideration as potential tailings storage sites are presented in Figure 7. Facility-specific
layouts are presented in Figures | through 6 inclusive and Figure 8. The TSFs as analyzed
consists of a small starter embankment constructed of mine waste or borrow which will be
expanded by centerline construction methods using cycloned sands as embankment construction
materials. In each case, it is assumed that distribution of the tailings will occur from the
embankment face thereby resulting in a slimed beach immediately upstream of the embankment
and a supernatant pond that will include surface water diversion, access roads, and tailings
delivery and solution reclaim systems.

General layouts and physical details of each of the alternatives can be referenced on Figures 1
through 6 and Figure 8. Tables 1 through 7 are facility-specific cost estimates based on the
criteria and assumptions presented below:

1. Total required storage capacity will be 925 million tonnes.
2. Tailings slurry solids content will be 35 percent.
3. Solids specific gravity will be 2.53.

4. Sand-to-slimes cyclone split will meet requirements for embankment construction.
(Note: Actual required varies with alternative but do not exceed 20 percent of total
tailings.)

5. The storage capacity of facilities was evaluated assuming a sand stored density of
1.6 T/m? and a slimes stored density of 1.3 T/m?.

6. No geotechnical fatal flaws exist.

7. No environmental limitations exist that would completely eliminate any site from use.
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8. Facilities will be constructed in phases with a starter embankment and basin with a
capacity of one year’s tailings storage constructed in Production Year minus 1 and
subsequent basin expansions completed starting in Production Year 1 each with a
5-year storage capacity.

9. Embankment construction after the starter embankment will be via cycloned sand,
which is assumed to be a continuous operation. (Note: Embankment foundation
preparation will be phased with basin expansions.)

10. Minus 200 content of sand is less than 15 percent.

11. Embankment after starter will be constructed of cycloned sands and sand slopes will
be stable at 3H:1V

12. Starter embankment will have a 10-meter crest width.

13. Reclaim system consists of a barge-mounted pump with a skid-mounted substation
with a pole line for power supply.

14. Seepage collection ponds are double synthetic lined with LCRS.

15. Phreatic surface can be controlled in the sand portion of the embankment with an
under drain system and toe drain.

16. Permanent diversion channels around the facility will need to be sized for the
probable maximum flood event.

I'7. Operating costs are rough estimates (power cost is assumed as $0.06 per kilowatt-
hour).

18. Mill site is at elevation 2015 meters.

19. Each facility requires the same number of cyclones (6 ea) for tailings distribution and
embankment construction.

20. Power pole line will follow the most direct route from the mill site to the skid-
mounted substation at the reclaim barge.

21. HDPE pipe will be used for the reclaim and tailings lines for line pressures up to
160 psi (SDR 9) and carbon steel (Schedule Std) will be used where the line pressures
exceed 160 psi.
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A brief description of each site follows:
Site 1

Site 1 resides adjacent to the preferred mill site and in the general location previously identified
as Alternative 1 in the Phase | Feasibility Study. The embankment location was selected such
that relocation of State Highway 287 would not be required. (Note: The toe of the embankment
parallels the highway with a 100-meter offset.) The general layout and specifics of the facility
can be seen on Figure 1. The ultimate embankment crest of the facility is at elevation 2015
meters; and based on the latest site access road and waste dump confi guration, the ultimate
embankment and basin footprint will encroach slightly on these facilities along the TSF’s
western boundary and to a lesser degree the plant administration area. It has been assumed that
the access road fill would be placed in controlled lifts with a fill slope not greater than 2.5H:1V
and that the face of the fill would be covered with a geosynthetic liner within the encroachment
area. Tailings deposition initially can be by gravity with pumping required in the late production
years. The general layout and specifics of the facility can be seen on Figure 1. The estimated
capital, operating, and reclamation costs are summarized below as well as presented in Table 9:

Total Including
Starter Starter Operating __Reclamation
$24,400,635 $88,483,159 $106,904,120 $48,320,000

Site 1a

Site la is similar to the Alternative 2 site for the Phase 1 Feasibility Study. The configuration
consists of two facilities (referred to as upper and lower). The upper facility resides in the same
location and has the same configuration as in the Phase | Study. The lower facility embankment
toe has moved to the east in order to accommodate the greater overall tonnes (450 million versus
925 million tonnes); and in fact, the facility footprint is very near the same as Site 1 with the only
difference being it is slightly smaller since the required storage capacity is slightly less. The
embankment crest elevation is approximately 2002 meters. The ultimate embankment and basin
footprint, based on the latest site access road and waste dump configuration, encroaches slightly
on these facilities along the TSF’s western boundary. It has been assumed that the access road
fill would be placed in controlled lifts with a fill slope not greater than 2.5H:1V and that the face
of the fill would be covered with a geosynthetic liner within the encroachment area. The lower
facility at this site, as with the Site 1 facility, was specifically sited such that the state highway
would not have to be relocated, with the embankment toe paralleling the highway with a
100-meter offset. The general layout and specifics of the facility can be seen on F igure 2.
Tailings deposition for the upper facility will require pumping. Deposition to the lower facility
can initially be by gravity with pumping required in the late production years. The estimated
capital, operating, and reclamation costs are summarized below as well as presented in Table 9:
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Total Including
Starter Starter Operating Reclamation
$13,104,921 $100,843,346 $101,830,620 $50,680,000

Site 1b

Site 1b is similar to the Exxon Study Alternative A site. The configuration is a single facility
and would require the relocation of approximately 11 km of State Highway 278 at the time of
construction of the starter facility. The embankment ultimate elevation is approximately 1990
meters and, based on the most recent waste dump/site access road layout, the TSF footprint
would encroach slightly on the site access road fill along the TSF’s western boundary. It has
been assumed that the access road fill would be placed in controlled lifts with a fill slope not
greater than 2.5H:1V and that the face of the fill would be covered with a geosynthetic liner
within the encroachment area.

The general layout and specifics of the facility can be seen on Figure 5. The tailings deposition
for the most part can be by gravity with pumping only required in the last few years. The
estimated capital, operating, and reclamation Costs are summarized below as well as presented in
Table 9:

Total Including
Starter _ Starter Operating Reclamation
$28,872,371 $96,337,737 $106,677,820 $44,240,000

Site 1¢

Site Ic is a combination of the Phase ] Study Alternative 2 upper facility and the Exxon Study
Alternative A site. The configuration consists of two facilities (referred to as upper and lower).
The upper facility resides in the same location and has the same configuration as the upper
facility for the Phase 1 Study Alternative 2 and also the Site 1a upper facility. The lower facility
footprint is basically the same as the Site 1b facility footprint reduced by the storage capacity of
the upper facility. The principal difference in this alternative and the Site 1b alternative is that
the highway relocation is not required until approximately Production Year 11 (one year before
the upper facility is at capacity). The embankment ultimate elevation for the upper facility is
2065 meters and for the lower facility 1975 meters. The general layout and specifics of the
facility can be seen on Figure 6. The estimated capital, operating, and reclamation costs are
summarized below as well as presented in Table 9:

Total Including
Starter Starter Operating __Reclamation

$13,104,921 $117,640,637 ' $101,544,460 $54,160,000
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Site 2

Site 2 is similar to the Exxon Site J alternative and is sited south of the pit across the divide in
the Kobeh Valley. The facility is approximately 6 km from the plant site. This site requires that
both the tailing slurry and the reclaim water be pumped to the top of the divide (approximate
elevation 2050 meters). Presently a high-tension power line passes through the TSF proposed
footprint and approximately 7 km of the line would have to be relocated at the time of
construction of the starter facility. The ultimate embankment crest is at approx imately elevation
2050 meters. The specifics of the facility can be seen on Figure 3. The estimated capital,
operating, and reclamation costs are summarized below as well as presented in Table 9:

Total Including
Starter Starter Operating Reclamation
$26,243,402 $90,956,368 $158,862,600 $45,350,000

Site 2a

Site 2a is a combination of two sites The configuration consists of two facilities (referred to as
upper and lower). The upper facility resides in the same location and has the same configuration
as the upper facility for the Phase 1 Study Alternative 2 and also the Phase II Alternative Sites
la, and Ic upper facility. The lower facility footprint is similar to the Site 2 facility footprint
moved slightly up the slope and reduced by the storage capacity of the upper facility. The lower
facility ultimate embankment crest is at approximately elevation 2070 meters. The specifics of
the facility can be seen on Figure 8. The estimated capital, operating, and reclamation costs are
summarized below as well as presented in Table 9:

Total Including
Starter Starter Operating Reclamation
$13,104,921 $97,031,196 $138,101,400 $43,930,000

Site 3

The Site 3 facility location is the same as the Phase I Study Alternative 3 site basically with the
footprint expanded to accommodate the 925 million tonnes. This site is located west of State
Highway 278 approximately 6 km from the mill site; and the tailings and reclaim lines and
facility access roads will have to cross the highway. For this study, it has been assumed that the
tailings line and reclaim line would pass under the highway via a concrete vault and that a
geomembrane-lined storage pond would be sited at the east side of the crossing for draining the
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lines in case of shutdown and/or to contain solution or tailings in the event of a line break. The
ultimate embankment elevation is at 1910 meters. Tailings deposition for the entire life of the
facility can be by gravity. The specifics of the facility can be seen on Figure 4. The estimated
capital, operating, and reclamation costs are summarized below as well as presented in Table 8:

Total Including

Starter Starter Operating Reclamation
$26,006,677 $81,902,915 $116,499,240 $41,015,000
Capital Costs

The detailed estimate of the capital costs for the seven sites are provided on Tables 1 through 8
and summarized on Table 9. The estimated capital costs vary from a low of approximately $88.5
million for Site 1 to approximately $102.5 million for Site Ic. While Site Ic has the highest
overall capital cost, it along with Sites 1a and 2a which utilize two facilities have the lowest
initial capital cost, which is almost half of the next closest Alternative, Site 1.

