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1 INTRODUCTION

This Environmental Assessment (EA) analyzes the G8fings, LLC (GSLLC)
proposal relative to the Gold Springs Exploration j@ub (Project). The EA is a
site-specific analysis of potential impacts that couldltesith the implementation of a
proposed action or alternatives to the proposadracthe EA assists the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) in project planning and ensurirggnpliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), and in ntaka determination as to whether
any “significant” impacts could result from the &m®d actions. “Significance” is
defined by the NEPA and is found in Chapter 40h&f Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) 81508.27. An EA provides evidence for deterngnivhether to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or a statenwdéntFinding of No Significant
Impact” (FONSI).

1.1 Background

GSLLC has been conducting surface disturbing dws&/iin the Project Area under
two mineral exploration Notices: the Deer Lodge Notic&(M-090793) and the
Midnight Notice (#NVN-090873). Notice-level actidt include construction of drill
sites and sumps, new road construction, and treocistruction for a total surface
disturbance of nine acres on public land. GSLLCppsees to conduct additional
exploration-related activities in phases that watrhelate approximately 90 acres of new
surface disturbance subject to reclamation. Théudgacknowledged and proposed
surface disturbance for the Project would total &6fes. As-built disturbance is existing
roads and/or drill sites that are existing (or hbeen constructed under the proponent’s
Notice), and acknowledged disturbance is roadsoaumlbiill sites that have been approved
by the BLM in the proponent’s Notice but have not yestiioconstructed.

The combined acres of as-built/acknowledged angqgwmed surface disturbance on
BLM-administered land would be greater than fiveeactherefore, in May 2013 (revised
July 2013), GSLLC submitted Plan of Operations #NUBR2216/Nevada Reclamation
Permit application (Plan) to the BLM and the Nevddaision of Environmental
Protection (NDEP), Bureau of Mining Regulation ana&cRmation (BMRR) in
accordance with the BLM’'s Surface Management Réguls 43 CFR 3809, as
amended, and the Nevada reclamation regulations undedalé@ministrative Code
(NAC) 519A.

The Project is located approximately 20 miles reait of the town of Panaca, Nevada,
and approximately 25 miles northeast of Caliente, Nevad&e\at®ns ranging between
approximately 6,230 feet above mean sea level jaimst,660 feet amsl. The Project
boundary encompasses all or portions of Section224and 36, Township 1 North,
Range 70 East (T1N, R70E), Sections 19, 20, andh&8ugh 32, T1N, R71E, and
Sections 4, 5, 8, 9, 16, and 17, T1S, R71E, Mouablo Base and Meridian, in Lincoln
County, Nevada (Project Area). The Project Areduithes approximately 4,187 acres and
is located entirely on public land administered bg BLM Ely District, Caliente Field
Office. Figure 1.1.1 shows the Project location andess. Figure 1.1.2 shows the land
ownership status.

1.0 INTRODUCTION
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1.2 Purpose and Need for Action

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to providd IGSthe opportunity to conduct
exploration activities on their unpatented minirgiras on public lands as provided
under the General Mining Law of 1872, as amended (Mining Law

The need for the action is established by the BLigponsibility under Section 302 of
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1@-16°MA) and the BLM Surface
Management Regulations at 43 CFR 3809, to responént exploration plan of
operations and to take any action necessary t@ptemnnecessary or undue degradation
of the lands.

1.3 Decision to be Made

The decision the BLM would make is whether to appr&SLLC’s Plan and authorize
exploration activities, as proposed, approve tla Mith stipulations, or to not approve
the Plan per 43 CFR 3809.411. The decision may diecadditional mitigation measures
that are identified as a result of the analysis@néed in this EA in order to prevent
unnecessary or undue degradation of public lands, pre¢esitive resource values, and
provide for reclamation of disturbed areas. The Bixidy disapprove the Plan and not
authorize the exploration activities if it is foutitat the proposal does not comply with
the 3809 regulations and the FLPMA mandate to prewenecessary or undue
degradation.

1.4 Conformance with Land Use Plan and Other Plans

The Proposed Action described in this EA is in comfance with the BLM Ely District’s
Record of Decision (ROD) and Approved Resource Mansnt Plan (RMP)
(BLM 2008a). Specifically, on page 100 in the RMRder the heading “Geology and
Mineral Extraction” subtitled “Parameter — Locatable &fals” MIN-14:

“Open to locatable — Allow locatable mineral deyetent on approximately
9.9 million acres of federal mineral estate, subjéct the prevention of
unnecessary or undue degradation of public lands.”

15 Relationships to Statutes, Requlations, and Other Plans

The Lincoln County Public Lands Policy Plan (originally deped in 1997) was
developed in response to Nevada Senate Bill 403)19#ich directs counties to develop
plans and strategies for resources that occur widlids managed by federal and state
agencies. Policy 7-1 states: “Encourage the developraed production of Lincoln
County’s mineral resources while recognizing the need to conserveentvieonmental
resources and multiple uses of the public land” (Lincolar@p2010).

1.0 INTRODUCTION



1.6 Identification of Issues

While many issues may arise during scoping, natfathe issues raised warrant analysis.
Issues raised through scoping are analyzed if:

X Analysis of the issue is necessary to make a nealsohoice between alternatiyes

x The issue is significant (an issue associated aigignificant direct, indirect, or
cumulative impact, or where analysis is necessadetermine the significance of
impacts); or

x If there is a disagreement about the best wayst airesource, or resolve an
unwanted resource condition, or potentially significant effects @raposed
action or alternative.

Internal scoping was conducted by an interdisciplinary team thatzadathe potential
consequences of the Proposed Action. Potential dtapato the following
resources/concerns were evaluated in accordanbecritiéria listed above to determine if
detailed analysis was required. Consideration ohesof these items is to ensure
compliance with laws, statutes or executive ordleas impose certain requirements upon
all federal actions. Other items are relevant ®rttanagement of public lands in general
and to the Ely District BLM in particular.

Table 1.6-1: Summary of Supplemental Authorities and Other Elements Dthe
Human Environment

Resource/Concern Issue(s) | Rationale for Dismissal from Detailed Analysis
Analyzed? | or Issue(s) Requiring Detailed Analysis
(YIN)
Air Quality N There would be temporary increasedipatate

matter (dust) resulting from surface disturbing
activities. The affected area is not within an aska
non-attainment or areas where total suspended
particulates or other criteria pollutants exceed
Nevada air quality standards. The proponent has
obtained a Surface Area Disturbance Permit
(#AP1041-3412) from the NDEP Bureau of Air
Pollution Control, which includes a dust control
plan to mitigate dust. Direct, indirect, or cumiuat
impacts would not approach a level of significance.
Further analysis is not required.

Areas of Critical N Not present.
Environmental Concern
Cultural Resources Y A Class Il cultural resource®irtery was

conducted within the proposed disturbance areag of
the Project Area. A Programmatic Agreement (PA)
has been developed to direct all future Section 106
actions associated with this Project (Appendix A)

1.0 INTRODUCTION
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Resource/Concern

Issue(s)
Analyzed?
(YIN)

Rationale for Dismissal from Detailed Analysis
or Issue(s) Requiring Detailed Analysis

Forest Health

N

The Project does not meet Healthgdts and
Rangeland Act criteria.

Migratory Birds,

including bald and
golden eagles, and BLM
sensitive species

Y

See Section 3.3.4.

Native American
Religious Concerns

No

Letters were sent to 18 Tribes on November 73201

A letter requesting a site visit by the Duckwater
Shoshone Tribe was received by the BLM on

December 9, 2013. No further analysis is required.

Wastes, hazardous or
solid

The Project would involve the use of diesel fuel,
gasoline, hydraulic fluids, lubricating grease, and

possibly herbicides to eradicate weeds, if fourtde T

Project would be required to comply with all
federal, state, and local laws and regulations

regarding the use and spills of hazardous substance
as well as transport. Solid waste would be removed

and transported to an authorized off-site landfill
facility. Portable toilets would be used at thejéco

site and would be maintained by a Nevada-based

contractor. Protection measures have been

incorporated into the Project design standards to
reduce any impacts to hazardous or solid wastes,
further analysis is required.

Water Quality,
Drinking/Ground (Water
Resources, Water
Rights)

Best Management Practices (BMPs) for road and
drill pad construction would be utilized to reduce
any impacts from erosion and sedimentation
resulting from surface disturbing activities. In
addition, the potential for spilled petroleum protiu
are minimized by implementation of the Project’s
Spill Contingency Plan. If ground water is
encountered during drilling activities, the hole
would be plugged as a well pursuant to NAC
534.420. No impacts to surface or ground water
guality are anticipated from the Proposed Action.

addition, water resources or water rights would npt

be affected. No further analysis is required.

Environmental Justice

The Project Area is locateal remote portion of
Lincoln County, approximately 25 miles northeast
of Caliente. No minority or low-income groups
would be disproportionately affected by health or
environmental effects. No further analysis is
required.

Floodplains

Not present.

Farmlands, Prime and
Unique

Not present.

1.0 INTRODUCTION
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Resource/Concern Issue(s) | Rationale for Dismissal from Detailed Analysis
Analyzed? | or Issue(s) Requiring Detailed Analysis
(Y/N)

Wetlands/Riparian N Not present.

Zones

Invasive, Nonnative Y See Section 3.3.2.

Species

Wilderness/WSA N Not present.

Human Health and N The Project may use herbicides to eradicate wee

Public Safety for the Project; however, Executive Order (EO)
13045, “Protection of Children from Environment
Health Risks and Safety Risks,” would not apply
this Project as there would be no children at itee g
There would be negligible impacts to public acce
to the area during construction activities. NoHert
analysis is required.

Wild and Scenic Rivers N Not present.

Special Status Animal N Based on the absence of quality pygmy rabbit

Species, other than those (Brachylagus idahoengiiabitat and pygmy rabbit

listed or proposed by the sign, the Proposed Action is unlikely to affect

United States Fish and pygmy rabbits or their habitat, or contribute te th

Wildlife Service listing of this species as Threatened or Endanger

(USFWS) as Threatened The Project Area is not located within Preliminary

or Endangered. Priority Habitat or Preliminary General Habitat fof
greater sage-grous€déntrocercus urophasianuas
determined by the NDOW habitat characterizatio
data. In addition, no BLM sensitive animal specie
were identified in the Project Area during 2012dig
surveys. No further analysis is required.

Special Status Plant Y See Section 3.3.6.

Species, other than those

listed or proposed by the

USFWS as Threatened

or Endangered.

Fish and Wildlife Y See Section 3.3.8.