Site Starter _Total Including Starter
1 | $24,400,635 $88,483,159
1a $13,104,921 ~ $100,843,346
1b $28,872,371 $96,337,737
1c $13,104,921 $117,640,637
2 $26,243,402 $90,956,368
2a $13,104,921 $97,031,196
3 $26,006,677 $81,902,915

Operating Costs

The operating unit cost per tonne for each facility was estimated at both the starter and ultimate
conditions, which was then assumed to be linear over the life of the mine. (Note: Will
overestimate the costs where gravity tailings deposition is used for most of the mine life.) The
cost for electric power used for the calculations was $0.06 per kilowatt-hour. Maintenance costs
were based on annual costs factored as a percent of the equipment capital cost. A factor of 25
percent of the capital costs was used for the pumps, 25 percent for cyclones and 10 percent of the
capital costs for the pipelines and associated accessories. It was assumed that a D-6 dozer would
be required to spread and shape the cycloned sands. The dozer was assumed to be working an
average of 20 hours per day. The following table summarizes the estimated unit operating cost
for each of the facilities at the starter and ultimate condition. The cost is based on 40,000 tonnes
per day or 14.6 million tonnes per year.
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Starter Ultimate Total Operating Cost Total Operating Cost
Facility ($r1) ($/T) for Facility Life for Site
Site 1 0.112 0.124 $106,904,120 $106,904,120
Site 1a (upper) 0.081 0.104 i $17,556,500
Site 1a (lower) 0.112 0.124 | $84,274,120 | $1_01'830'629 _
Site 1b 0.109 0.127 $106,677,820 $106,677,820
Site 1c (upper) 0.081 0.104 $17,556,500
Site 1c (lower) 0.108 0.127 $83,987,960 ?101'544'460
Site 2 0.162 _ ~ 0.189 _$158,862,600 _$158,862,600
Site 2a (upper) 0.137 0.108 $17,556,500
Site 2a (lower) 0.153 0.184 $120,544,900 i
Site 3 0.145 0.112 $116,499,240 $116,499,240

The Site 1, 1a, ¢, and 3 facilities are reasonably close with the difference in cost being the result
of the difference in pumping head for the reclaim water. Site 2 and 2a have a very high
operating cost resulting from the fact that both the tailings and reclaim water require pumping for
the life of the facility while for the other facilities the tailings for a certain amount of time is
gravity flow. This operating cost could be reduced by cutting a slot 15 to 20 m deep at the divide
(present elevation 2050 m) to reduce the pumping head. The cut material could probably be used
in the starter embankment construction. This should be considered if either of these two options
are viewed as possible final sites in the selection process.

Reclamation Cost

For purposes of this study, closure requirements for the tailings impoundments were viewed to
entail the following work:

=  Embankment reclamation:

@ Top surface to be regraded to reduce the amount of impoundment leveling
required.

°  Surfaces to be stabilized with a 500-mm cap of mine waste.
°  Mine waste cap to be covered with a 300-mm layer of growth medium.
o Surface area to be revegetated using seed/fertilizer mixture.

@ Spillway/channel to be constructed to convey top area surface water to existing
diversion channels.

= Impoundment area:
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° Pond and adjacent beach area to be filled with mine waste to produce positive
grades from back to front.

@ Beach area to be stabilized with a 500-mm mine waste cap.
@ Localized shaping to direct surface runoff to embankment spillway/channel.
= Mine waste cap to be covered with a 300-mm layer of growth medium.

* Underdrainage ponds (Note: Ponds will remain until seepage reduces to a level that
can be handled via a method such as evapotranspiration. ):

©  Pumps and sump to be removed.
© Synthetic liners to be cut at anchor trench but not removed.
© Pond to be backfilled with alluvium.

@ Surface area to be covered with growth medium and revegetated by use of a
seed/fertilizer mixture.

* Perimeter roads:
@ Roads to be contoured into adjacent surfaces to remove abrupt slope changes.

© Surface area to be covered with a 300-mm layer of growth medium and
revegetated using seed/fertilizer mixture.

=  Borrow areas:

@ Surface areas to be contoured to provide reasonably smooth contours and shaped
to drain.

@ Surface area to be covered with a 300-mm layer of growth medium and seeded.

The estimated unit rates used in estimating the reclamation costs are summarized in the table
below:

Estimated Closure Costs

Unit Rate
_Description US$/hectare
Embankment $15,000
Spillway/Channels $500,000
Impoundment $30,000
Underdrainage Ponds $25,000
Perimeter Roads $20,000
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Borrow Areas $5,000
Tailings Conveyance Line Note 1
Reclaim Water Line _ Note 1
Monitoring $25,000/yr

Using the parameters above, the reclamation costs by facility are summarized below:

Facility Cost per Facility Total Cost
Site 1 $48,320,000 $48,320,000

Site 1a (upper) $9,920,000
Site 1a (lower) $40,760,000 $5°'§8°'000
Site 1b $44,240,00 $44,240,000

Site 1¢ (upper) $9,920,000
Site 1c (lower) $44,240,000 $34.160,000
Site 2 $45,350,000 $45,350,000

Site 2a (upper) $9,920,000
Site 2a (lower) $34,010,000 $43,930,000
Site 3 $41,015,000 $41,015,000

NPV

Using the capital, operating, and reclamation costs, the NPV for each of the sites was determined
using a rate of 7 percent. The capital costs were distributed using the following assumptions:

I. Starter facility will be sized for one year’s production.

2. Year 2 relates to Production Year 1 (i.e., starter capital assumed to be all spent in the
year before production starts).

3. Production starts on January 1.

4. First expansion will be completed in Production Year 1 and sized for 5 years’
production and expansions will then completed each 5 years.

5. Capital cost for each expansion will be equal and has been distributed equally over
the mine life.

6. Change in operating cost from starter to ultimate will be linear,

7. For sites with two facilities, reclamation will start on the first facility one year after
the facility reaches capacity.

8. Reclamation for each facility will be spread over two years.

Using these assumptions, the NPV for the sites is summarized below with more detail shown on
Table 10:
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Alternative _ NPV (7%)
Site 1 $60,229,497
Site 1a $60,232,833
Site 1b $64,844,895
Site 1c $63,391,717
Site 2 $72,376,523
Site 2a $63,216,101
Site 3 $64,288,627

Decision Matrix

A decision matrix has been prepared to rate the alternatives, taking into consideration various
aspects including the following:

= NPV (20%)

* Initial capital cost (25%)

= Operating cost (15%)

= Permitting time/difficulty (15%)

* Land position (10%)

* Environmental considerations (7.5%)
= Technical considerations(7.5%)

The weighted percentages for each criterion were established during the discussions held at site
August 23, 2005 and vary some from the criterion used for the Phase | Study.

Based on the criteria selected, the TSF sites were then given a rating using the following
approach:

= The NPV, initial capital, and operating scores for each site were determined by
assigning values between 1 and 7 to the alternative, based on a linear interpolation of
the relationship between the lowest cost alternative (1) and the highest cost alternative

(1)

= For the non-economic consideration, a value from 1 to 7 (1 = most favorable;
7 = least favorable) was assigned to each criterion for each alternative site. Values
were assigned based primarily on comparisons between each of the facilities with the
approach that, for criteria where there is no significant difference between sites, the
scores will not be spread from 1 to 7 for the sites but will be evaluated upon
comparison with ideal or extremely poor sites, with 1 being ideal and 7 being
extremely poor.

* The items considered under environmental impact included the following:
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® Visual impact

@ Impacted cultural resources

@ Fugitive dust potential (air quality)

e Ground water

@ Surface water

o Vegetation

® The items considered under Technical Considerations included:

®  Embankment sand volume requirements

o Surface water hydrology (upstream watershed/diversions)

@ Presumed depth to ground water

@ Topography

@ Location with respect to the mill

o Operating ease

@ Geotechnical risk

@ Impacts on preferred waste dumps/administration area and existing facilities.
Tables 11 and 12 show the scores assigned for the sub-items under Technical and Environmental
Consideration. The sub-items were scored independently by R. Arlian and D. Wittwer and those
scores then averaged for the final score.

Permitting Time/Difficulty has not been scored pending discussions/input from Val Sawyer of
SRK.

Based on the criteria and weighin g as discussed above, Site 1a would show for this preliminary
analysis to be the best overall site with Site 1b being the least desirable site with the order being
Site la, 2a Ic, 1, 3, 2 and 1b. The three sites with the two facilities have the best overal] scores.
Of these three sites, Site 2a shows to be the best technically and environmentally while site I1a
scored slightly better financially.
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TABLE 1
IDAHO GENERAL MINES, INC
MT. HOPE FEASIBILITY STUDY PHASE |
Talling Storage Facility Alternative Siting Analysis
Site No, 1
f'ork By Owner
Starter Fociity Oltimate Facii Tolal Faci
Description Units Unit Rate Guantity Total (USS] | Quarti Total (USS] | Cuanity | Total Uss)
Embankment Fill Placement
1.1|Construction Temparary Haul Road m 516.65 3050 §$50,773 D) 30 3,050] $50.773
1.2|Extra Haul Over Waste Dump Temp Haul Road m’km $0.12 729,316} 0 $0 729,316 $87.51
1.3[Extra Haul Over Waste Dump for Starter Embankment mkm 50.12] 7.673,800f 9,374.72 $1,124,96
1.4|Mine Waste to TSF m’ $0.00) 2,516, 3.073.680] 50|
Sub-Total 1,763,2
[Work By Contractor
Starter Fag Ultimate Fach Totol Faciity
ltem _|Description Units | Unit Rate Guantity Tatal (USS) mwx Total (USS
2.0 Mobllization/Demobilization
21| Mobilization 5% $16,427.674) $821.384] 551,146,640 $2.557 3 67,574,352 378,71
2.2|Demobilization zﬂ: $16,427.674) §328,553| $49,971,64 $599.43 56,399, 327,
Sub-Total $1,149,93 $3,556, 4,706, 70
30 [Earthworks |
3.1|Clearing and Grubbing m $0.11 1,524,661 $167.713] 12.972, $1.427.015 14,487,
3.2|Topsoil Stripping m 50.50 1,524,661 $762.331] 12,972,86 $6.486.433]  14.497.52
3.3|Embankment Foundation Excavation m” 51.65] 270,504] 5446331  se23 $1.422,932) 1,132,887 §1.869.26:
3.4|Embankment Foundation Preparation m’ $0.21 541,007 $151. 1.724,7 $482,934] 2.265,7T; $634.41
3.5|Embankment Foundation Subgrade m 51.10 541,007} §595,1 1,724,7 $1,897,24: 2,265,773 $2.492.3
3 6|Embankment Foundation Finger Drains m 521,69 18,034 $394,75 5745 $1,258,504 75,526 §1.553.25
3 8]Embankment Spine drain m $86.T. 200} $17, 330 $28,624 530 $45,47
3 7|Embankment Toe Drain m’ 52.20] 0 so| 557680 s12268 557.680]  s12268
3.9|Embankment Construction m’ 50.39 2,836,000} $1,106.040) 0 $a 2.836.000) $1.106,
3.10|Embankment Face Shaping m $0.28) 204.403 $57.233) | | 204,403 $57.2
3.11|Basin Foundation Preparation m’ 50 983,554) $275.423] 11,248} $3.149. 12,231,753 $3.424,891
3.12|Basin Prepared Subgrade (300mm) m’ $1.10 983,654} $1.082.019) 11,2480 $12,372, 12.231,753]  $13.454,92
3.13|Basin Drain Blanket (400mm) m* 51.10] 983,654] $1.082,019 11,248.0 §12,372.90 12,231.753]  $13,454,82
3.14|Basin Reclaim Siot Excavation m* 51.49) 392, $585.272)  1.570. 52.339.8 1.963 52,9251
3.15|Basin Reclaim Slot Retarding Layer (200mm) m’ $1.10 54,7 $60.275 218,071 $240,97 273,866 $301.25
3,16/Basin Reclaim Slot Geotextie m 109,591 $151.236) 438,141 $604,63 547,732 §755,87,
3.17|Basin Reclaim Slot Erosion Protection (150mm) m? 547 527308 218071 $109,53: 27 $136,90
Collection Laterals (100 mm m 19,67, $119,022] 2249672 $1,361,0. 244,63 $1.,480.04;
m 967 $54.56 22,4 $628 24, 464] $683,51
m 451 §60,415 5,889 $238,62, 7,360 5259,03
m 530 $281,500) 0| 530 $291.50
Sub-Total $7.487,88 $47,649, $55,136,98
I | |
| | |
m? $0.11 30, sz.soo’ 0 50 30,000 $3,30
m 50.76 30,000} 522,800 0 50 30,000 §22.8
m’ 53,30 111,000 $366,3 o] 50 111.000| $366,
m* $1.65) 30.900 $50, 0| $0 30,900 $50
4.5|Geomembrane Liner m’ $5.76 61,% $355, 0] $D| 61,800 $355,96
4.6|Reclaim and Pumpback System Is SSD.DDO.@ 1 S50, [i] 50 1 550,01
Sub-Total 8493 $0) §849 35
ED_ [Diversion Channels
1|Minor Temporary Channels m $19.00 0 50 [ 50| $0
2|Major Temporary Channals m $87.00 5,62 $576.6 26,696  $2,322 552 33,324 $2.899.1
[ 5.3 Minor Permanent Channels m §150.00) 0 S0 0 $0 ] 50
|5 3[Major Permanent Channeis m $275.00] 19.95 §5,488,72 0| $0 19,959 $5,488,72
5ub-1m|| $6,065,361 $2,322,55 $8,387,01
6.0 [Talling Delivary Line | I [
a IDeIivery Line Is 52403610, 1 $2.403,61 1 $1.500,000} Z $3,903.61
2| Adjacent Road and Trench m §70.00 102 §71.7 1,025] 3717
| 6.3|Valves and Fittings Is $240,361 1 1 $240,361 $150,000] 1 $300,361
S‘M‘_ﬂiﬂ.m _%1,650,000] $4,365,721
Is 1 $1.334,42 1 $700, 2 $2,034,42
Is ] 30 El 50
i s 1 $250, 50| 1 §250
7 4|Power Line Costs km 2.5 5250, i) 25 5250,
7 5|Electrical Equipment Is 1.0] 5100, 1 5100,
ub-Total 1,534, 00, B34,
Grand Total ¥55,082,524]
- B.1 E%: Is 11%; 21,261,833 1 $8,000.00
8 2|Engineering Phase Il and Phase 11 Is | 5 B00.000.00 i
Subtotal __$8,000,000
9.0 [Owners Costs
9 1|Owners Costs Is |Net Included Not Included
Subtota 50,
10.0_[Contin
10.1]Contingency Not Included % Not Included
Grand Totai| 24,400,635
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TABLE 2
IDAHO GENERAL MINES, INC
MT. HOPE FEASIBILITY STUDY PHASE |
Tailing Storage Facility Alternative Siting Analysis
Site No. 1a, 1c and 2a (Upper)
— Starler Fagiity W—_‘Tﬁm———
Units Unit Rate Quantity Total (USS) wwg Fﬂ’i'_— (USS)
m 51658 2000 $33.168 cTJ_ 30 2000 [RERTT
m’km $0.12| 313.600 $37,632 _q» $0 313600 $37.632
mkm $0.12 3,728,200 $447.384 229,000 $27.480 3957200 $474.864
1.4|Mine Waste to TSF m’ 50.00 1864100 50 114500 50 1978600 0|
ub-Total $518,154 327, 545,
|Work By Contractor
‘Starter Facii ____ Ulimate Fagit Total Facil
ltem | Description Units | Unit Rate Quantity _ Total{USS) | Quantity Total (USS) | Quanfity | Total [USs)
2.0 Mobilization/Demobilizatior
2.1|Mobilization 5% $8,647,037| $432,352] $12.261.256 $614.063] $20.928.293] 1,046,415
2 2| Demobilization 7% $6,647,037 $172.941] $12.261,256 $245,625] 520,928,293 $478,566
Sub-Total $605,293 $859,668 $7,454,981
Earthworks
m $0.19 636,000 $117.660] 2696471 $498.847 3,332,471 $616,507
m* 50.50 636,000 $318.000] 2,606,471 $1,348,236 3,332471] 51,666,238
m’ $1.65) 82,885 $136,760]  189.465 $312.617 272,350 5445,378
m* $0.28 $46.416]  a7esgap $106,100 544,700 $152,516
m ;i 182,347 378,930 $416,823 544.700 $599,170
m 145,153 12,631 276,493 19,262 21,645
m ; 121,436 200 $104,088 2,600 §225,524
m® . 50 114,500] §251.900 114,500 $251,900
m? 50.39 2,590,100 $1.010,139 0 $o| _ 2590,100] 51,010,139
m? 50.28 182,347 §51,057| [} 50 182,347
m’ $0.28 549,000 $153,720]  2.239.800 $627.144 2,788,800
m* §1.10 549,000 $603,900] 2,239 800 $2,463,780 2,788,800
m’ $1.10 549.000 $603,000]  2.239.800 $2.463,780) 2,788,800
m 51.49 726,000 $1,081.740] 755 400| §1,125.546 1,481,400
m’ $1.10 180,000 $198.000 328,492 $361,341 508,492
m? §1.38 180,000] $248,400 200,000] $276,000] 380,000 §524,400
n Protection (150mm) m* $0.50 180,000 $00.000] 328 452 §164.246 508,492 $254, 245
Laterals (100 mm m $6.05 14,560 $88,209 0,783 $597,637 113,363 $685,846
Hoaders (250mm m $27.04 654 $47.330 3,576 99,913 270 $147.244
; Headers (300mm m 54052 897 18] 1623 $65.764 620 $146,682
3.21]Basin Drainage Collection Headers {Solid HDPE 300 mm S m $550.00 500 $275,000| [1] 50| 500 $275,000
Sub-Total $5,600,085 $11,560,256 $17.160,341
4.0 [Seepage Collection Pond | I I I
4.1|Clearing and Grubbing m 50.19 2.500] $463] 0 50, 2,500 $463
4.2| Topsail Strippi m’ $0.76 2,500 $1,900] 5 80| 2,500 $1,900
4.3|Excavation to FillWaste m’ $3.30] 19,500 $64.350 0 s0 19,500/ $64,350
4.4|Propared Subgrade m” 51.65 2615 $4.315) [ S0 2,615] $4.315
4.5|Geomembrane Liner with Geonet m’ 55.76 5,230 $30.125 [1] 50 5230 $30.125
46|Redaim and Pumpback System is 1 $50,000] q] E': 1 §50,000
Sub-Total| $151,152 | 50 0 $151,152
Diversion Channels
5.1|Minor Temporary Channels m 3200 60, 14000 000 17.200 326,800
Major Temporary Channels m 0 50| [1] 0 $0
|__5.3]Minor Permanent Channels m 6000] $900,000 a 30 6,000 $900,000
5.4|Major Permanent Channels m 4000 $1,100,000 0 30 4,000 1,100,000
'__ Sub-Total $2,060,800 _$266,000 0] 52,326,800]
D e ' o —
6.1]Tailing Distribution System & 1 500,000 1 SE10,000 2] $1.710,000
Sub-Total| $900,000 ___$810,000 $1,710,000]
7.0 Reclaim Line
7.1|Redaim Line s ST70,000.00 1 $770,000 1 $100,000 F $B870,000
72| Sump Wil Is $30,000.00 1 $30,000 [0 30 $30,000
7.3|Barge Costs Is $250,000.00] 1 50,000 30 $250.000
7.4|Power Line Costs km 100,000.00 1.0 100,000, $100,000
7.5|Electrical Equipment s $100,000.00 10 100,000] i 1 100,000,
Sub-Total $7.250, 100, 1,350,
rand Total 085,514, . +
Is = 1% 13,623,424 1,219,407, i $1498,577] 13623425  $2.717.083
Phase Il and Fhase T 15| § 800.000.00 1 w 1 500,000
Sublotal 2,019,407 $1,498.577 $3,517,083
. [Owners Casts | | | ]
9.1[Owners Costs [ = ] | |Not included Not Included ﬂ
Sublotal 30 50 50
. ontingency | | |
10100.1 Igo:ttiLngm |I | | Not Included 5 Mot Included '
rand Total ,104,921] , 122, 440,
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TABLE 2
IDAHO GENERAL MINES, INC
MT. HOPE FEASIBILITY STUDY PHASE |