Wild Horses N The Project Area is located within Eegle Herd
Management Area. Wild horses would be expect
to move away from Project-related activities and
return to the area once activities cease. No furthe
analysis is required.

Soils Y See Section 3.3.5.

Visual Resources N The Project Area is within Visual Res®

Management Class IV. The Project would meet
Class IV objectives, and no additional impacts ar
anticipated from the Project. No further analysis i

11

required.

1.0 INTRODUCTION
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Resource/Concern

Issue(s)
Analyzed?
(YIN)

Rationale for Dismissal from Detailed Analysis
or Issue(s) Requiring Detailed Analysis

Livestock Grazing

N

The Project Area is located witthe Mahogany
Peak Grazing Allotment (01040). This allotment i
permitted for 718 active animal unit months
(AUMS). Loss of key grazing forage would be
minimal; therefore, the active AUMs would not
have to be adjusted as a result of the Project. No
further analysis is required.

1°2)

Lands and Realty

Land is managed for multi-use Ptoposed
Action is within the scope of the current land use
designation. The land use designation is not cléinge
by the Proposed Action. No further analysis is
required.

Lands with Wilderness
Characteristics

See Section 3.3.3.

Recreation

The Proposed Action would not precludpatsed
recreation opportunities within the Project Ared a
vicinity as the roads would remain open for use and
the Project Area would not be fenced. In addition
no annual commercial or competitive Special
Recreation Permit events occur within the Project
Area, so there would be no conflicts between
organized recreation events and drilling activities
No further analysis is required.

=)

Fire Management

The Proposed Action would not reavampact on
fire management in the region. No further analis
required.

n

Social Values and
Economics

The Proposed Action would have a negligible
impact on social values and economics in the
vicinity of the Project Area. No further analysss i
required.

Paleontological
Resources

There are no known paleontological resourcesen|th
Project Area. A protection measure is included in
the Proposed Action for unanticipated discoveries.
No further analysis is required.

Geology/Mineral
Resources

The Project would not involve the removal of large
volumes of earth that could potentially lead to
structural instability. Minerals removed from
exploration drill holes and trenches would be
minimal. No further analysis is required.

Vegetative Resources

See Section 3.3.7.

1.0 INTRODUCTION
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2 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING
PROPOSED ACTION

2.1 Introduction

The previous chapter presented the purpose andaidbd proposed Project, as well as
the relevant issues, (i.e., those elements thdt dmiaffected by the implementation of
the proposed Project). In order to meet the purposkeneed of the proposed Project in a
way that resolves the issues, the BLM has develapednge of alternatives. These
alternatives, as well as a no action alternative, presented below. The potential
environmental impacts, or consequences, resultiog fthe implementation of each

action alternative are then analyzed in Chapter @é&ch of the identified issues.

2.2 Alternative A - Proposed Action

The Proposed Action consists of expanding exidintce-level exploration activities on
public land within the 4,187-acre Project Area. Engied exploration activities would
include the following: exploration drilling; constition of roads, drill pads and sumps;
potential installation of ground water monitoringhs and a meteorological station; and
utilization and maintenance, as necessary, ofiagisbads used to access the exploration
sites. The Proposed Action would increase the iagistiotice-level surface disturbance
of approximately nine acres to a total of 100 acréggure 2.2.1 shows the
as-built/acknowledged disturbance and proposed Ridistirbance areas. The increased
amount of disturbance would occur in phases oveEmayear period. Project activities
would be located on lands administered by the BLSAirface disturbance under
subsequent phases cannot be specified at thisb@r@use the specific locations would
be based on the results of Phase | activities. abuilt/acknowledged and proposed
surface disturbance is outlined by type of actiuityrable 2.2-1.

As outlined in Table 2.2-1, GSLLC has projectedt e total as-built/acknowledged,
proposed Phase |, and subsequent surface disterbaoald total approximately
100 acres. By using a phased approach to drilling, GSLbGldvassess the expansion
needs of the Project based on current drill restitisorder to provide the BLM with
relevant information concerning the location angety of surface disturbance and to
avoid sensitive resources under each phase, GSLLC wmalNide documentation
(i.e., work plans and maps) for the areas of plarmguioration prior to commencing the
proposed exploration activities. The BLM would prieria review and approval of each
submittal prior to the initiation of activities uadeach work plan. In addition, GSLLC
would provide to the BLM and NDEP an annual remort or before, April 15th of each
year that documents surface disturbance locatigpss of surface disturbance, and any
completed concurrent reclamation.

2.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING PROPOSHEICTION
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Table 2.2-1: Acreage of As-built/Acknowledged and Rwiposed Project Surface
Disturbance

. Surface Disturbance (acres)
Disturbance .
Component As-built/ Proposed Subsequent Total

Acknowledged Phase | Phases

Constructed 5.4 24.0 43.2 7%
Roads
Constructed
Drill Sites
including 3.3 6.6 10.2 21
Sumps and
Spoil piles
Trenches and
Bulk Sampling 03 0 0.5 ®
Monitoring
Well Sites 0 0 52 52
Production
Water Well 0 0 1.0 10
Sites
Metgorologlcal 0 0 03 03
Station
Total 9.0 30.6 60.4 00.0

2.2.1  Project Access

The Project is accessed by traveling approximatelynilds north on U.S. Highway 93
(U.S. 93) from Caliente, Nevada, then turning righPanaca, Nevada, on Nevada State
Route (SR) 319 /Utah SR 56, and traveling approxetya25 miles. The Project is then
accessed by Gold Springs Road at Mile Post 6.5Rf66, and is traveled approximately
ten miles to the Project Area. Access within thejéut Area is provided by existing dirt
roads, existing Notice-level roads, and proposed new roadrgoinst. Figure 1.1.1
shows access to the Project from Caliente, Nevada.

2.2.2  Dirill Sites and Drilling Procedures

Drill sites would have working areas that measymereximately 50 feet long by 30 feet
wide. GSLLC proposes to construct drill sites wviltlese surface disturbance dimensions
in Phase I. Drill sites would be the minimum size necessauyaffe access and to provide
a safe working area for equipment and crews. A swoyld be constructed within each
drill site disturbance area with the approximatmetsions of ten feet long by six feet
wide by ten feet deep to contain manage water and ditings generated during
drilling. The sumps would be built with an inclioa one end so that entrapped animals
could easily exit the sump.

GSLLC would conduct exploration drilling with up to four driiys in combinations of
reverse circulation (RC) and core drill rigs. Dhibles would be vertical or angled and
drilled primarily with RC rigs and possibly coreiltrigs. Drill holes would have an

2.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING PROPOSHEICTION
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average depth of 400 feet. Once the drill rig hasleted drilling the hole, the hole
would be plugged. Up to four RC rigs would be ugtedPhase | activities. Drill holes
would be plugged in accordance with Nevada Revisddtu®s (NRS) 534,
NAC 534.4369, and NAC 534.4371, or if ground waseemcountered, plugged as a well
pursuant to NAC 534.420. Based on previous driliimghe area, the depth to ground
water is estimated at 400 feet below ground surfHceasing is set in a borehole, the
borehole would be completed as a well pursuantbégprovisions of Chapter 534 of the
NAC. The borehole would be plugged pursuant to NAC, 584the casing would be
removed from the borehole when it is plugged. Tipyeeu portion of the borehole may be
permanently cased if the annular space betweeoas$iag and the walls of the borehole
is completely sealed from the bottom of the castongthe surface pursuant to
NAC 534.380.

GSLLC would follow standard drilling procedures aedjuire a company representative
to be on site or on call throughout drilling activities. The company remegse would
monitor and coordinate the layout and construatibeach drill site, the setup of the drill
rig, drilling progress, demobilization, and clearafpthe drill site. A company geologist
would also coordinate drilling activities, log eduble according to the geologic features
encountered, determine the maximum depth of ealeh aond advise the drill operator as
needed. The company representative and geologsidwravel to and from each drill
site in separate four-wheel drive pickup trucks.

2.2.3 Road Construction

Due to the steep topography in the Project Area,lavértravel would not be practical
throughout most of the area; therefore, the Prdjeea would primarily be accessed via
existing pre-1981 roads, existing roads constructedier Notice-level activities

(Figure 2.2.1), and proposed constructed roadsd®ke@uld be built with a 14-foot

running surface including safety berms, as necgssar

Exploration roads that require earth-moving would bonstructed using typical

construction practices for temporary mineral exgiion roads to minimize surface

disturbance, erosion, and visual contrast, as wasllto facilitate reclamation. Road
construction would be implemented using a Catenpillozer, motor grader, excavator,
backhoe, or equivalent equipment. Road grades wbelto steeper than ten percent,
except for short drill spurs, in order to be comsis with the BLM roads manual

(BLM 2011).

Balanced cut and fill construction would be used to the extentigahlet to minimize the
exposed cut slopes and the volume of fill mateBaice the depth of cut would be kept
to a minimum, growth media removed during constauctvould be stockpiled as the fill
slope or placed immediately above the cut to be dseidg reclamation. Trees removed
during the construction of drill roads would becspiled and used during reclamation of
the roads for slope stabilization and to act asevbars. Road construction within
drainages would be avoided whenever possible. Vdnaimages must be crossed with a
road, BMPs established by the NDEP and the Nevadai@n of Conservation Districts
through the State Environmental Commission (1994)ldvbe followed to minimize the

2.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING PROPOSEALCTION
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surface disturbance and erosion potential. Culwedsld generally not be installed on
exploration roads. However, if a culvert is necegsthe placement and size would be
approved by the BLM and BMRR. No culverts are regghifor Phase | drilling. It is not

anticipated that blasting would be necessary tosttoot roadbeds. If blasting of

exploration roads should become necessary, pribtasting, the operator would submit
an approved safety plan to the NDEP.

Maintenance of existing roads would include minoeasonal regrading and
reestablishment of waterbars as necessary, aneditin BLM Manual 9113. Erosion
control would be monitored in the spring and faH,after any heavy precipitation event.
Maintenance of existing roads would not increase shrface disturbance within the
Project Area and would consist of smoothing rutedaces and holes on existing access
and drill roads. Maintenance of existing pre-198ads would be conducted only on an
as-needed basis and would include minor seasomghdieg and maintenance of
drainage features as necessary. If road graveddaessary to improve some of the roads
in the area, the gravel would be obtained from aation on private land, potentially
located in Section 19, T1N, R71E, and Section 85, TR71E. The gravel would be
placed on the road by a dump truck and smootheadrbyad grader.