Tailing Storage Facility Alternative Siting A
Site No. 1a (lower)
Work By Owner
: Starter Facit — Ultmate Fach Total Faciity
fem | Description Units Unit Rate Guantity Total {USS) | Ouanbity @U_TL Guanity Tolal (USS)
1.0 Embankment Fill Placement
1.1] Construction of Temporary Haul Road m $16.76 5,000 $83,820 0 50 5,000 $83,820
1.2|Extra Hau! Over Waste Dump to Canstruct Temp Haul Road mlkm $0.12 1,960,000 $235.200 0 30 1,960,000 $235,200
1.3]Exira Haul Over Waste Dump for Starter Embankment mfkm $0.12 12.216.000 514 2,788,400 §334.608]  15,004.400| $1.800.528
1.4|Place and Compact Mine Waste m $0.00 2.443,200' 557,680 50 3.000.880 50
_Sub-Tolal 1,764, 608 0 2,119,548
Work By Contractor
Starter Facitity Uttimate Facil Tolal Facili
ltem | Description Units Unit Rate Chuart Total (USS _ﬁnﬂ_ﬂy_rmg__ {I.JSS;WT_IY_— y | Total (USS)
2 1| Mabilization Is 5% £15.169.569 §758.478] $38,958.799 $1,947.940] 54128368 52,706.418
2 2|Demobilization s 2% $15,169,569 $303,391] $38,558,799, §779.176] 54,128,368 082,567
Sub-Total| $1,061,870 $2,727,116 3,788,986
3.0 Earthworks
3.1]Clearing and Grubbing m $0.11 1,524,661 S167.713] 9.631,200 $1.059.432] 11,155,861
3.2 Topsoil Stripping m’ $0.50] 1.524.661 $762.331) 9.631.200]  $4.815.600] 11,155 861
3.3|Embankment Foundation Excavation m? $1.65 270.504 $446.331 834,600 $1,377,090 1,105,104 823
3.4|Embankment Foundation Preparation m 50.23[ 541,007 $467,376 2.210.207 se1s.ssal
3.5/ Embankment Foundation Subgrade m* 541.007 $2.431.228
3.6| Embankmant Foundation Finger Drains m 18,034 X 1.612.714
3.8|Embankment Spine drain m 200 f . $56,381
3.7|Embankment Toe Drain m’ 0 SO‘ 557.1 $1 .226,396[ 557,680
3.8/ Embankment Construction m’ 2,836,000 $1.106.040 0 S0|  2,836.000 smoe.ﬂq
3.10|Embankment Face Shaping m’ 204.403 $57.233 204,403 $57,233
3.11|Basin Foundation Preparation m’ 983,654 5275423 7.962.000]  $2.229,360 8,945,654 $2.504,783
3.12|Basin Prepared Subgrade (300mm) m’ 983,654 $1,082,019]  7.962,000 $8,758,200 8,945,654 $9.840,219
3.13|Basin Drain Blanket {400mm) m* 983,654 $1.082,019] 7,962,000 $8.758,200 8.945,654 5$9.840,219
3.14| Basin Reclaim Slot Excavation m’ 392,800 $585.272| 1,570,400 sz,aaa.agel 1.963,200 §2.925.168
3.15|Basin Reclaim Slot Retarding Layer (200mm m* 54,796 $60.275 219,071 $240.978 273,867 $301.253
3.16]Basin Reclaim Slot Geolextile m 109,591 $151,236 438,141 $604,635 547,732 §755.870
3.17]Basin Reclaim Slot Erosion Protection (150mm) m' 54,796 527,308 219,071 5109,536 273,867 $136,933
3.18|Basin Drainage Collection Lalerals (100 mm) m 19,673 $119.022 158,240 $963,402 178,013 §1.082,424
3.19]Basin Drainage Collection Headers (250mm) m 967 54,967 15,824 $444.917 17,891 $499,883
3.20|Basin Drainage Collecion Headers (300mm m A9 415 5889 $238.622 7.380 $299,038
3.21|Basin Drainage Collection Headers (Solid HOPE 300 mm SDR m 530 291,500 50 530 §291,500
Sub-TntaIl $7,487,886 $36,727,252 $44,215,137
4.0 [Seepage Collection Pond |
4.1|Clearing and Grubbing m’ 50.11| 30,000] $3.300 0 50| 30,000
4.2|Topsoil Stripping m* $0.76) 30,000 §22,800 0] 50 30,000
4.3|Excavation to FillWaste m’ $3.30 111,000 $366,300 Q 50 111,000
4.4|Prepared Subgrade m’ $1.65 30,800 ssos&sl 0 50 30,900
4.5|Geomembrane Liner and Geonet m? $5.78 61.800 sagw’_ 0 50) 61,800
j@m s $50,000.00] 1 50,000 0 30 1
Sub-Total $649,353 50
5.0 [Diversion Channais
| 5.1|Minor Temperary Channels m $15.00 0
| 52[Major Temporary Channels (Without Riprap Protection) m $87.00 6,628 $576,636
Minor Permanent Channels m $150.00 [
jor Permanent Channels (With Riprap Pratection) m 5275.00 14.297 $3,931,675
Sub-Total $4,508,311]
Tailing Delivery Line
.‘I'Tailin Distribution System Is $2726.01000] 9 sz 7ze0i0|
_2[Adjacent Road and Trench m $70.00 4,500
[ 6.3[Valves and Fitlings Is
Is
s
s
km
7.5|Power Equipment Is 1520[!.000!
541,
= EX] Ex: s $7,000,000] 20,940.398]  $9.303.444]
8 2|Engineering Phase Il and Phase 11l s § _ B00.000.00 1 $800,000 1 $800,000
Subtotal $3,103,444 sr,nnn,nnul 510,103,444
9.0 |[Owners Costs
9.1| Owners Cosls Is [Not nciuded Not Included
= =
10.0 _|Contingen
T T|Contingarcy NGt mj ?‘
,572, 616,
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TABLE 4
IDAHO GENERAL MINES, INC
MT. HOPE FEASIBILITY STUDY PHASE |
Tailing Storage Facility Alternative Siting Analysis
Site No. 1b (lower)
Work By Owner
: —_ Starier Faoh —__ Uttimals Facl Tolal Faci
e | Description Units | Unit Rate Guanbly Total (USS Quantty [ Tolal (USS] | Guanity | m
Embankment Fill Placement
1.1|Construction Temporary Haul Road m $16.46 _ui_ 50 [} ‘_sgij 0 50
1.2]Extra Haul Over Waste Dump Temp Haul Road mfkm 50.12) o] $0 0| 0] 0 50
1.3]Extra Haul Over Waste Dump for Starter Embankment mlkm $0.12 ol 0| 0 S0 i 50
1.3|Place and Compact Mine Waste m’ $0.00) [i $0 [ 50 0 50
Sub-Tetal] 50 $0
Work By Contractor
- —Starter Fac Uitimate F acit Total Fach
e e Urts | UmiRa mw—*‘—ﬁ———%@_ ToT US|
2.0 Mobilization/Demobilizatior
2.1 Mobilization 5% $13.807,666 $690.384] 552,211,609 52610,560]  66,019.295| $3.300.865
2.2] Demobilization 2% $13.807 686, 3276.154] $52,211.609 51.044 23] 66,019,755 $1.320,386
Sub-Total| $966,538 $3,654,813 ] 4,621,351
3.0 Earthworks
3.1|Clearing and Grubbin, m $0.11 1,008,300 5110913  13.710,400 £1.508,144] 14718700
3.2|Topsoil Strippin m $0.50 1.008,300 $504.150] 13,710,400 $6.855.200]  14.718.700
3.3|Embankment Foundation Excavation m’ 51.65) 44.000 §72,600 403,050 $665,033 447,050
34|Embankment Foundation Preparation m’ $0.28 EB.000 524,640/ 806,100 5225708 894.100 $250,348
m $1.10 88,000 $96.800 BOB, 100 $886,710 894,100 $983,510
m 52189 2,933 564,211 26,870 $588,184 29,803 $652,395
m $86.74 200)] 517,348 470 $40.768 670 $58,1186
3.8|Embankment Toe Drain m’ $2.20 i 50 284,130] $625.,086 284,130 $625,086
3.9|Embankment Construction {10 m wide crast) m $0.39 1.057,595 5412462 1] 50 1,057,596 5412 462
3.10| Emankment Face Shaping m s0.28] 37,000 sm.aso' 37,000 $10,360)
3.11/|Basin Foundation Preparation m* $0.28] 920,300 $257.684] 12.904.300' $3613.204| 13,824,600
3.12|Basin Prepared Subgrade (300mm) m §1.10 920,300/ 51 .012.330‘ 12.804,300]  $14.194,730] 13,824,600
3.13|Basin Drain Blanket (400mm) m $1.10 920,300 $1.012.330] 12,904,300 su.m_nol 13,824,600
3.14]Basin Reclaim Slot Excavation m’ 51.49] 1.040.000 $1,549.600] 2,320,000 $3456,600]  3.360,000
3.15|Basin Reclaim Slot Retarding Layer (200mm) m’ $1.10 143.DDO| 5$157,300 319,000
3.16/Basin Reclaim Slol Geotextile m $1.38 286,000 $394.680 638,000
|_3.17|Basin Reclaim Siot Erosion Protection {150mm) m* 50.50) 143,000 571,500 319,000 $158,500 452,000 $231,000
18| Basin Drai Collection Laterals (100 mm m .05 21,278] $128,732 264,466 $1.600,019 285,744 1,728,751
| 3.15|Basin Drainage Collection Headers (250mm) m $27.04 2128 $59.451 26447 §738.929 28575 $758,380
.20]Basin Drainage Collection Headers (300mm m 54052 3.900 $158.028 8,700 524 12,600 510,552
[ 3.21|Basin Drai Collection Headers (Solid HOPE 300 mm 5| m $550.00] 670, 5368,500 670 $368,500
3.22|Highway Relocation km $500,000.00 [H| $5.250,000 50 11 5,250,000
Sub-Total] 311,733,619 $50,936,609 $62,670,228
4.0 Seepage Collection Pond
4.1|Clearing and Grubbing m’ $0.11 30,000 $3,300 0 50| 30,000 §3,300
m* $0.76 30,000 $22.800 [ $0 30,000 $22.800]
m’ $3.30 111,000 $366,300 Q 50 111,000 $366,300
m’ $1.65) 30,900 $50.985) 0 S0 30,900 $50,985
4.5/ Geomembrane Liner and Geonet m* 55.76 61,800/ $355.968 0 50 61,800 $355.968
4.6]Reclaim and Pumpback System Is $50,000.00] 1 50,000 0) 30 1 $50,000
Sub-Total $849,353 $0 849,353
|Diversion Channels
5.1|Minor Temparary Channels m $19.00 1 50 0 ]
5.2|Major Temporary Channels m 7.00) 6.513 $566,631 26712 $2323044 33,225 $2,800,575
5.3|Minor Permanent Channels m 5150.00] 0 50 [1] 50 [1] 50
|__54[Major Permanent Channels m $275.00] 22,786 $6,266,150 ] 50 22,786 56,266,150
Sub-Total $6,832,781] $2323,944 | $9,156,725
80 _[Tailing Delivery Line_
1| Delivery Line With Adjacent Access Road Is $2,112.460.00 1 112,460 1 51,850,000/ 2| 53,962 460,
[ 6.2 Adjpcent Road and Trench m $70.00 ?,mol :;m.ggg i E— ;r,oog E.;gg,m
I Fitt s §211.246.00] 1 1. X 5
-3 Valves and Fatings Sub-Tntal} $2,813,705 $1,850,000 $4,663,706
ls 5133442800 i 51,334,428 1 $700,000 2] $2,034 428
s $30.000.00 0 i 50
is $250,000.00 1 X ] 250,000
km $100,000.00] 4.1 $410,000 0 3410,000
s $100,000.00 1.0 100,000 i 0 100,000
Sub-Total 2,004 4 700,000 $2.794,428
an ofal I ! 'y T i3
1' Is |' 11%] 25,200,425 52,781,547 1| 8,000,000 25780428 $10,781,847
| __8.2[Engineering Phase Il and Phase 11T | s |S&00,000.00 1 $600,000, 1 $800,000]
_S_ub_t@'_ $3,581,047 $8,000,000 511,581,947
9.0 [Owners Costs | | |
9.1|Owners Cosis | Is | | Mot Included Not Included
Subtotal 30 —E" j'
10.0_[Contingency | | | |
101 |Cominggncy | | | Not Included Mot Included
d Tota 872, ;;;;__;?A ms;;éé'

8/26/2005 Smith Williams Consultants, Inc 1029A Phase Il Altemnalive Siting Est Costs Rev 2 (soil liner).xs



TABLE §
IDAHO GENERAL MINES, INC

MT. HOPE FEASIBILITY STUDY PHASE |

Tailing Storage Facllity Alternative Siting Analysis

5ite No.1c (Lower)