2.2.4  Equipment
GSLLC anticipates that the following types of equipmeatld be used at the Project:

Up to four drill rigs (RC and core);

Up to four 5,000-gallon water trucks;
Two Caterpillar D-8 bulldozers or equivalent;
One backhoe;

Two excavators;

Up to four water tanks;

Up to two water pumps on trailers;

Up to four pipe trucks;

Up to four rod trucks;

Up to four casing trailers;

Up to two mud trailers;

Two office trailers;

One storage trailer;

Up to two auxiliary compressor trailers;
Up to six portable light plant/generators;
Up to two downhole survey trucks;

Two service trucks; and

Up to ten pickups or one-ton trucks.

X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

Generally, earthwork would be completed with a Gallear motor grader, backhoe, or
equivalent equipment, and revegetation would be d¢etegh with an all-terrain vehicle
with a seed broadcaster, or comparable method. GSiuhuld take steps to prevent fires

2.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING PROPOSHEICTION
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by ensuring that each field vehicle carries hamdstand a fire extinguisher. Water trucks
at the Project Area would be used in the event okaAll portable equipment, including
drill rigs, support vehicles, and drilling supplies, wobklremoved from the Project Area
during extended periods of non-operation.

2.25 Work Force

Standard drill rig crews usually consist of ondldnperator and one to two helpers. The
helpers remove and box the recovered core samgplesguttings from RC rigs, mix
drilling fluids in the portable mud tank, operateetwater truck, assist with drilling
operations, and conduct maintenance as necessa\créw would be transported to and
from the drill site in up to three four-wheel driwehicles per drill rig or a drilling
company operated crew van. Over the life of thgeRtpup to four drill rigs (RC and
core) are expected to be in operation at the Rrejerat any given time. Up to a total of
24 individuals would be working at the Project satea given time, including geologists
and supervisors employed by GSLLC, and up to 12 drill operatathelpers. Drilling
activities would generally be limited to daylight hours botild continue up to 24 hours
per day for some drill rigs.

2.2.6  Water Use and Management

Water would be used during drilling to cool thelldsit and remove drill cuttings. Water
would be utilized with or without nontoxic drilling addigs. Under written agreements,
GSLLC would obtain water from three sources: a gggvwell owned by Mr. Dan
Maxwell; surface water rights owned by Ms. Lynefi@ylor along Deer Lodge Creek;
and from a windmill site also owned by Ms. Lynettaylor. Only one site is located
within the Project Area boundary (Figure 2.2.1). GSLLC waddess the water sources
by transporting water to the drill sites using agdur 5,000-gallon water trucks. GSLLC
estimates that approximately 500 gallons of watar gay would be utilized for core
drilling and approximately 3,000 gallons per day waoddutilized for RC drilling. The
Project could potentially have as many as fout dgk in a combination of RC and core
rigs. Therefore, the daily drill water requiremenuld be as much as 12,000 gallons per
day. Up to four 5,000-gallon water trucks would b#iagtd for water transport. This
water use would only occur during active drilling. IDituids would be managed with the
use of sumps at each drill site and all cuttingsildidoe contained. BMPs for sediment
control would be utilized during construction, ogewn, and reclamation to minimize
sedimentation from disturbed areas. Proposed aatitn and drilling activities would
avoid springs and seeps, if present. In order to fai@liproper drainage and prevent
erosion, all bladed roads would have waterbars oartsd, as needed, at
BLM-recommended spacings.

Sediment control structures may include, but notlibeted to, fabric or certified
weed-free straw bale filter fences, siltation dtefi berms, sumps, and downgradient
drainage channels in order to prevent unnecessaryndue degradation to the
environment. Sumps would be used to contain duifficgs and manage water within the
drill pad disturbance.

2.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING PROPOSHEICTION
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2.2.7  Surface Occupancy

Under 43 CFR 3710 Subpart 3715.0-5, occupancy means full or part-timencesiam
the public lands. Occupancy also means activities thaolve residence; the
construction, presence, or maintenance of tempanapermanent structures that may be
used for such purposes; or the use of a watchmaoamataker for the purpose of
monitoring activities. Residence or structuresudel, but are not limited to, barriers to
access, fences, tents, motor homes, trailers, sabouses, buildings, and storage of
equipment or supplies.

Surface occupancy activities under this Plan, midg those activities covered under
43 CFR 3710 Subpart 3715.0-5, may include the following:

X The development of ground water monitoring welldjich would each have
surface features including casing, well head cosed, protection posts as needed;

x The development of ground water piezometers, whiolild each have surface
features including casing, electrical connecti@mg] protection posts as needed;

X The development of ground water production wehl$ich would each have
surface features including casing, well head cqvelexctrical connections, and
protection posts as needed.

The development of a monitoring well system andl@gion for potential water
supplies are an integral aspect of evaluating to@@mic viability of any gold resources
delineated during the exploration phase. The alesehwater or poor water quality could
negatively impact a future project.

The period of use would continue until either thepleration Project ends or the
exploration Project is converted into a mine depelient project. If the Project ends
unsuccessfully then the drill holes would be abaedoat that time in accordance with
state and federal regulations. If the Project mdwesard then the wells would continue
to operate until the mining operation is closedwinich case their closure would be
included in the mining plan of operations.

2.2.8  Water Monitoring Wells

Drilling of water monitoring wells would not be derunder Phase |I. Well sites are
estimated to each require a disturbance area ofompmately 50 feet long by
50 feet wide. Any monitoring wells would be pluggedaccordance to NAC 534.420
once they are no longer needed.

2.2.9 Meteorological Station

GSLLC could install and operate a meteorologicafieh under subsequent phases of the

Project. The meteorological station would have dpproximate dimensions of 50 feet
long by 30 feet wide.

2.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING PROPOSHEICTION
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2.2.10 Solid and Hazardous Materials

All refuse generated by the Project would be disgasf at an authorized off-site landfill
facility, consistent with applicable regulationso ikefuse would be disposed of on site.
Water or nontoxic drilling fluids, additives, gelsnd abandonment materials would be
utilized as necessary during drilling and would be stored witlariPtioject Area.

Hazardous materials utilized at the Project Arealldianclude diesel fuel, gasoline, and
lubricating grease. Approximately 500 gallons oés#il fuel would be stored in fuel
delivery systems on vehicles and drill rigs. ApproxiehatL00 gallons of gasoline would
be stored in fuel delivery systems for light vebgl Approximately 100 pounds of
lubricating grease would be stored on the drill rigs orsyparted by drill trucks. All
containers of hazardous substances would be Ighededlled, and stored in accordance
with the Nevada Department of Transportation andniij Safety and Health
Administration. In the event that a reportable ditgnof hazardous or regulated
materials, such as diesel fuel, is spilled, measwauld be taken to control the spill, and
the BLM, NDEP, and the Emergency Response Hotlingldvbe notified, as required. If
any oil, hazardous material, or chemicals are exgpiiuring operations, they would be
cleaned up in a timely manner. After clean up,dihetoxic fluids, or chemicals and any
contaminated material would be removed from the aitd disposed of at an approved
disposal facility.

2.2.11 Reclamation

Reclamation would be completed to the standards descdnbéd8 CFR 3809.420 and
NAC 519A. Reclamation would meet the reclamatioreotiyes as outlined in the U.S.
Department of Interior Solid Minerals Reclamation Handb#bk3042-1 (BLM 1992),

revegetation success standards per BLM/NDEP “ReviSeidelines for Successful
Mining and Exploration Revegetation” (BLM 1999), danSurface Management
Handbook H-3809-1 (BLM 2012). Existing roads wouldubéized as much as possible,
minimizing the need for road construction. All GSLL&Ill sites, sumps, and road
construction would be recontoured, decompacted through ripping, esdkds and

harrowed, where appropriate. Concurrent reclamation wmiltbnducted when feasible.

Reclamation would be designed to achieve post-eaifidm land uses consistent with the
BLM's land use management plans for the area. Retian is intended to return

disturbed land to a level of productivity compasablo pre-exploration levels.

Post-exploration land use includes wildlife habithynting, mining, and dispersed
recreation. The post-exploration land use is expedduetthe same as pre-exploration
land use.

During exploration activities, reclamation wouldvaive management of drilling
activities to contain cuttings and manage drillihggds, monitor road conditions, and
keep sites clean and safe. During seasonal cleuhe Project and periods of inactivity
between drilling phases, reclamation would invofitng sumps, cleaning sites, and
maintaining the overall safety of the Project Ardhe BLM and BMRR would be
notified prior to any periods of inactivity greater than 120 days.

2.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING PROPOSHEICTION
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Regrading and reshaping of all constructed drittssiand exploration roads would be
completed to approximate the surrounding topograptllymaterial would be pulled onto
the roadbeds to fill the road cuts and restoreskhyge to natural contours. Roads and drill
sites would be regraded and reshaped with an etarava

Should any drainage be disturbed, it would be ®spsel to approximate the
pre-construction contours. The resulting channels would be ofathe sapacity as up
and downstream reaches and would be made to prex@sion, and ultimately
revegetated. Following completion of earthwork, aisturbed areas would be
recontoured, decompacted through ripping, and seededhamavied, where appropriate.

After exploration activities are terminated, recéion would involve regrading surface
disturbances related to this Project to their appmate original contour and seeding
using the approved reclamation seed mixture antcagipn rates furnished by the BLM
(Table 2.2-2). Yearly visits to the site would enducted to monitor the success of the
revegetation for a period of up to three years or uetiegetation success has been
achieved, based on the guidelines set forth inNbgada Guidelines for Successful
Revegetation for the Nevada Division of Environmental ProtectienBureau of Land
Management, and the U.S.D.A. Forest Service (NDEP 1998).

Table 2.2-2: Anticipated BLM Seed Mix

Species Common Name PLS (Ibs/acre)

Poa fendleriana Muttongrass 1.0
Pseudoroegneria spicata Bluebunch wheatgrass 15
Achnatherum hymenoides Indian ricegrass 2.0
Lupinusspp. Lupine 2.0
Penstemon palmeri Palmer’s penstemon 0.5
Gilia spp. Gilia 1.0
Sanguisorba minor Small burnet 4.0

Total 12.0

To prevent and control the introduction and sprefidoxious weeds within the Project
Area during reclamation activities, GSLLC would iexment the following prevention
and control practices:

. Growth media (soil and alluvium) disturbance wbbke minimized to the extent
practicable, consistent with Project objectiveso@h media would be stockpiled
and used in reclamation.

. Disturbed sites would be revegetated when practcafier exploration work is
completed. Revegetation may include topsoil reptesd, planting, and seeding.