30

Work By Owner
— Swner Fagin Ulimate Faciity Total Faciity
Hem Description Units Unit Rate Wry_—rﬁ{_ﬁ [TE] m y | Towml(Uss | Guantty | Total (USS)
1.0 [Embankment Fill Placement
1. t]constuction Temporary Haul Road m S16.45 o £0] ] So[ 0 50
1.2|Extra Haul Over Waste Dump Temp Haul Road m*/km §0.12] 0] 50 L] sol 0 50|
1.3|Extra Haul Qver Waste Dump for Starter Embankment mikm 50.12| 0 50 0) 50| [\ $0|
1.3)Place and Compact Mine Wasts m’ so.00] a 0 0 50| a $0
ub-Total 30,
Work By Contractor
e Starter Fadi Ulimate Facil Total Facilty
[ Description Units Unit Rate Qmmﬂﬁym—wm Total (USS)
2.0 Mobllization/Demobilization l
2.1|Mobilization S%| §13,807.68 $690,384] 546,721,870 $2.336,093] 60,529,556 302647
22| Demobilization %] si3.807, 276,154 546,721,870 34.437] 60,529,556 1,210,581
Sub-Total| $966,538) 53,270,531 4,237 06!
30 Earthworks | —
3.1]Clearing and Grubbing m* $0.11 1,008.300' $110913] 11,243,453 $1.236780[ 12,251,753 $1,347 693
3.2|Topsoil Stripping m $0.50]  1.008,300 $504.150]  11,243.453] $5.621 .rzr] 12,251,753 $6.125,877]
m’ 31.65 «.oocl $72.600 283.941 mS.OEI 337841 $557 .60
m su.‘z—SI 88,000 $24.840) 587,881 §164.607 675.881 189,247
m* §1.10 BB.000| 396,800} 587,881 $646 669 675,881 743,469
&r Drains m $21.69] 2,933 SE4.211 19,596 $428.957] 22579 £493, 164
m 470 $40, 768 670 558,116/
ent Toa Drain m’ 284,130 $625.086| 284,130 $625.08
Construetion (10 m wide crest) m’ 0] s0] 1,057,598 $412,46
m’ 37,000 $10.360
m* . . 11.575.872] $3.241.244 12,496,172} $3,498,92
m? 51.10 920,300] $1.012.330] 11,575,672 $12733.450] 12496.172]  $13.745.78)
3.13|Basin Drain Blanket (400mm) m? $1.10 920.300) $1.012.330]  11.575.872] $12.733450] 12496172 $13.745 789
3.14[Basin Reclaim Skot Excavation m $1.49) 1.040.000| 51,549,600 2.320,000) $3.456.800 3.360.000] 55.006.400|
3.15|Basin Reclaim Slot Retarding Layer (200mm) m* 51.10| 143,000 $157,300 319,000 $350.500) 462,000| $508.200]
3.16|Basin Reclaim Slot Geotextike m* 51.38) 286,000} $394,680, 638.000) $880.440] 924,000 51,275,120]
-17|Basin Reclaim Slat Erosion Protection (150mm m $0.50) 143,000 §71.500 319,000 $159,500] 462,000] $231,00
18|Basin Drainage Collection Laterals (100 mm) m $6.05] 21,2785 $128.732 264,466 1,600,019] 285,744 $1.728,751
.15]Basin Drainage Collection Headers (250mm]) m 527.94 ' 128 $59.451 26,447 $738.929 28 575 5798.360]
-20[Basin Drainage Collection Headers (300mm m 540.52] , S00] 5158.028] 8,700 5352 524 12.600) £510.552
:21|Basin Drainage Collection Heagers (Sohd HOPE 300 mm SDR_17) m 50 670 §368.500 S0 670] $368,500
22|Highway Relocation km $500,000.00) 11 55,250,000 0| 11 5.250.000)
Sub-Total $11,733.61 $45 486,870 $57,230,
&0 {I\&cfa:t Collection Pond I
4.1|Clearing and Grubbin m* 30,000
4.2|Topsoil Stripping m* 30,000/
4.3|Excavation to Fill'Waste m’ 111,000]
4.4|Preoareu Subgrade m* 30,800
4_5|Geormmhrane Liner and Geonet m’
4 B|Redaim and Pumnpback System Is
XD [Diversion Channels
ry Channels m S0 0 )
hannels m 52,323,944 33,225 32 89057
3[Minar Permanent Channels m :0 - ?ag o I:g
A[Major P hannels m 0 2 2
e $2.323,044) $5,156,72
[E0Ttaliing Deiivery Line {
1 Delivery Line With Adjacent Access Road Is §1.750,000 _2|  $3.862.260
2 Adjacent Road and Trench m 7.0400) 400,000
.3 Valves and Fittings ls 2 S386,24
34,563.7
Is $1.334.428, 1 $1.334.428) 1 $2.034 428
Is $30.000.0 0 30| 0
Is 250.000. 1 $250.000]
km 100.000. a1 410.000]
Is 100,000 1.0] 100,000 4
ub- 2,004,428
irand Total K
s 11%| 25290425 $2.761.947 1
ls__|§_B00.000.00 1 $B00,
Subtotal| $3.581,947]
| | | I,_ |
9.1|Owners Costs | B 1 | Mot Included

Sublotal]