. The seed mixture would contain source identitedified pure live seed and be
certified weed free. Straw bales used for erosantrol would also be certified as
weed free.

2.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING PROPOSHEICTION
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Exploration activities would occur over approximgteen years. All reclamation work,
with the exception of revegetation monitoring, wbube completed no later than
two years after the completion of activities untl@s Project. GSLLC would conduct
concurrent reclamation of disturbed areas oncedetermined that the disturbance is no
longer required for Project activities.

Table 2.2-3 outlines the anticipated reclamatiohedale on a monthly basis, which
would be followed to achieve the reclamation goals set forth alRgeegetation
activities are limited by the time of year duringhish they could be effectively
implemented. Site conditions or yearly climaticigions could require that this schedule
be modified to achieve revegetation success.

Table 2.2-3: Anticipated Reclamation Schedule

Quarter
) 1st 2nd 3rd 4th
Techniques Jan— | April— July Oct - Year(s)
Mar June Sept Dec
: Within two years of Project
Regrading .
completion
Seeding Within .two years of Project
completion
Monitoring Three years beyond grading anhd
reseeding

2.2.12 Monitoring

Monitoring would include periodic visual inspections during road and drill site
construction, drill operations, and reclamationotder to facilitate drainage and prevent
erosion, all bladed roads would have waterbarstoarted as specified in the BLM roads
manual (BLM 2011). BMPs for sediment and erosiomtm would be utilized to
minimize sedimentation from disturbed areas. Sedinaad erosion control structures
would include, but not be limited to, fabric or wiekeee straw bale filter fences, siltation
or filter berms, mud sumps, and downgradient dgenehannels in order to prevent
unnecessary or undue degradation to the environrsemhps would be constructed as
necessary to ensure that the drill cuttings ardavoed and fluids are managed. Should
the observed condition indicate that the sump ¢omtant is inadequate, additional sump
capacity would be built and incorporated into thididg fluid management system.

2.2.13 Environmental Protection Measures

GSLLC would commit to the following environmentalogection measures to prevent
unnecessary or undue degradation during constryatigeration, and reclamation of the
Project. The measures are derived from the gemegalrements established in BLM’s
Surface Management Regulations at 43 CFR 3809 avi&M mining reclamation
regulations, as well as other state and federal vaatgair quality regulations.
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Air Quality

X Fugitive dust from disturbed surfaces would be imiped by utilizing
appropriate control measures. Reduced speed liomtsaccess roads are the
current methods of dust control. A Surface AreatiDisance (SAD) Permit has
been obtained for the Project because the propssddce disturbance exceeds
five acres. A Dust Control Plan has been includeithé SAD Permit.

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

X Pursuant to 43 CFR 10.4(g), GSLLC would notify thevBauthorized officer, by
telephone, and with written confirmation, immediately upon tlseodery of
human remains, funerary objects, sacred objectsbjects of cultural patrimony
(as defined in 43 CFR 10.2). Further pursuant to #R @0.4 (c) and (d), the
operator would immediately stop all activities metvicinity of the discovery,
make a reasonable effort to protect the discovetgdcts, and not commence
again until notified to proceed by the BLM authorizedasfi

x If proposed exploration activities occur in areas previously surveyed, cultural
resource surveys would be completed, and the resultisnitted to the BLM and
approved by the BLM prior to surface disturbing ats. If eligible sites are
identified, they would be mitigated in accordanathvhe PA that was developed
by the BLM, GSLLC, the State Historic Preservati@ifice (SHPO), and
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation for the Project.

X GSLLC would inform all field personnel of the Arclwdegical Resources
Protection Act of 1979 and the Native American Ggsaverotection and
Repatriation Act (Public Law [P.L.] 101-601) respitilgies and their associated
penalties.

x Pursuant to 43 CFR 3809.420(b)(8)(ii), GSLLC would natiy BLM authorized
officer, by telephone, and with written confirmatjoimmediately upon the
discovery of paleontological resources that areadisred as the result of surface
disturbing activities. The item(s) or condition(s)ould be left intact and
immediately brought to the attention of the BLM.rfher pursuant to 43 CFR
10.4 (c) and (d), the operator would immediately stop all activitiésarvicinity
of the discovery and not commence again for 30 dayghen notified to proceed
by the BLM authorized officer. If significant paleordgical resources are found,
avoidance, recordation, and data recovery would dpaned.

Fire Management

x All applicable state and federal fire laws and ratjahs would be complied with
and all reasonable measures would be taken to mirewel suppress fires in the
Project Area.
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x In the event that a fire was started due to Pragetivities, GSLLC would be
responsible for all the costs associated with the reggpn. The following
precautionary measures would be taken to prevenportreildland fires:

x All vehicles would carry fire extinguishers and a minimuiiem gallons
of water;

x Adequate firefighting equipment (i.e., shovel, Rulaextinguishers) and
a minimum ten gallons of water would be kept at eachgid;

x Vehicle catalytic converters would be inspected ofteh@®@aned of brush
and grass debris;

x GSLLC would conduct welding operations in an areg from or mostly
free from vegetation. A minimum of ten gallons ohter and a shovel
would be on hand to extinguish any fires created fromsgagks. Extra
personnel would be at the welding site to watch fioes created by
welding sparks;

x GSLLC would report wildland fires immediately toethBLM Ely
Interagency Communications Center at (775) 289-1828

x When conducting operations during the months betwdéay and
November, GSLLC would contact the Chief Fire OfficeiyiBlon of Fire
and Aviation at (775) 726-8100 to inquire about ding restrictions in
place for the area of operation and to advise dffise of approximate
beginning and ending dates for the activities.

Hazardous or Solid Wastes

x Pursuant to 43 CFR 8365.1-1(b)(3), no sewage, petroleum products, or refuse
would be dumped from any trailer or vehicle.

x  Only nontoxic fluids would be used in the drilling process.

x Regulated wastes would be removed from the Projeea And disposed of in a
state, federal, or local designated area.

x If a spill of a petroleum constituent is considetedneet the reportable quantity
per the NDEP’s guidelines (greater than 25 gallongreater than three cubic
yards of impacted material or any quantity if a evabody is impacted) or a
reportable quantity for hazardous waste is releasased on the Federal
Environmental Protection Agency guidelines estalelts under Title 11l List of
Lists (40 CFR Part 302), the NDEP would be notifieithin 24 hours, and the
appropriate remedial actions and confirmation sargplvould be conducted
under direction of the NDEP.
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Migratory Birds

X In order to avoid potential impacts to breedingymaiory birds, a nest survey
would be conducted by a BLM-approved biologist pritr any surface
disturbance associated with exploration activitthgring the avian breeding
season (March 1 through August 31). Pre-disturbanceegs for migratory birds
are only valid for seven days. If the disturbanmethe specific location does not
occur within seven days of the survey, anotheresuwould be needed, otherwise
the exploration activities may continue within th&veyed area so long as there
are no periods longer than seven days without atyity. If active nests are
located, or if other evidence of nesting (i.e., edapairs, territorial defense,
carrying nest material, transporting food) is oledr a protective buffer would
be delineated, as identified in the proceduresiradlin Appendix B for most
avian species and 0.5 mile for raptors, and thdéebwHrea avoided to prevent
destruction or disturbance to nests or birds wuiing are fledged, capable of
sustained flight, and have moved out of the nate& ar the nest is abandoned
(i.e., fails) (Great Basin Bird Observatory [GBB[@p date]).

X In order to avoid potential impacts to northerstggwk nests that may be located
within 0.5 mile of any proposed Project disturbance, brasidcall surveys would
be conducted by a qualified biologist to identifyyanests within 0.5 mile of the
proposed disturbance. If a nest is located, thersuréace disturbing activities
could occur between March 1 and August 31 within tHéebarea.

x Prior to the initiation of construction activitieall construction personnel would
be instructed on the protection of migratory birds. assist in this effort, the
training would address the Migratory Bird Treaty Amt 1918 (MBTA) as
amended, the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection At940 as amended, and all
applicable state laws, field procedures, and prohilaitdities.

Noxious Weeds, Invasive and Nonnative Species

x Noxious weeds would be controlled through impleragon of the following
BMPs: concurrent reclamation efforts; operator wmntremoval of noxious
weeds, invasive, and nonnative species on reclaimed areas; aidgaaoeas of
known noxious weeds, invasive, and nonnative speeiben the weeds could be
spread by vehicles.

x To eliminate the transport of vehicle-borne nosioweed seeds, roots, or
rhizomes, all vehicles and heavy equipment used tlee completion,
maintenance, inspection, or monitoring of groundtwtbing activities, for
emergency fire suppression, or for authorized o#fer driving within the Project
Area, would be free of soil and debris capablerahgporting weeds. All such
vehicles and equipment would be cleaned with high powehighn pressure
equipment prior to entering the Project Area. ViEsand equipment would not
drive through known populations of noxious weeds or iweaspecies following
the vehicle washing and prior to entering the Ritofgea. Cleaning efforts would
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concentrate on tracks, feet and tires, and on tigengarriage. Special emphasis
would be applied to axles, frames, cross membeormmounts, on and
underneath the steps, running boards, and fronfpbuirush guard assemblies.
Vehicle cabs would be swept out and refuse woulddisposed of in waste
receptacles. There would be no cleaning sitesarPtioject Area.

Public Safety

x Public safety would be maintained throughout the life of thejeBt. All

equipment and other facilities would be maintaiimed safe and orderly manner.

x All sumps and other small excavations that poseazatd or nuisance to the

public, wildlife, or livestock would be built witlan incline on one end soat
entrapped animals can easily exit the sump. A@witvould be restricted to
frozen or dry ground conditions where feasible. @pens would be curtailed
when saturated and soft soil conditions exist.ny @ead animals are found in
sumps, additional mitigation measures would bertake

In the event that any existing roads are sevetaipaged as a result of GSLLC
activities, GSLLC would return them to their originahddtion.

Special Status Species

No exploration activity would occur within 200€fieof any underground mine
feature known to be habitat for BLM sensitive bataps during winter
hibernation (between the months of October to Marifhlconstruction activities
have the potential to occur within 200 feet of greming to an underground
working, outside of the hibernation period (betwebe tmonths of April to
September), GSLLC would consult with the BLM to depelappropriate
mitigation.

In order to avoid or minimize impacts to the lerayx eggvetch Astragalus
oophorusvar. lonchocalyy, a BLM sensitive plant species, and its habpas-
disturbance surveys would be conducted for eachepbhexploration activities
by a qualified botanist during the time of the regd migratory bird surveys. If
no plants or habitat are found during the surveysf plants and/or habitat are
found and complete avoidance is possible, thenunibdr action is necessary. If
individual plants or habitat are found during the sunayd complete avoidance
is not possible, then the following stipulations ukb be employed: 1) the
proponent may disturb up to 20 percent of the habitf each identified
subpopulation before off-site mitigation would becassary; 2) topsoil would be
salvaged by placement uphill of the disturbancebéoused in reclamation;
3) long-calyx eggvetch seed would be collected fsmuarces within the Project
Area for restoration of long-calyx eggvetch habitat; and 4) ef bmoval or
destruction of one or more individual plants would recessary within the
disturbed habitat area, measures including seeléctioh and plant salvage
would be required. Nurseries would be set up oa @t the salvaged plants.

2.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING PROPOSHEICTION



27

Specific methods of seed collection, plant salvage, and gurcsmrstruction
would be discussed with the BLM biologist prior &my surface disturbing
activities. The BLM and GSLLC have agreed to coneul a case-by-case basis
regarding the percentages of disturbed habitat, soil salsagd collection, plant
salvage, and nursery locations and constructionadsth

Survey Monuments

« Any survey monuments, witness corners, or reference monuments would be
protected to the extent economically and technjidathsible.

Water Quality

x Drill holes would be plugged in accordance with NE®!, NAC 534.4369 and
NAC 534.4371, or if ground water is encountered, plugged as a well pursuant to
NAC 534.420. If casing is set in a borehole, theehole would be completed as a
well pursuant to the provisions of NAC Chapter 53fe borehole would be
plugged pursuant to NAC 534.420, or the casing d@de removed from the
borehole when it is plugged. The upper portion bé tborehole may be
permanently cased pursuant to NAC 534.380 if theukam space between the
casing and the walls of the borehole is completelgied from the bottom of the
casing to the surface.

X Storm water BMPs would be used at construction $it@minimize storm water
erosion.

x GSLLC would follow the Spill Contingency Plan in pgndix D of the Plan.

Drill cuttings would be contained and drill fluidgould be managed on site
utilizing sediment traps.

x

x

Only nontoxic fluids would be used in the drilling process.

2.3 Alternative B - No Action Alternative

In accordance with BLM NEPA guidelines H-1790-1,apter V (BLM 2008b), this EA
evaluates the No Action Alternative, which is as@@able alternative to the Proposed
Action. The objective of the No Action Alternative to describe the environmental
consequences that would result if the Proposed Action were ntgnmapted. The No
Action Alternative forms the baseline from whicle timpacts of the Proposed Action can
be measured.

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Actiwauld not be approved by the
BLM; however, the area would remain available féhes multiple use activities as
approved by the BLM and BMRR. GSLLC would continexploration in the Project
Area on public land. Disturbance limits for the tWmtices total approximately nine
acres of surface disturbance on public land. Ttisage could be reclaimed and released
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by the BLM, based on compliance with the revegetatiuccess release criteria, thereby
allowing GSLLC to create sequential acreage of distace with BLM approval.
Activities associated with this total of approximigtnine acres of surface disturbance on
public land include construction of exploration roads amid pads and exploration
trenches.

2.4 Alternatives Considered, but Eliminated from Further Andysis

2.4.1  Helicopter Drilling Alternative

This alternative would involve conducting explorationusing a helicopter to access the
entire Project Area rather than construct roadsis TWould involve slinging or
transporting a drill rig, fuel, supplies, laboréss pad construction, and drilling personnel
via helicopter to all of the proposed drill sit&gater for drilling purposes would either
need to be pumped to the site via water lines udiagel generators and pumps or by
slinging water to the drill sites. All personnel wd be ferried to the drill site from
staging areas via helicopter or they would haveike to the drill sites from the existing
roads. All drill samples would have to be removeaht the drill sites with the use of a
helicopter. New surface disturbance would stilluilesfrom this alternative from
construction of all the drill sites and the exptana drilling that occurred on existing
roads. The Helicopter Drilling Alternative for tlemtire Project Area was considered but
eliminated from full analysis for several reasofsst, helicopter drilling for the entire
Project Area would not meet the purpose and ne¢ldeolProposed Action because at the
present time, helicopters typically only suppontecdgs. Some of the activities under the
Proposed Action would need to be conducted by high-pteuRC drill rigs, which are
not helicopter supported. In addition, helicoptatlidg would take substantially longer
to obtain the same geologic data and could alsaineegnore drill holes, resulting in more
disturbance and potential impacts to natural ressurHelicopter drilling is also more
expensive to conduct than accessing the drill &ites the ground. Many of the proposed
drill sites have existing road access. Additionadlynumber of roads within the Project
Area have already been constructed under Noticdl-laetivities. Therefore, helicopter
drilling for all the drill sites throughout the Rect Area would not provide any
environmental benefit over the Proposed Action. sThiternative would also be
economically and technically infeasible.

2.4.2  Use Only Existing Roads Alternative

Under this alternative, all exploration activitisuld use only existing roads and no new
roads would be constructed. Utilization of existiogids only would eliminate portions

of the exploration area. Exploration for lithologlly controlled deposits in this area is
difficult and requires numerous drill holes in Itioas that are not on the existing roads
in order to evaluate the geologic and mineral penAn alternative that eliminates

access to portions of the exploration area wouldydée claimant the opportunity to

fully evaluate and characterize the mineral po&ntrhis alternative is technically

infeasible.
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3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES
3.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the potentially affectedtexgsenvironment (i.e., the physical,
biological, social, and economic values and resolafa$e impact area.

3.2 General Setting

The Project is located on the western flank of tlagaBise Mountains at elevations
ranging between 6,230 feet amsl to 7,600 feet amrsl, extends westward toward
Pioche, Nevada. The Project Area contains steejplying mountain terrain that is

vegetated with pifion-juniper woodlands with big eagish in the valley bottoms.

Several ephemeral drainages, shown as blue-lieamst on the USGS topographic maps,
traverse the Project Area in a west-east trendaBeiwater runoff from the Project Area
flows southwest.

According to the Western Regional Climate CenteRQC), the average maximum
temperature at Ursine, located approximately fividesnwest of the Project Area, is
88.2 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) in July, and the aeensigimum temperature is 16.7 °F in
December. The average annual precipitation is appaigly 11.4 inches and tends to
peak in February in the form of snow (WRCC 2012).

Vegetation communities in the vicinity of the PidjeArea are indicative of higher
elevation desert environments, and include Pifaripén Woodland, Xeric Mixed
Sagebrush Shrubland, Montane Sagebrush Steppeyiamatain Mahogany Woodland
and Shrubland. Wildlife species in the area are theserally found in the Great Basin.

Dispersed recreation activities occur within theinity of the Project Area and are
dominated primarily by camping, hunting, rock cotleg, hiking, mountain biking,
horseback riding, and off-highway vehicle ridinga€fe are no designated wilderness
areas or wilderness study areas in the vicinitthefProject Area.

3.3 Resources/Concerns Analyzed

3.31 Cultural Resources

The analysis area for cultural resources includes Phase | disturbance area and
additional proposed disturbance areas (Figure 3.3.1).

3.3.1.1 Affected Environment

In 2013, Cardno ENTRIX performed a Class lll cuduresources inventory for
approximately 1,103 acres within the 4,187-acrgdetoArea (Cardno ENTRIX 2013).
The inventory resulted in 59 isolated finds, 77 newly restrsites, and four previously
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recorded sites that were updated during the field surveys. Obe &% isolated finds,
there were 30 isolated artifacts and 29 isolatedufes. Based on the State Protocol
Agreement between the BLM and the Nevada SHPO (BLM&#HBO 2012), isolated
artifacts and isolated features are categoricatly eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP).

The 77 newly recorded sites included 36 prehist@ites, 17 historic sites, and
24 multi-component sites. The 36 prehistoric siesre primarily lithic and artifact
scatters, with the exception of three sites, wialdo contain rock rings. The 17 historic
sites consisted primarily of mining-related siteghwassociated refuse scatters, four
roads, one historic fence line, and one charcaadiymtion site. The 24 newly recorded
multi-component sites primarily consisted of prédnig lithic and artifact scatters with
historic mining-related components.

Twenty-one of the 77 newly recorded sites weremenended as eligible for inclusion in
the NRHP and included the following: five prehistorsites; five historic sites;
five multi-component sites with eligible prehistodomponents and non-eligible historic
components; and three multi-component sites with-@l@ible prehistoric components
and eligible historic components. The remaining Béwly recorded sites were
recommended not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.

The four previously recorded sites updated durimg 2013 inventory included three
multi-component sites containing prehistoric lithend artifact scatters and historic
mining-related components and one prehistoricditand artifact scatter. Two of the
multi-component sites contained non-eligible pritis components with historic

components that have been recommended as eligibladiusion into the NRHP. The

third multi-component site had prehistoric and drist components recommended as
eligible for inclusion into the NRHP.

For the remainder of the Project Area, a PA ha® lieweloped that identifies measures
on how to implement Section 106 of the Nationaltbtis Preservation Act of 1966
(NHPA) for sites eligible for listing in the NRHP anghevaluated sites that may be
eligible for listing. Stipulations are included in the PA for thdofeing: roles and
responsibilities; definitions; compliance; noticés proceed; duration; unanticipated
discovery situations; monitoring; dispute resolnticamendments; termination; and
execution.

3.3.1.2 Impact Analysis

Proposed Action

Based on the results of the Class Il cultural resource inventoryuctatt by Cardno
ENTRIX, both eligible and non-eligible cultural mesgces have been identified within the
proposed disturbance areas. Any eligible or unevaluated site vi@uldvoided or
mitigated through the measures outlined in the PA.
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No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, approximately na&es would be disturbed within the
Project Area under currently acknowledged Notice-level exploratmenBal impacts to
cultural resources under the No Action Alternativeuld be similar but less than impacts
associated with the Proposed Action, as there wbeldpproximately 91 fewer acres
proposed for disturbance under the No Action Aliikre.

3.3.2 Invasive and Nonnative Species
The analysis area for invasive and nonnative specibs Brbject Area.

3.3.2.1 Affected Environment

The BLM defines "noxious weed" as “any plant grogvimhere it is not wanted. Legally,
a noxious weed is any plant designated by a fedstate or county government as
injurious to public health, agriculture, recreatiovildlife or property.” A noxious weed
is also commonly defined as a plant that grows @ufplace and is “competitive,
persistent, and pernicious.” The BLM’s primary feds “providing adequate capability
to detect and treat smaller weed infestations in high-risks drefmre they have a chance
to spread.” Noxious weed control would be based orogram of "....prevention, early
detection, and rapid response" (BLM 2013a).