Mot Included l'l SD|

10.0 Contingen:
10.1[Contingancy

Not Included

Grand Total

Not Included
0]
541, 413,

BI26/2005

Smith Williams Consufants, Inc

1029A Phase || Alternative Siting Est Costs Rev 2 (sod liner).xs



TABLE 6
IDAHO GENERAL MINES, INC
MT. HOPE FEASIBILITY STUDY PHASE |
Tailing Storage Facility Alternative Siting Analysis
Site No. 2
Work By Owner
— Starter Fach Ultimate Faciity Total Faciity
ltem | Descript: Units Unit Rate Quanti Total (1SS Quan!z_tz Total !'-'55! Quanlig Total !USS!
1.0 Embankment Fill Placement
1.1]Construction Tem, Haul Road m $16.45] 1] 50 [ 50 ?l_ 50
1.2|Extra Haul Over Waste Dump Temp Haul Road mfkm 50.12 o] 50 0 0 o] 50|
1.3/Extra Haul Over Waste Dum for Starter Embankment m 50.12 of 50 0 50 [ 50
1.3|Place and Compact Mine Wasle m’ 5021 [ $0 0 s0 0 50
Sub-Total $0] 0 | 30
Work By Contractor
—Starter Fac Ulbmate Fac Total Faci
llem [Description Units Unit Rate Quanti Total (USS) Quanti Total (USS, Cuaniity Total (USS)
2.0 |Mobilization/Demobilization
2.1[Mobilization 5% $14,152,717 $707.636] $52,185,015 $2,609,251 66,337 732 53,316,687
2 2| Demotilization 2% §14,152,717, $283.054] $52,185,015 $1.043,700] 66,337,732 1,326,758
Sub-Total $990,690 $3,652,957 4,643,641
3.0  [Earthworks | |
3.1|Clearing and Grubbing m’ $0.19 1,792.980] $331,701| 13.939.438 $2.578.796, 15,732,418 $2,910,497
3.2|Topsoil Stripping m 50.50 1.782.980 $896.490| 13,930,438 $6,969,719 15,732,418 $7.866,209
3.3|Embankment Foundation Excavation m* $1.65 154,231 $254.480] 895,430/ $1,642,459 1,149,660 $1,896,93g|
3.4|Embankment Foundation Preparation m’ $0.28] 308,461 586,369 1,900,859 557,441 2,299, 320 $643,810
3.5|Embankment Prepared Subgrade m §1.10 308,461 $339,307| 308,461 $339,307|
3.BlEmbankment Foundation Finger Drains m §21.89 10,282 $225.074 66,362 $1.452,663 76.644) $1,677,737
3.7|Embankment Spine drain m 586.74] 100/ 58,674 300 $26.022 A0 $34 696
3.8]Embankment Toe Drain m’ 52.20 [} $0) 841,355 $1,850,981 841,355 $1.850,981
3.9|Embankment Construction (10 m wide crest m’ $0.39 2.202.284 $858.801 0] 50 2,202,284 $858.891
3.10|Embankment Face Shaping m? 50.28] 655,355| 5183499 655,355 $183.499
3.11)Basin Foundation Preparation m’ $0.28 1425419 $399.117| 11,948 500] $3,345,608 13,374,019 $3,744,725|
3.12|Basin Prepared Subgrade (300mm m? $1.10) 1.425.419' $1.567.861) 11,948600]  $13.143.460 13,374,019 514,711,421
3.13/Basin Drain Blanket (400mm) m 51.10 1.425.419) $1,567,961] 11.948.600]  $13,143.460 13,374,019 $14.711,421
3.14|Basin Recalim Slot Excavation m' $1.49 648,000 $965.520| 1,993,600 $2,970.464 2,641,600 $3,935,984
3.15|Basin Reclaim Slot Retarding Layer (200mm} m’ $1.10] 90,396/ §99.436 278,107 $305,918 368,503 $405,353
3.16|Basin Reclaim Slot Geotextile m’ §1.38 180,792 $249.493] 556,214 $767.575 737,006 $1,017.068|
3.17|Basin Reclaim Slot Erosion Protection (150mm) m’ $0.50 90,396/ $45.198 278,107 139,054 368,503 5§184,252
3.18/Basin Drainage Collection Laterals {100 mm) m $6.05] 28,508 $172,478) 238,972 $1,445.781 267 460 $1.618,256
3.19]Basin Drainage Collection Headers (250mem) m §27.94 2.651 §79,652 23,897 $667.688 26,748 $747,340)
3.20|Basin Drainage Collection Headers (300mm m $4052 2,430 $95.464 7476 $302,528] 9,906 $401,351
3.21]Basin Drainage Collection Headers (Solid HDPE 300 mm SOR 17) m $550.00] 400 $220,000] [} 50 400 $220 000
3.23 Relocation of Powerlines km $250,000.00 115 52,875,000 0] 50 12 $2,675.000]
Sub-Total $11,524,763 $51.310,015 $62,834,778
40__[Seepage Collection Pond | |
4.1/Clearing and Grubbing m’ s0.18] 30.000 $5.550 0 $0 30,000 $5.550)
4.2|Topsoil Stripping m $0.75 30,000 $22.800 a 50| 30.000) $22,800
4.3|Excavation to FillWaste m $3.30] 111,000 $366,300 0 $0 111,000 $3686,300
4.4|Prepared 5 m* 51.65 30,900 $50,985] 0 $0 30,800 $50.985
4.5|Geomembrane Liner and Goonet m $5.76, 61,800 $355.968 [ 50 61,800 5$355.968
4.6[Reclaim and Pum System is $50,000.00 T 550,000 0 S0 1 $50,000
Sub-Total 5851,603 | 50 | $851,603]
5.0 Diversion Channels
5.1|Minor Temporary Channels m sm.ou‘ 0] 50 Q 30 [i] 50
5.2|Major Tem, Channels m $87.00] 4.960 5431,520 22,032 $1,816,784 26,892 $2.348,304]
5.3[Minor Permanent Channels m s1so.oo| 18,050 $2.707.500 0] 50 18,050 $2,707,500)
5.4|Major Permanent Channels m 5275.00] 50 0 50/ [1] 50
Sub-Total $3,139,020 $3,139,020
6.0 [Tailing Dalivery Line
Delivery Line With Adjacent Access Road Is $3,255,150.00 1 §$3.255,150 1 $1.050,000 2 $4,305,150)]
Adjacent Access Road and Trench m $70.00 5,400 $378,000 sﬁ 5378.000
Valves and Fittings Is $162,757.50 1 $162,758 1 $105,000 2 $267,758
$3,795,908 $1,050,000 $4,845,908
s $1,460,000.00 $1,460,000 1 $700.000 §2,160,000
Is $60,000.00 $60,000 $60,000
; Is $250.000.00 —$250,000] S0 $250,000]
7.4]Pawer Line Costs km $100,000.00 7.5 :?50,000 :g ::xx
- : ; 1 100
7.5|Electrical Equipment Is $100,000.00 "ﬂubTolI(: : 'DDG ; 350560
rand Tolal 554 712, 79,634,550
8.0 [EPCM |
8.1[EPCM s 11%] 22,921,984 $2,521418
8.2[Engineering Phase Il and Phase (11 Is 5 B00,000.00 1 $800,000]
Subtotal 53,321,418
8.0 Owners Costs |
9.1]Owners Costs Is | Not Included [Not Included
Subtotal 50 Sﬂ'
10.0 _[Contingenc | |
10.1[Contingency | Mot Included Not Included
T otal X Jd12,
B/26/2005 Smith Williams Consultants, Inc 1029A Phase Il Altemative Siting Est Costs Rev 2 (soil iner).xls
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TABLE7
IDAHO GENERAL MINES, INC
MT. HOPE FEASIBILITY STUDY PHASE |
Tailing Storage Facility Alt Siting Analy
Site No. 2afLower)
Work By Owner
_ ___Starter Facilly Ultimate Faci Total Facili
ltem |Description Uniits Unit Rate Quanti Total (USS) _ng—"—— ty | Total (USS) | Quantity | Total [USS
1.0 |Embankment Fill Placement
1.1]Construction Temporary Haul Road m 516.46 0 50 0 S0 i S0
1.2|Extra Haul Over Waste Dump Tem, Haul Road ik $0.12 0 S0 0 50 0 50|
1.3}Extra Haul Over Waste Dump for Starter Embankment m’km $0.12 0 S0 0 S0 0| 50
1.3]Place and Compact Mine Waste m’ 50.21 0 $0 0 50 0 $0
Sub-Total 30 —sol— $0
Work By Contractor
- —__ Starter Fachy Ultimate Facil Total Facilty
ltem _|Description Units | UnitRate Ouanﬁym Quantiy | Total (USS) | Quantity | Total(Uss)
2.0 [Mobilization/Demobilization —
2.1|Mobilization 5%| §11,741.237] $587.062] 533,409,705, $1,670.485| 45 150,942 $2,257,547]
2 2| Demobilization 2%| $11.741237] 5234 825 $33.409.705 $668.184] 45150,842] $903,019)
Sub-Total $5821,887 52,338,679 33,160,566
3.0 [Farthworks
3.1|Clearing and Grubbing m S0.19] 1.379.953] 5255201 8531738 $1.578.371] 9.911,689 $1.833.662]
3.2|Topsoil Stripping m S050] 1,379.953]  s689.977] 8.53173% $4,265,868| 9,911,689 $4.955.845
3.3|Embankment Foundation Excavation m 51.65 142.875) 5235744 743.500] $1.226.775]  886.375| $1.462519
34|Embankment Foundation Preparation m $0.28 285,750 $80.010| 1.487.000] $416.360] 1.772.750 $496,370)
3.5|Embankment Prepared Subgrade m 1.10 285.750)  §314,325 285.750] 314,325
3.6|Embankment Foundation Finger Drains m 521.89 9.525]  5208,502] 48.567| $1.085.014 59,092| §$1.293517
3.7|Embankment Spine drain m $85.74 100 58,674 300 $26.022 400 534,696
3.8|Embankment Toe Drain m 52.20| i 50 657.994] $1.447.587|  657.004] s1.447 587
3.9|Embankment Construction {10 m wide cres! m? 50.39 2,500,000 $975.000] 0 S0 2,500,000 $975.000]
3.10/Embankment Face Shaping m? 50.28 656.355)  $183.499 655,355
3.11|Basin Foundation Preparation m’ $0.28 1.094,203| $306.377|  7.044.736] $1 972,526| 8,138,939
3.12|Basin Prepared Subgrade (300mm m 31.10]  1.094.203] $1.203623| 7.044.736] $7.748.210 8,138,939
3.13|Basin Drain Blanket {400mm) $1.10|  1.094.203| $1203623] 7.04a.736 §7.749.210| 8,138,939
3.14|Basin Recalim Siot Excavation m* $1.4g| 560.000]  $834.400]  1,698.400] $2,530616] 2,258,400
3.15|Basin Reclaim Slot Retarding Layer (200mm) m 51.10 78,120 $85,932 236,927|  $260.620
3.16|Basin Reclaim Slot Geotextila m $1.38 156.240 5215611 473,854 $653,919) ,
3.17|Basin Reclaim Slot Erosion Protection (150mm m $0.50 78,120 539,060 236,927 $118.454 57 .£
3.18|Basin Drainage Collection Laterals 100 mm) m $6.05 21,884/ $132.399 140,885 $B52 413 : 34,
3.15|Basin Drainage Collection Headers {250mm) m $27.54 2,188 $61,144 14,089] $393,660 16,278]  $454.804
3.201Basin Drainage Collection Headers (300mm m $40.52 2.100 $85,002 6,369] 258,072 8,468] $343.154
3.21)Basin Drainage Collection Headers (Sohd HOPE 300 mm|—m $550.00 400 $220,000 0 $0 400] 220,000
3.23 Relocalion of Powerlines km $250,000.00 7.1] $1,775,000] 0 S0 7]_S1.775.000
Sub-Total| $9,113,283 $32,584,705 $41,697,889
4.0 |Seepage Collection Pond
4.1/Clearing and Grubbing m $0.19] 30,000 §5,550] 30,000 $5.550 60,000 $11,100
4.2| Topsoil Stripging m* $0.76 30.000, $22.800 30,000 $22,800 60.000 $45,600)
4.3|Excavation to Fillwaste m’ $3.30| 111,000]  $366.300 111.000] $366.300] 222000  5732,600
4.4|Prepared Subgrade o’ $1.65| 30.900]  sso.o8s 30.900]  s50,985 61,600]  $101.970
4.5]Geomembrane Liner and Geonel m? $5.76 61,800, $355,968 61,800 $355,968, 123.600 $711,935)
4.6iReclaim and Pumpback Sysfem Is $50,000.00] 1 550,000 1 $50,000 2|  $100,000]
Sub-Total]  $851,603 $851,603 $1,703,206
5.0 _|Diversion Channels
.1]Minor Temporary Channels m $19.00] 0 30 1] 50| Di 50|
.2|Major Temporary Channels m 587.00 4,960 $431,520 50 4,960 $431,520]
.3|Minor Permanent Channels m $150.00 18,050 2,707 500 0 50 18,050] %2 707,500
5.4|Major Permanent Channels m $275.00) 0 0] 50| 0 50|
Sub-Total| $3,139,020 $3,139,020|
6.0 [Tailing Delivery Line
6.1]|Delivery Line With Adjacent Access Road Is $3,255,150.00 $3.255.150] 1| $1.050.000 2] 54305150
6.2 Adjacent Access Road and Trench m $70.00 5,400 5378,000 5400 $378.000)
6.3 Valves and Fittings Is $162,757.50) 162,758 1 sms.ooo' 2] 5267758
Sub-Total| $3,795,908 $1,050,000] $4,845 908
7.0 _[Reclaim Line
7. ]Reclaim Line Is $1,460,000| 1 $600,000 2| $2,060,000|
7.2 al Mill Is 560,000 1 $60,000
7.3 Ig:m cl.;:‘l; Is 5250.000' S0 1 $250,000]
7.4[Power Line Costs km 7.5 $750,000] 50 8] _$750,000
7.5|Electrical Equipment Is 1.0 $100,000 50 1 $100.000]
Sub-Total| $2,620,000 $600,000] 53,220,000,
Grand Total] 320,341,701 $37,424,987 57,766,688
8.0 JEPCM | ]
8.1]EPCM 5| 11%] 20,341,701 $2.237.587 1] $8.000.000] 20,341,702] 10,237,587
8.2[Engineering Phase Il and Phase NIl Is 5 800,000.00 1 $800,000 1 $800,000]
Subtotal| $3,037,587 $8,000,000] _$11,037,587]
9.0 |Owners Costs I
5.1[Owners Costs s ] | Not Included Not Included
Subtotal 30| 50 $0
10.0 |Contingen | |
10.1 'Contingency | 1 Not Included Not Included
50 30/ 30
Grand Total 379, 5.424,987] B4,

Smith Williams Consultants, Inc
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TABLE 8

IDAHO GENERAL MINES, INC
MT. HOPE FEASIBILITY STUDY PHASE |
Tailing Storage Facility Atternative Siting Analysis
Site No. 3
Work By Owner
] —_Starter Faci Ultmate Faci Total Fach
em _|Descripton Units Unit Rate Quantity Total (USS Cuant Total (USS ‘W—J‘_—— Yy | Total(USS)
1.0 Embankment Fill Placement
1.1]Construction Tem, Haul Road m 5162 0 50 0 50 0 50
1.2|Extra Haul Over Waste Dump Temp Haul Road mkm 50.12] [1] 50 0 50| 1] 304
1.3|Extra Haul Over Waste Dumg for Starter Embs mfkm $0.12] 0 s0| 0 50 0 50
1.4|Place and Compact Mine Waste m’ 50.21 0| 50 g 50| 0| 50|
Sub-Total —ﬁ}_ [ 0
Work By Contractor
Starter Facil Ulmate Facility Total Facdity
fem__|Description Units | Unit Rate M Quantity | Total (USS] | Guang Total (USS)
2.0 Mobilization/Demob
2.1|Mobilization 5% W §2.891,147] $144.557] 11,242,668 $562,134}
2 2[Demabilization 2%] $8,351,539 $167,031] $2.108,984| $42180] 10,460,573 $209.210)
$584,601 $186,737| §771,345
m* 588.064] 12.914 510 $742.584] 14 445, $830,648
m* SE89.198| 12.914.510]  $5.811,530| 14,446,060 $6.500.727]
m? 5230625 1197773 $1.79665 1,351,52, 2,027,264
m* ¥ ; $76.875]  2,395.545] $593,886] 2,703,045 $675,761
3.5|Embankment Prepared Subgrade m’ $1; 307, $307.50 2,395 54 $2,395,54 2.703,04! 52,703,045
3.6/Embankment Foundation Finger Dramns m $19.60 10,250 §5203.97 50 10,250 $203,97
3 7|[Embankment Spine drain m $76.8 120 59,462 330 $26,021 450 $35.453
m? sa, 0 so] 11622 $4.067.83) 11622 $4,067,833
m* §1.50] 2346.164] 335192 0 so|  2346,164) $3,519,24
m? $0.2 $33,050| 135,800] $33,9
m 50.25} S306.013) 10518965  $2.629,741  11.743.015 52,935 754
ade (300mm) m* $1.00) $1224050 10.518.965 $10.518,965 11,743,015 $11,743.014
3.13|Basin Drain Blanket (400mm) m’ $1.00] J $1.224050| 10.518,965  $10,518,96 11,743,015 $11,743.015
3.14|Basin Recalim Slot Excavation m’ $1. 576,000 $TT7.600] 16240000  $2.192 400 2,200,000 52,970,001
3.15|Basin Reclaim Slot Retarding Layer (200mm) m* §1.00) 79,200 $79200] 273 $223,300] 302,500 §302,
3.16|Basin Reclaim Slat Geolaxtle m? 512 158, $196,000] 446 600 5558 25(] 605, §756,2
Reclaim Slot Erasion Protection (150mm} m* $0.4. 79,200 $35640] 223, $100 488 302,500 §136,12
Drainage Collection Laterals (100 mm}) m 550 26,065 $131,62 214 84 $1,084,96 240,910 $1.216,5
Drainage Collecton Headers (250mm m $254 2,607 $66.201 21.485] $545 706 24,091 $611,911
; Drainage Collection Headers (300mm m 36,64 2,160 $79,574) 5,090 $224,356) 8.750)] $303,931
3.21|Basin Drainage Collection Heagers (Soiid HOPE 300 mm SOR 17) m 500.00) a5( §225 50 450 275,
Sub-Total| 39,5058 $44,036,103) $53.542,
4.0 [Seepage Collection Pond | | |
4.1|Clearing and Grubbing m* $0.06 0, 51,72 0| S0 30,000 $1,725)
4.2|Topsoil Strippin m* 50.6! 30 $20.7 0 50 30,000 $20,700f
4.3|Excavation to Fill Waste m* 53.00] 111,000] $3334 o] 50 111,000 $333,000)
m* $1.50) 30,800] $45,350) ol 50 30,500 $46,350)
m 55.2 61, $324.4 0 50 61,800 $324,450)
s | 45000, 1 $45.000 0 50 i 545,
Sub-Total $TT1 50 $771,22
E.o |Diversion Channels
5.1|Minor Temporary Channels m 317.00] [1] 50, 1] 50,
Major Temporary Channels m 579.00] 4,553 5362 B4 26,696 52,471,831
5.3|Minor Permanent Channels m 5136, [1] 50| [1] 50
5.4|Major Permanent Channels m 52501 14,403 $3.600,7! [1] $3.600,7!
Sl.b-Tonr! $3,963.50 $6,072,581
6.0 |[Tailing Del Line
1| Delivery Lir::lmf Is $3.606,510. 1 53,696,510 1 $4 482,
.2 Adjacent Access Road and Trench m $70.4 7,214 5504 980 5504
3 Valves and Fitings Is $369,651. 1 §369.651 1 544822
4 Culvert Crossings m $1,650.00 30 $49 500 549,
.5 Sump at Low Point Is $50,000.00 1 $50,000 550,00
Sub-Total| $4,670,641 $5,534,
Reclaim Line
s $2.112,752. 1 521 12_7% 1 $700,000] $2,812.79,
s $50,000. 1 $50,000] | 550
Is 250,000 0 1 $250,00 52500
km 100,000, 7.0 700, $700.0
Is 100,000, 1.0 $100, $100,01
Sub-Total $3,212, 33,012,790
otal ' A . i
8.0__[EPCM |
H1|EPCM s | $8.000, 227087104
B8.2|Engineerning Phase || and Phase Il Is 5 B00.000.00 []
$8,000,01
9.0 [Owners Costs |
G.1]Owners Costs Is | | {Not Included Not Included
Subtotal 50 l
10.0_|Contingenc [ | |
W { { Nat Included Not Included
e e "

8/2612005

Smith Williams Consultants, Inc

1029A Phase Il Alternative Siting Est Costs Rev 2 (sai liner)_xls
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Site

1a

1b

1c

2a

Visual
Impact

6.50
6.50
5.00
5.00
1.00
2.50

3.00

Table 11
IDAHO GENERAL MINES, INC
MT HOPE FEASIBILITY STUDY PHASE |

Tailing Storage Facility Alternative Analysis
Enviromental Considerations (Sub-Scores)

Fugitive
Impacted Dust
Culture Visual Ground Surface

Resources Impact Water Water Vegetation
3 55 6 5 2
3.5 5.5 6 45 3
35 4 6 6.5 2
35 4 6 6.5 3
4 2 3 2 3
4 25 4 2 3
2 3.5 3 3 2

Raw
Score

28.00

29.00

27.00

28.00

15.00

18.00

16.50

Rating
6.6
7.0
6.1
6.6
1.0
23

1.6
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APPENDIX C

EUREKA MOLY LLC
WATER RESOURCES MONITORING
PLAN



1

2)

3)

4

3)

6)

7)

Mount Hope Mine Project

Water Resources Monitoring Plan

This Water Resources Monitoring Plan (WRMOP) has been developed by Eureka Moly,
LLC (EMLLC), in conjunction with the BLM, Eureka County and Nevada Department of

conducted to support the EIS. EMLLC may also have additional monitoring
responsibilities associated with the Water Pollution Control Permit administered by
Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, water rights administered by the Nevada
Division of Water Resources (NDWR), or other permit or regulatory programs. This
WRMOP is intended to accompany the Plan of Operations (POO) and only addresses the
POO and EIS requirements as administered by BLM.

EMLLC will install newly proposed monitoring wells diligently upon receipt of the
Record of Decision (ROD) and acknowledgment of cultural clearance of the locations by
the Nevada State Historic Preservation Office and BLM. The intent is to provide for
monitoring of baseline data from the new wells prior to changes induced by pumping or
pit dewatering.

Mitigation of project-related impacts may be required by BLM (or NDWR) based on the
degree of impact identified by the data collected under this WRMOP. Potential
mitigation elements and thresholds are not discussed in this document.

Revisions to the monitoring program may be warranted in the future. This WRMOP is
considered to be a living document that will be modified to accommodate changes in the
hydrologic understanding of the area, data collected, advances in monitoring
methodology, and other reasons as appropriate.

EMLLC will be responsible for collecting, managing, and reporting monitoring data.
EMLLC may propose modifications to the WRMOP based on the data collected under
this plan.

EMLLC will provide monitoring data collected under this WRMOP on an annual basis to
BLM and members of the Technical Advisory Panel. A written annual report will be
provided and a meeting will be scheduled during which EMLLC will present the annual
report data.

A Technical Advisory Panel (TAP) is proposed to provide stakeholders with access to
hydrologic monitoring data and to have a venue to bring forth their comments and
concerns. TAP membership and member roles and responsibilities would be developed
with BLM upon project approval.



8) Peak groundwater extraction rates of up to 11,300 acre-feet annually (afa) are proposed,
with the majority of groundwater coming from the Kobeh Valley wellfield and the
remainder coming from pit dewatering operations. Water flowing to the pit is anticipated
to come from Kobeh Valley and Diamond Valley, with the majority from Diamond
Valley. Based on predicted dewatering rates, the Diamond Valley withdrawal rate will
be approximately 460 gpm (740 afa) near the end of mining. The groundwater extracted
for mining use will be consumptively used in processing activities of the Project (i.e. no
water will be returned to the aquifer).

9) As previously stated, the purpose of this Monitoring Plan is to identify and characterize
changes to the hydrologic environment that could be caused by groundwater withdrawals
for the Mt Hope Mine. It is recognized that impacts to water resources may occur from
natural processes, non-project related water resource development, and land management
practices, as well as from the Mt Hope mining operation.

10) Specific objectives of this WRMOP are to-

Confirm or improve the understanding of the hydro-geologic system.

Measure changes to surface water flows and groundwater levels caused by the
groundwater withdrawals for the project.

Characterize impacts to streams, seeps and springs caused by the project.

Evaluate impacts to vegetation and/or wildlife habitat caused by the project.

Support periodic updates to the hydrologic model to improve the predictive quality of
the model.

Provide an early warning capability to detect adverse impacts before they become
unmanageable

Y Vv

YV VYVVY

11) Monitoring elements include measuring water extraction, surface water (streams and
springs) flow, groundwater elevations, health and trends of wetland, riparian and
phreatophyte vegetative communities, water quality, and meteorological data. Pre-
development data will be collected to provide a baseline against which to assess data
collected after the project pumping begins.

12) Monitoring locations, parameters, and frequencies have been selected to facilitate
identification and assessment of impacts. Thus, an overview of the predicted impacts is
warranted:
> Significant ground water consumption in Kobeh Valley is expected to remove water
from storage and lower groundwater elevations in portions of Kobeh Valley.

» Reduction of spring or surface water flows in portions of Kobeh Valley is possible as
a result of the lowered groundwater levels.

» Groundwater drawdown in the extreme western portion of Diamond Valley, in the
vicinity of Tyrone Gap, is predicted to occur as the open pit extends below the water
table.

Mt Hope Water Resources Monitoring Plan
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» Predicted impacts to groundwater in Diamond Valley are minimal. Current data
suggests that the hydrologic interconnection between Kobeh Valley and Diamond
Valley is limited. Historical data document a significant reduction in water levels in
Diamond Valley due to extensive agricultural uses of groundwater.

» As the cone of groundwater depression propagates to the north from the well field or
to the north and northwest from the pit area, it could encroach upon the southernmost
or south-easternmost portions of the Roberts Mountains. This could result in
reduction of spring or surface water flows or lowering of shallow groundwater tables
that support wet meadow complexes and associated wildlife habitat in these areas.

» Water rights within the cone of depression could be affected: Appropriated surface
waters could experience diminished flows. Appropriated groundwater could
experience groundwater elevation declines which could impact well efficiencies or
pumping costs.

» Ground subsidence and development of fissures at the ground surface could occur due
to removal of interstitial water from a substantial volume of alluvial sediments in
Kobeh Valley.

> In general, the potential for impacts increases both with proximity of a given resource
to the proposed well field and with increased duration of pumping.

> Figures 1 and 2 depict the area that is predicted to experience groundwater drawdown
in excess of ten feet at 44 years following project start-up. Figures 1 and 2 also show
monitoring locations selected for the WRMOP.

13) Data collection completed by EMLLC will be used by EMLLC to assist in defining
baseline conditions. EMLLC has also collected and compiled available water resources
data and information in Kobeh Valley, Diamond Valley, Pine Valley, and surrounding
areas, including data collected by Eureka County, the USGS, and the NDWR. This
information includes location of existing supply and monitoring wells, groundwater
extraction rates, groundwater level measurements, flow rates at springs and streams,
water quality, and precipitation data.

14) To provide appropriate coverage of the potentially affected area, EMLLC will construct
14 new monitoring wells and observe their water levels on a daily basis utilizing down-
hole transducers and data loggers. The preliminary proposed location of these wells is
shown on Figures 1 and 2; actual locations may be adjusted in consultation with the
BLM, NDWR, and/or TAP. These wells are generally near the extent of the area
predicted to experience drawdown in excess of ten feet at Project Year 44, and will
provide a sentinel function.

15) As part of the wellfield construction, it is anticipated that a test well would be drilled near
each planned production well location. The test wells would be converted to monitoring
wells and equipped with down-hole transducers and data loggers for continuous
monitoring. The anticipated test well/monitor well locations are within the well field
corridor as shown on Figures 1 and 2.
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16) In addition to collecting data, EMLLC will compile data collected by USGS, NDWR and
Eureka County that is made publicly available and use this data to refine and calibrate the
numeric model. EMLLC will incorporate data from the monitoring sites shown on
Figures 1 and 2, provided that these data continue to be collected and made available by
USGS and NDWR. Eleven USGS sites are considered to provide important coverage, and

EMLLC will monitor these locations if USGS discontinues this monitoring (see Figures 1
and 2, and Table 1).