Animal and plant species designated as pests aeraly species that are injurious to
agricultural and nursery interests or vectors sedses, which may be transmissible and
injurious to humans.

An "invasive species” is defined as a species that is tiwana the ecosystem under
consideration and whose introduction causes or is likely toecat®nomic or
environmental harm or harm to human health (EO 1Blih®asive, nonnative species
are species that are highly competitive, highly asgjwe, and spread easily. They
include plants designated as noxious and animaguiated as pests by federal or state
law.

The Nevada Department of Agriculture maintains addea Noxious Weed List which
identifies types of noxious weeds in Nevada.

The following invasive and Nevada noxious weedshasen documented within the Ely
BLM District:

* Dblack henbaneHyoscyamus nigégr

* bull thistle Cirsium vulgarg;

» Canada thistleGirsium arvensg

» Dalmatian toadflaxL({inaria dalmaticg;
» diffuse knapweedGentaurea diffusga
* Dyer’s woad [satis tinctorig;

* hoary cresslepidum drabg
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» Johnson grass$frghum halepenge

* leafy spurgekuphorbia esulg

* musk thistle Carduus nutans

* puncturevine Tribulus terrestri$,

e poison hemlock@onium maculatuin

* Russian knapweed\¢rptilon repeny

» Sahara mustardfassica tournefort);

» salt cedarTamarix spp);

» Scotch thistle@nopordum acanthiujn

» spotted knapweedentaurea stoebe

» squarrose knapwee@¢ntaurea squarro9a
» tall whitetop (epidium latifoliun);

» tree of heaverAilanthus altissimg

» water hemlockCicuta maculatg and

* yellow toadflax Linaria vulgarig (BLM 2009).

The following nonnative, invasive weeds are knowondour within the Ely District:

* bur buttercupCeratocephala testiculala

» cheatgrassBromus tectorum

e common burdockArctium minu,

e common mulleinerbascum thapsys

» field bindweed Convolvulus arvens)s

» filaree Erodium circutariuny;

» halogetonflalogeton glomeratys

* horehoundarrubium vulgarg;

» kochia Kochia scoparig

* red bromeBromus rubens

* ripgut brome Bromus diandruy

* Russian oliveElaeagnus angustifolja

* Russian thistleSalsola kalj;

» Siberian elmJlmus pumilg;

* tumble mustardgysimbrium altissimupand
» yellow salsify Tragopogon dubiys(BLM 2009).

Noxious weed species were not detected in the Projectdineag 2012 field surveys
(Enviroscientists 2013). Nonnative, invasive species observed in the Progmt
included smooth bromeB(omus inermis white clover Trifolium repeny and
cheatgrass. These species were primarily obsermegreéviously disturbed areas
intermixed with native species, and no large mottaces were observed in the Project
Area (Enviroscientists 2013).
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3.3.2.2 Impact Analysis

Proposed Action

New surface disturbance from the Proposed Actionlevencrease the potential for and
promote the spread and establishment of noxious sy@®ehsive, and nonnative species.
These impacts would be reduced based on BLM’s custategy for noxious weed
management and implementation of the environmepatiection measures outlined in
Section 2.2.13.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be appmately nine acres of surface
disturbance within the Project Area under currentigknawledged Notice-level
exploration. The impacts associated with the NoiokctAlternative could result from
establishment of noxious weeds, invasive, and riorenapecies. Reclamation of surface
disturbance, including reseeding, would gradualBcrdase potential impacts from
noxious weeds, invasive, and nonnative speciesadtspgfrom noxious weeds, invasive,
and nonnative species as a result of the No Acfitternative would be similar, but
proportionally less than the Proposed Action (apipnately nine acres of surface
disturbing activities versus approximately 100 acres).

3.3.3 Lands with Wilderness Characteristics
The analysis area for lands with wilderness charactesi@tWC) is the Project Area.

3.3.3.1 Affected Environment

In 2011, the Secretary of the Department of therlot issued a memorandum to the
BLM Director that in part affrms BLM’'s obligationsrelating to wilderness
characteristics under Sections 201 and 202 of tH&VA. The BLM released Manuals
6310 and 6320 in 2012, which provided direction lmw to conduct and maintain
wilderness characteristics inventories and provigieidance on how to consider whether
to update a wilderness characteristics inventory.

The primary function of an inventory is to determithe presence or absence of
wilderness characteristics. An area having wildesndsaracteristics is defined by the
following:

» Size — at least 5,000 acres of contiguous, readkderal land;

* Naturalness — the degree to which an area géynefglears to have been affected
primarily by the forces of nature with the imprioit people’s work substantially
noticeable; and

» Outstanding opportunities for solitude or primdti and unconfined types of
recreation.
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« The area may also contain supplemental values @cological, geological, or
other features of scientific, educational, scenic, or historical salue

The Nevada BLM completed the original wilderness revied979, and issued an initial
wilderness inventory decision in 1980. Two unitsichhoverlapped the Project Area
were intensively surveyed, but neither was found togssswilderness characteristics.

In 2011, the BLM Ely District began updating the D/ihventory on a project-by-project

basis until there was a land use plan revision. Hitogect Area overlaps three inventory
units, with one possessing wilderness charactesig¢iiable 3.3-1). Unit 205-1-2013 lies

in the northeastern corner of the Project Area, exténds 13 miles to the north. The
portion of this unit within the Project Area is &ded between two unnatural sections
which contain previous disturbance from minerallesgtion and mining activities.

Table 3.3-1: Lands with Wilderness Characteristics withm Project Area

Area Unique Identifier NV-040-205-1-2013
Sufficient Size? Yes/No (acres) Yes; 63,674
Naturalness? Yes/No Yes

Outstanding Solitude? Yes/No Yes

Outstanding Primitive and Unconfined Yes

Recreation? Yes/No

Supplemental Values? Yes/No No

Does the Unit Possess LWC? Yes

3.3.3.2 Impact Analysis

Proposed Action

Existing roads were used as boundaries for thetioreaf the LWC inventory units by
the BLM. Utilization of these existing roads withthe Project Area by GSLLC for
access to Project activities would not affect th&/@ unit. The proposed Phase |
disturbance area is also outside LWC inventory B08-1-2013; therefore, the planned
Phase | disturbance would not affect the LWC invgnimit. However, if the Project
extends into LWC inventory unit 205-1-2013, up @)4acres of the unit could be lost,
leaving about 63,200 acres of the unit remaining.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be @ap@gmately nine acres of surface
disturbance within the Project Area under currentigknawledged Notice-level
exploration. As shown on Figure 2.2.1, these aaeas ot located within the northeastern
portion of the Project Area. Therefore, there wdogdno impacts to LWC under the No
Action Alternative.
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3.3.4  Migratory Birds, including Bald and Golden Eagles

The analysis area for migratory birds, other thaptars, is the Project Area while the
analysis area for raptors, other than bald and golden eagjltbg Project Area out to a
distance of 0.5 mile from the Project Area. Thelysia area for bald and golden eagles is
the Project Area out to a distance of four miles ftbeProject Area.

3.3.4.1 Affected Environment

"Migratory bird" means any bird listed in 50 CFR.18. All native birds commonly
found in the U.S., with the exception of nativeidest game birds, are protected under
the MBTA. The MBTA prohibits the taking of migratobirds, their parts, nests, eggs,
and nestlings without a permit. EO 13186, signedudsy 10, 2001, directs federal
agencies to protect migratory birds by integrating loimnservation principles, measures,
and practices.

Bald and Golden Eagles

Bald eagles Haliaeetus leucocephaluysand golden eaglesAquila chrysaetgs are
protected by the MBTA (as amended) and the Bald@oldien Eagle Protection Act of
1940 (as amended), both of which prohibit the takeigratory birds, their parts, nests,
eggs, and nestlings without a permit.

The Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) identifigirteen golden eagle nests
within ten miles of the Project Area (NDOW 2012pwever, those nests are located
more than four miles away from the Project Areae Emntire Project Area would be

suitable foraging habitat for golden eagles. Akklkamutcrops in the Project Area were
searched for active and inactive nests. No nests wéserved during surveys

(Enviroscientists 2013).

Migratory Birds

The Project Area is dominated by pifion-juniper vegetation. Alaogrto the GBBO,
migratory bird species associated with areas characterizedibg-piniper include the
following: ferruginous hawk Ruteo regaliy common poorwill Phalaenoptilus
nuttallii); gray flycatcher Empidonax wrightj; gray vireo Yireo vicinior); pinyon jay
(Gymnorhinus cyanocephaly Virginia’s warbler Qreothylpus virginiag green-tailed
towhee Pipilo chlorurug; and black-chinned sparrow Sigizella atrogularig
Additionally, the juniper titmouseB@elophus ridgewayiand the black-throated gray
warbler (endroica nigrescensserve as indicator species for the pifilon-juniper
vegetation community (GBBO 2010).

During April and June 2012 wildlife field surveysegetfollowing migratory bird species
were detected in the Project Area: American rofiardus migratoriuy ash-throated
flycatcher Myiarchus cinerascensblack-throated gray warbler; blue-grey gnatcatche
(Polioptila caeruled; chipping sparrow §pizella passerina common raven Gorvus
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corax); hairy woodpecker Ricoides villosus Juniper titmouse; Mountain bluebird
(Sialia currucoidey Mountain chickadeePRpecile gambe)j mourning dove Zenaida
macrourg; Northern flicker Colaptes auratuys pygmy nuthatchSitta pygmaega scrub
jay (Aphelocoma californicg turkey vulture Cathartes aurg and western tanager
(Piranga ludoviciana (Enviroscientists 2013). One chipping sparrowt ess observed
within the Project Area (Figure 3.3.4). BLM sensiti species northern goshawk
(Accipiter gentilig and pinyon jay were also observed during the 2fdld surveys.
Northern goshawk is also identified as an NDOW mggecf special concern.