17) As provided in Figure 1, EMLLC will provide for the monitoring of flows in

» Steiner Creek in southeast Grass Valley, west of Kobeh Valley
» Pine Creek in southern Monitor Valley, south of Kobeh Valley; and
> Allison Creek in Antelope Valley, south of Kobeh Valley.

These regional streams will serve as analogs to provide improved understanding of
seasonal or regional conditions that may be impacting the flows in perennial streams.
Stage- flow relationships will be established at these locations and the streams will then be
equipped with pressure transducers to allow continuous measurement.

18) The information collected pursuant to this WRMOP will be entered by EMLLC into a
project database on a regular basis, once it has been checked for laboratory quality
control and quality assurance procedures, generally reflecting the monitoring interval.

19) EMLLC has developed a numeric model to simulate the groundwater flow system and
the model will be updated to incorporate the data collected for this WRMOP. EMLLC
will update the model after recovering 6 months of post-operational monitoring data.
Thereafter, EMLLC will update the model on a schedule to reflect the requirements of
the BLM.

20) EMLLC will analyze water chemistry to assist in evaluating water source contributions
for the specific monitoring locations.

21) EMLLC will implement documented quality assurance and quality control procedures.
Monitoring data will be recorded using a standardized (NDEP-compliant) protocol and
format for each monitoring event. Protocols will be submitted to BLM for approval. It is
anticipated that protocols will be based on those described by Rantz and others (1982) for
surface water flow monitoring, Lapham and others (1995) for groundwater level
monitoring, and Wilde (2005) for water sampling. Laboratory analyses will be conducted
by Nevada-certified laboratories using standard laboratory quality control procedures.

22) EMLLC will survey production wells, monitoring wells and surface water locations to
establish ground surface and measuring point elevations.

23) Tables 1 and 2, provided at the end of this document, lists the proposed monitoring site
locations, type of monitoring, monitoring frequency and a brief rationale for selecting

4
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each location, Wells identified in Table 1 include both existing wells and wells that
EMLLC proposes to construct upon project approval. Some wells are located within pit
limits that would be mined out as the project advances, and these locations would be
dropped from the monitoring plan at that time. Site locations are shown on the attached
figures. The monitoring sites in Tables 1 and 2 are organized by locations corresponding
to those shown on the attached figures. The monitoring sites were selected In
consideration of the type of data to be collected and the potential impact they are
designed to evaluate and assess, as described below.

a. Production Wells: Extraction rates and groundwater levels will be measured
continuously (daily readings following an initial period of hourly readings) in
production wells.

b. Monitor Wells: Monitoring wells provided in Figure 1 and 2, and as amended in
the future under this plan will be monitored to determine depth to groundwater,
according to the frequency provided in Table 1. This data is anticipated to assist
in characterizing the extent of drawdown within the well field and open pit areas
and the propagation of the drawdown away from those areas. Transducers wil] be
placed in the new monitoring wells to provide for continuous monitoring (daily
readings following an initial period of hourly readings). It is recognized that the
data collection frequency may be adjusted at BLM’s direction

c. Surface Waters: Selected springs and surface flow sites in Kobeh Valley,
Diamond Valley, and Pine Valley will be monitored to determine flow rates.
Continuous flow recording devices will be installed at Roberts Creek, Pete
Hanson Creek, Birch Creek, South Fork of Henderson Creek, Vinini Creek, and
Tonkin Springs. For low flow conditions or where flow is diffuse on the ground
surface, flow measurements may not be practicable, and flow would be estimated.

Site selection for surface water flow monitoring seeks to generally measure flow
within perennial reaches, while considering aspects such as accessibility and
channel morphology. At each site, flows and depths will be measured monthly to
establish a stage-flow relationship. Pressure transducers will be installed for
hourly measurement of head, which will be converted to flow via the stage-flow
relations.

d. Baseline chemistry analyses will be completed at all water monitoring sites
provided within this plan. Future water chemistry analyses will be conducted as
warranted. The suite of baseline parameters will consist of NDEP Profile II
constituents plus isotopes of oxygen and hydrogen.

€. Vegetation monitoring will be conducted on transects to represent four wet
meadow complexes in the Roberts Mountains to measure species composition,
species richness, and plant cover. Minimal impact (hand-augered) monitoring
wells or other field assessment will be conducted to identify the source of water

5
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that supplies these meadows, The four wet meadow complexes include a pair
relatively close to the open pit and well field, and a pair outside of the predicted
area of drawdown.

Vegetation monitoring will also be conducted at répresentative transects in the
lower portions of Kobeh Valley and in the lower portions of Roberts Creek.
Vegetation monitoring will also be conducted in the Roberts Mountains to
augment the larger-scale remote-sensing monitoring described in subsection “f”
below.

f. Remote sensing will be conducted to assess vegetation distribution in the Roberts
Mountains. The remote sensing will allow the relatively large areas to be
monitored economically, provide a more extensive monitoring data set and reduce
potential observer bias.

g. Precipitation data will be collected hourly at the existing meteorological station
located at Mt Hope. High altitude precipitation storage and measuring sites will
be established in the Roberts Mountains, to help in understanding the relationship
between precipitation and elevation in this area. Regional data from BLM or
NOAA stations will also be evaluated periodically to better define regional and
local meteorological inputs.

h. Macroinvertebrate monitoring will be conducted in Roberts Creek, Henderson
Creek and Vinini Creek to provide an indication of the ecological health of these
streams.

i.  Subsidence monitoring will be conducted in Kobeh Valley to measure ground
subsidence in response to production water pumping, identify the formation of
any fissures caused by pumping, and quantify the rate of growth of any fissures
that develop from pumping.
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1 INTRODUCTION

This Mitigation Plan includes mitigation by resource from the Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) prepared for the Mount Hope Project (Project). The following four Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) approved mitigation plans are included as attachments following this
Mitigation Plan: Pony Express Trail Access Mitigation Plan (Attachment 1); Wild Horse and
Wildlife Water Source Mitigation Plan (Attachment 2); Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation
Measures (Attachment 3); and Mitigation Strategy for Protecting Important Roosting Colonies of
Townsend’s Big-eared Bats at the Mount Hope Mine (Attachment 4).

2 AUDITORY RESOURCES

Mitigation Measure 1: Construction in the vicinity of the Roberts Creek Ranch house and
greater sage-grouse leks would be limited to daylight hours and would be limited during lekking
periods (see Appendix D, Attachment 3). Construction equipment used in the vicinity of
residences would be fitted with the best available technology manufacturers' noise control
equipment, including engine exhaust silencers and acoustical enclosures. Noise control
equipment would be maintained in good working order. Implementation of this mitigation
measure would result in a less than significant impact.

3 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Mitigation Measure 1: EML would develop, and submit to the BLM for approval, a treatment
plan to address the potential direct impacts to the 83 officially eligible sites within the Project
APE. EML would implement the treatment plan prior to any surface disturbance of eligible sites
within the area of direct impacts. All adverse effects under the NHPA and direct and indirect
impacts under the NEPA to known-eligible properties indentified within the Project APE would
be mitigated in accordance with the PA and the treatment plan prepared for the Project. Any
previously unknown-eligible properties that may be discovered during construction activities
would be mitigated in accordance with the PA. No residual adverse effects are anticipated, as all
known-eligible sites would be mitigated in accordance with the PA and the treatment plan
prepared for the Project. Any previously unknown-eligible properties that may be discovered
during construction activities would be mitigated in accordance with the PA.

Mitigation Measure 2: In the case of inadvertent discovery of human remains, the BMDO
Policy for the Discovery of Human Remains (IM NV-2010-001) — notification procedures would
be followed. If the remains are determined to be native, NAGPRA inadvertent discovery
procedures would be adhered to. Under the NAGPRA, section (3)(d)(1), it states that the
discovering individual must notify the land manager in writing of such a discovery. If the
discovery occurs in connection with an authorized use, the activity, which caused the discovery,
is to cease and the materials are to be protected until the land manager can respond to the
situation. Tribes, tribal organizations, possible lineal descendants, and individuals would then be
contacted to determine cultural affiliation and subsequent transfer of custody procedures would
begin.

D-1



MOUNT HOPE PROJECT
MONITORING AND MITIGATION PLAN

4 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Mitigation Measure 1: EML would maintain their existing Emergency Response Plan located in
the Plan of Operations (EML 2006; Appendix 11).

5 HISTORIC TRAILS

Mitigation Measure 1: As part of the Historic Treatment Plan, mitigation for the historic trail
would include photo documentation to capture the setting and feel of the Pony Express Trail
adjacent to the Project that would be visually impacted. The Treatment plan would also include
off-site mitigation in the form of GPS mapping and surveying of off-site portions of the Pony
Express Trail located on public land. Segments would be selected at a 1:1 ratio of linear mileage
based on the length of segments of the trail that would be impacted by the Project and are
considered eligible as discussed in Section 3.21.3 of the EIS. Additionally, Mitigation
Measure 1, Visual Resources, would reduce visual impacts to users of the Pony Express Trail.

Mitigation Measure 2: EML would implement the mitigation plan included in Appendix D,
Attachment 1 to provide access through the Project Area during the annual Pony Express re-ride,
which generally occurs in June. This mitigation would allow for independent (non-NPEA) re-
riders to follow the trail through the Project Area at other times of the year, subject to 30-day
advance notice and certain safety restrictions, and subject to EML's approval, and to provide for
an alternative route for trail riders during other times of the year, weather permitting.

6 LAND USE

Mitigation Measure 1: EML would, in consultation with the BLM and authorized holders of the
affected ROWSs, reestablish the structures that would be altered or removed, as appropriate.

7 LIVESTOCK GRAZING AND PRODUCTION

Mitigation Measure 1: The BLM would monitor for changes to forage productivity as a result
of ground water drawdown associated with Project-related ground water pumping. If the BLM
detects a loss of forage productivity attributed to the Project, the BLM would develop and
provide EML with a list of appropriate seed mixes for those areas within and outside the Project
Area impacted by water table drawdown that should be seeded. The nature of the seed mix may
vary depending on the conditions encountered as a result of the drawdown. If the BLM
determines reseeding to be necessary, the BLM would coordinate the conditions for reseeding
(including a possible two-year grazing closure) with local permittees in order to reduce impacts
to AUMs. Mitigation for the potential loss of water available for livestock from stock water
rights and other surface waters are described in the Water Resources - Water Quantity impacts
discussion (Mitigation Measures 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, Water Quantity). Mitigation for loss of water
available would also mitigate the loss of vegetation (livestock forage).

Mitigation Measure 2: Mitigation for the potential loss of water availability for livestock from

stock water rights and other surface waters are described in the Water Resources - Water
Quantity impacts discussion (Mitigation Measures 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6, Water Resources).
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