BLM Sensitive Species

Northern goshawk

Northern goshawks typically inhabit late seral od growth forests that have closed
canopies (greater than 40 percent) and a relatiaden understory (Reynolds
et al. 1992). In central Nevada, goshawks use a wide varietplifats for foraging;
however, goshawks are primarily found nesting émiiling aspenRopulus tremuloidgs
stands (Herron et al. 1985, Younk and Bechard 1994). Goshawelison a variety of
small mammals and birds (Squires and Reynolds 18ick nests are often built in trees
on north or northwest facing slopes of less than 30 percent slope andvater
(Reynolds et al. 1992). Northern goshawk home raageponents include the nest area,
the post-fledging family area, and the foraging area. The nest rareges from
approximately 20 acres to 30 acres. The post-fledtangly area ranges in size from
approximately 300 acres to 600 acres, and the ifggagrea ranges in size from
approximately 4,950 acres to 5,930 acres (Grahaal. €t994). An immature northern
goshawk was observed 0.5 mile east of the Projega An a stand of pifion-juniper but
flew off when observed. No nests were observed énstiand where the goshawk was
identified.

Pinyon jay

Pinyon jays tend to inhabit pifion-juniper woodlandswadl as sagebrush areas in
non-breeding season. Nesting habitat occurs inntieeiors of mature pines or junipers
near trunks, often on south-facing slopes. Pinyays jusually feed on pifion pine seeds,
with arthropods and other seeds during nesting (GBE)10). A pinyon jay was
observed in the Project Area during 2012 field sysv(Enviroscientists 2013).

3.3.4.2 Impact Analysis

Proposed Action

The Proposed Action would create surface disturbaand associated removal of
vegetation by the construction of drill sites aondds, which could potentially result in
the destruction of active nests or disturb the breebdehavior of migratory bird species.
Migratory birds foraging in the Project Area duriagploration activities would likely
leave the immediate area and may result in a $paghstribution of individuals or
habitat-use patterns during the life of the Project.
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No direct impacts to nesting birds would be expediade nesting surveys would be
conducted for any disturbance activities startingirdy the nesting season March 1st
through August 31st, and appropriate protection measmpiemented for any nests

found. Potential indirect impacts would occur aseautt of vegetation removal and
activities associated with the Proposed Action. rsligry birds present during

construction activities would experience temporarngpldcement, resulting in a

temporary spatial redistribution of individuals labitat-use patterns within the Project
Area. Such redistribution would not have a longrezffect because undisturbed and
suitable habitat exists in the vicinity of the Fxdj Area. In addition, no long-term

impacts are likely to occur because reclamationraedtablishment of vegetation would
start approximately two years after Project completion

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, approximately niaeres of surface disturbance would
continue within the Project Area under currently acknowledgeiit&ttevel exploration.
The No Action Alternative could result in the temgy loss of approximately nine acres
of migratory bird nesting or foraging habitat. Renhtion of surface disturbance would
gradually eliminate potential impacts to migratbiyds. Impacts to migratory birds as a
result of the No Action Alternative would be sinnildout proportionally less than the
Proposed Action (approximately nine acres of serfalisturbing activities versus
approximately 100 acres).

3.3.5 Soils
The analysis area for soils is the Project Area.

3.3.5.1 Affected Environment

Information regarding soils within the Project Anwas obtained from the United States
Department of Agriculture National Resources Covestmn Service (NRCS). The soils
within the Project Area consist of the following sasiations: Decan-Uana
association (1201); Slockey-Hamtah-Schoolmarm agsoni (3892);
Schoolmarm-Starflyer-rock outcrop association (388@nd Aned-Newvil-Decan
association (1025) (Figure 3.3.5 and Table 3.3-1).

The Decan-Uana association is comprised of 70 perbecan gravelly clay loam,
20 percent Uana loam, and ten percent other mimmponents. This association occurs
in approximately 1,632 acres of the Project Arede TDecan series consists of
moderately deep well-drained soils over an indurataripan that formed in alluvium
derived from welded tuff and/or mixed lacustringodgits. The Uana series consists of
moderately deep well-drained soils over a duriget formed in alluvium derived from
welded tuff and/or reworked lacustrine deposits (NRCS 2013).
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Table 3.3-1: Summary of Soil Mapping Units and Characteristics
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ganghe N || andscape Erosion | Erosion
Association| Soil Series ept' .to position/ |Permeability|Hazard by| Hazard by
Rgitr?ggge % Slope Water Wind
Backslope of
S c 201039 | groded fan _
c.Q Decan inches remnants: Slow Low Slight
2 .§ = (duripan) | " 150/’
S oA 0
o no
83 201030 | Fan remnants; Slight to
Uana inches Slow Low
(duripan) 210 15% moderate
=
< 20to 39 | Backslope of .
2o (bedrock) | 15 to 50%
S ©
O
22 More than 80 S2SKSIOP Of yjoqerate Slight to
TS Hamtah Oirr?ch:sn mountains; slow Y| Low mo?jerate
Eg 15 to 50%
9 Summit
(2] ’
> 2 10014 | ghoulder of
S Schoolmarm inches hills: Slow Low Moderate
o (bedrock) 4 1’50/
0 _ to 0
S © Summit
w )
% ) 1.0 014 1 shoulder of
= Schoolmarm  inches hills: Slow Low Moderate
€ 2 (bedrock) ’
S & 4 to 15%
0N O
g % 10to 20 | Backslope off
g s Starflyer inches mountains; Slow Low Moderate
E g (bedrock) | 15 to 30%
3 3 |Rockoutcrop  N/A N/A Slow Low Slight
Shoulder of
S5 14 to 22 eroded fan
oA Aned inches remnants, Slow Low | Moderate
oo (duripan) summit;
s £ 0to 8%
29
25 Shoulder of
=l 14 to 20 | eroded fan
e 2 Newvil inches remnants, Slow Low | Moderate
< (duripan) summit;
210 8%
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I;anghe N\ | andscape Erosion | Erosion
Association| Soil Series ept' .to position/ |Permeability|Hazard by| Hazard by
Restrictive | o4 gjope Water Wind
Surface
Backslope of
201039 eroded fan .
Decan mc_hes remnants: Slow Low Slight
(duripan) 2 t0 15%

N/A = not available
Source: NRCS 2013

The Slockey-Hamtah-Schoolmarm association is comref 40 percent Slockey very
gravelly ashy sandy clay loam, 30 percent Hamtaly g&ony ashy sandy clay loam,
15 percent Schoolmarm gravelly ashy coarse saraiy,land 15 percent of other minor
components. This association occurs in approximategt43 acres of the Project Area.
The Slockey series consists of moderately deepl-dr@ined soils that formed in

colluvium and residuum derived from welded tuff.eTHamtah series consists of very
deep, well-drained soils formed in colluvium andfesiduum weathered from welded
tuff and/or volcanic rock. The Schoolmarm seriessists of shallow, well-drained soils
that formed in colluvium and residuum derived from weldéd(NRCS 2013).

The Schoolmarm-Starflyer-rock outcrop associatian dcomprised of 40 percent
Schoolmarm gravelly ashy sandy loam, 25 percentflta very gravelly ashy coarse
sandy loam, 20 percent rock outcrop, and 15 peroémgr minor components. This
association occurs in approximately 1,002 acrethefProject Area. The Schoolmarm
series consists of shallow, well-drained soils tfmatmed in colluvium and residuum
derived from welded tuff. The Starflyer series dstssof shallow, well-drained soils that
formed in residuum and colluvium derived from welded tuff (NRCS 2013).

The Aned-Newvil-Decan association is comprised 6f percent Aned sandy loam,
30 percent Newvil gravelly sandy loam, 15 percentddegravelly clay loam, and
15 percent other minor components. This associatemurs in approximately 310 acres
of the Project Area. The Aned series consists afi@lv to a duripan, well-drained soils
that formed in alluvium derived from welded tuffdamixed lacustrine deposits. The
Newvil series consists of shallow to a duripan,lsehined soils that formed in alluvium
derived from welded tuff and reworked lacustrindisents. The Decan series consists
of moderately deep well-drained soils over an iateat duripan that formed in alluvium
derived from welded tuff and mixed lacustrine depd®RCS 2013).

Wind erosion hazard ranges from slight to severetfie soil classifications occurring

within the Project Area. Erosion hazard from watanges from low to moderate
(Table 3.3-1).
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3.3.5.2 Impact Analysis

Proposed Action

The total surface disturbance associated with implgation of the Proposed Action
would impact up to 100 acres of soils, or approxetya2.3 percent of the entire Project
Area. According to Figure 3.3.5, it is anticipatdtht the majority of the surface
disturbance associated with Phase | activities @owokccur primarily on the
Slockey-Hamtah-Schoolmark association. The spelafations of proposed disturbance
under subsequent phases are currently unknown;fdherdhe specific soil types that
may be disturbed are also unknown.

The potential impacts to soils would be reducedntgasures incorporated into the
Project design including the use of BMPs to linmdseon and to reduce sediment runoff
from the disturbed areas, and the concurrent rextiam of drill pads, sumps, and drill
roads no longer needed for access. BMPs would decthe use of one or all of the
following: sediment traps or sumps located at ditks; straw bales (certified weed free);
silt fences; and the distribution of clarified wateom sediment traps through solid pipes
in order to minimize erosion caused by channelingaddition, GSLLC would apply
gravel to constructed roads, as necessary, toredipce erosion and soil compaction.
Soils or alluvium capable of serving as growth medould be salvaged and stockpiled
as part of the fill slope of the newly constructedds. Following successful reclamation,
which would include regrading, ripping, and revegetabf the disturbed areas, soil loss
due to the surface disturbing activities associatetd implementation of the Proposed
Action would be temporary and minimal.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, approximately na@&es would be disturbed within the
Project Area under currently acknowledged Noticeleexploration. The potential for
wind and water erosion of disturbed soils would bweilar but less than the Proposed
Action, since the No Action Alternative would bestirbing approximately 91 acres less
than the Proposed Action.

3.3.6  Special Status Species

The analysis area for special status species isPthgect Area, as identified in the
2013 biological survey conducted for the Project (Enviroscientists 2013).

3.3.6.1 Affected Environment

BLM policy for management of special status specigsin the BLM Manual
Section 6840. Special status species include tfeviog:

x Federally Threatened or Endangered Species: Angiespthe USFWS has listed

as an endangered or threatened species under ttendared Species Act of
1973, as amended (ESA) throughout all or a significarttquoof its range;
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x

Proposed Threatened or Endangered Species: Any spdwe USFWS has
proposed for listing as a federally endangeredhoeatened species under the
ESA,;

x Candidate Species: Plant and animal taxa undeid®ason for possible listing
as threatened or endangered under the ESA;

X

Delisted Species: Any species in the five years follownajy tdelisting;

x BLM Sensitive Species: Native species found on Badininistered lands for
which the BLM has the capability to significantlifect the conservation status of
the species through management, and either: 1§ th@nformation that a species
has undergone, is undergoing, or is predicted ttergo a downward trend such
that the viability of the species or a distinct plgion segment of the species is at
risk across all or a significant portion of the dpscrange; or 2) the species
depends on ecological refugia or specialized or unique habitats o
BLM-administered lands, and there is evidence that suels are threatened with
alteration such that the continued viability of gpecies in that area would be at
risk (BLM 2008c); and

x State of Nevada Listed Species: State-protectednasi that have been
determined to meet BLM’s Manual 6840 policy defuit

The USFWS, the Nevada Natural Heritage Program (RNtwind the NDOW were
contacted to obtain a list of threatened and erel@agand sensitive species that have the
potential to occur within the Project Area (USFWS 2012; NNAGR2; NDOW 2012). In
addition, the BLM Sensitive Species List, whichlutes threatened and endangered
species, was evaluated for the potential of spemethose lists to occur in the Project
Area. Information from the NNHP, the NDOW, and the USFWS indi¢h& no
federally threatened or endangered plant or anspaties have the potential to occur
within the Project Area.

Botanical surveys were conducted for the ProjectaAlane 11 through 14 and 29

and 30, 2012, by Enviroscientists. Wildlife fieldreeys were conducted by qualified

Enviroscientists biologists in the survey area A@%, June 11 through 14 and 29

and 30, 2012. The surveys included the following: a \&met community assessment

and species inventory; a general wildlife habitesessment and species inventory; a
sensitive plant survey; and a migratory bird andaagurvey including an assessment of
potential golden eagle or bald eagle habitat (Enviroscientists 2013).

BLM Sensitive Plant Species

The NNHP identified potential habitat for Deer Leddgouckwheat Eriogonum
pharnaceoidesvar. cervinun), scarlet buckwheat E(iogonum microthecumvar.
phoeniceurn and long-calyx eggvetch or pink egg milkvetchBd M sensitive species,
throughout the Project Area. Known habitat affibas for scarlet buckwheat include

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES



45

white tuffaceous knolls, bluffs, and rocky flatsydaopenings in pifion and juniper
woodland (NNHP 2001). Known habitat affiliations for Deerdfje buckwheat include
sagebrush and mountain mahogany communities, akdpg#n-juniper, and montane
conifer woodlands (Reveal 1974). There were no ebsens of scarlet buckwheat or
Deer Lodge buckwheat in the Project Area during20#?2 field surveys. Known habitat
affiliations for long-calyx eggvetch include pifigumiper, sagebrush, and mixed desert
shrub communities at elevations between 5,800 amn3l,350 feet amsl (Utah Native
Plant Society [UNPS] 2013). Eight subpopulationsoafy-calyx eggvetch were observed
in the pifion-juniper community throughout the northwestern portioneoPtbject Area
and two subpopulations were identified in the seuthportion of the Project Area. The
long-calyx eggvetch survey was conducted duringajhyeropriate time of year that the
species would be visible and identifiable, and wlaserved on hilltops, sideslopes, flats,
and in drainages.

Based on the results of the biological survey and habitassaesat, there were no BLM
sensitive or special status wildlife species idadithat had the potential to utilize the
Project Area. In addition, no BLM sensitive wildlipecies were observed in the Project
Area during the 2012 field surveys. However, the Bladd NDOW have identified
potential habitat for special status bat speciesutthout the Project Area. Migratory
birds, including special status bird species and bad golden eagles, are discussed in
Section 3.3.4.

BLM Sensitive Wildlife Species

BLM sensitive species are taxa that are not alrdadiuded as BLM special status
species under the following: 1) federally listed, megd, or candidate species; or
2) State of Nevada listed species. BLM policy igptovide these species with the same
level of protection as is provided to candidate csgme as described in BLM
Manual 6840.06.2C.

Bats

The following BLM sensitive bat species have be@owin to occur within the Ely
District: pallid bat Antrozous pallidus Townsend's big-eared baiC@rynorhinus
townsendii; big brown bat Eptesicus fuscisspotted batEuderma maculatupgreater
western mastiff bat Humops perotis californic)is silver-haired bat L{@sionycteris
noctivagany western red batL@siurus blossevill); hoary bat I(asiurus cinereus
California myotis Myotis californicu$;, western small-footed myotis Mfotis
ciliolabrum); long-eared myotisMyotis evoti}, little brown myotis Myotis lucifugus;
fringed myotis Myotis thysanod@slong-legged myotisMyotis volan¥, Yuma myotis
(Myotis yumanensjswestern pipistrelleRipistrellus hesperysand Brazilian free-tailed
bat (Tadarida brasiliensis Specific to Lincoln County, Nevada, are batst ttead to
utilize subterranean habitat and include the foilmy Townsend’s big-eared bat; western
small-footed myotis; long-eared myotis; Californmayotis; little brown myotis; big
brown bat; long-legged myotis; Yuma myotis; pallid;band Brazilian free-tailed bat
(Sherwin 2008).
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Based on a biological evaluation in Lincoln Counlgvada, by Richard Sherwin of
Holistic Wildlife Services NM, LLC (Sherwin 2008), thieownsend’s big-eared bat was
the only bat species found in one abandoned mine wotkiaigwas surveyed in the
Project Area. Three other abandoned mine workings were y&aveon
BLM-administered land within the Project Area |latnear the historic Pope, Charley
Ross, and Little Buck mine sites. One site conthibat habitat, while at the other two
sites no evidence of bats or bat habitat was found.

3.3.6.2 Impact Analysis

Proposed Action

Sensitive Plants

The BLM sensitive plant long-calyx eggvetch was identifredhe Project Area during
2012 field surveys. Individual plants may be impddtg exploration activities; however,
no existing population or subpopulation would be eradicated frorjed®ractivities.
Therefore, no long-term impacts to the long-calggwetch are anticipated to occur as a
result of surface disturbing activities associated with impleéatem of the Proposed
Action.

Sensitive Wildlife

There are two additional mine workings located ad adjacent to BLM-administered
land within the Project Area that were not surveykding the Sherwin study. A
protection measure is included in Section 2.2.H3 $iates that a 200-foot buffer would
be established from any underground abandoned featare known to be habitat for
BLM sensitive bat species during winter hibernati@nigus. This measure would apply
to mine workings located on BLM-administered landoavate land where the 200-foot
buffer would overlap BLM-administered land. This wle reduce any potential impacts
to BLM sensitive bat species until the abandoned mine wgriki closed.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, approximately niaeres of surface disturbance would
continue within the Project Area under currently acknowledgeit&ttevel exploration.
Under the No Action Alternative, impacts would be similabt less than the Proposed
Action (approximately nine acres of surface distugbactivities versus approximately
100 acres).

3.3.7  Vegetation

The analysis area for vegetation is the ProjectAas identified in the 2013 biological
survey conducted for the Project (Enviroscientists 2013).
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3.3.7.1 Affected Environment

The Project is located within the Intermountain Rag Great Basin Division, Central
Great Basin Section floristic zone. This regiorclgracterized by elevated valleys and
mountains consisting of sandstone, siltstone, &ates The Central Great Basin Section
floristic zone is large and diverse, covering appmately 30,250 square miles
(Cronquist etal 1972). Vegetation located within tReoject Area consists of
pifion-juniper woodland, xeric mixed sagebrush shndlanontane sagebrush steppe,
and mountain mahogany woodland and shrubland contiesiiFigure 3.3.4).

Pifion-Juniper Woodland

The pifion-juniper community occupies approximately 4,177 adrélseoProject Area
and is also the dominant plant community. The daminspecies observed in this
community was single-leaf pifion pinBifius monophyllaand Utah juniperJuniperus
osteospermpa Shrubs observed in this community included the following:

Wyoming big sagebrusi\(temesia tridentatapp.wyomingensis
Utah serviceberryAmalanchier utahensgis

Curl-leaf mountain mahogangércocarpus ledifolius

Yellow rabbitbrush Chrysothamnus viscidiflors

Stansbury cliffroseRurshia stansburiana

Bitterbrush Purshia tridentatg

Wood’s rose Rosa woodsji

Coyote willow Salix exigug and

Western snowberrnySymphorocarpus occidentglis

Forbs were interspersed with the shrubs and included the following:

Woolly milkvetch @Astralagus purshji
Holboell's rockcressBoechera holboel)j
Dusty maidenChaenactis douglagii
Long-leaf hawksbeardSfepis acuminatg
Rayless tansy astdtiigeron aphanacts
Cushion buckwheatfiogonum caespitosum
Umbrella desert buckwhedErjogonum umbellatuim
Scarlet gilia [pomopsis aggregaja

Creeping barberryMahonia repengs
Firecracker penstemoRénstemon eatol)ji
Spiny phlox Phlox hoodi);

Chambers’ twinpodRhysaria chambersiji and
White clover.

Grasses observed in this community included thisvidahg: Sandberg bluegrasBda
secund® Indian ricegrassAchnatherum hymenoidesmooth brome; and bottlebrush
squirreltail Elymus elymoidgs Succulents observed in this community included prickly
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pear Opuntia polyacantha Whipple cholla Cylindropuntia whipplei, and Mojave
mound cactusHchinocereus triglochidiatygEnviroscientists 2013).

Montane Sagebrush Steppe

The montane sagebrush steppe community occupie®xapately eight acres of the
Project Area, and is located on convex hilltopsclearings of pifion-juniper. The
dominant species observed in this community wenedagebrushArtemisia arbusculg
Utah serviceberry, and Wyoming big sagebrush. Fadr® interspersed with the shrubs
and included the following: woolly milkvetch; rayletsy aster; spiny phlox; umbrella
desert buckwheat; and large fruited desert par@leynatium macrocarpujn Grasses
observed in this community included western wheetgiigropyron smithji, june grass
(Koeleria macranthg and Sandberg bluegrass.

Xeric Mixed Sagebrush Shrubland

The xeric mixed sagebrush shrubland community coverozippately one acre of the
Project Area and is located in a drainage in therson portion of the Project Area. The
dominant species observed in this community wereoMigg big sagebrush, rubber
rabbitbrush Ericameria nauseoslisand Sandberg bluegrass. Forbs were interspersed
with the shrubs and included the following: yarrdchilea millefoliuny; flatbud
pricklypoppy Argemone munifa matted Indian paintbrushCéstilleja angustifolig;
dusty maiden; and grounds&8gnecicspp.). Grasses observed in this community include
bottlebrush squirreltail and Indian ricegrass.

Mountain Mahogany Woodland and Shrubland

The mountain mahogany woodland and shrubland comtynaovers approximately
one acre of the Project Area and is located on lsides in the northern part of the
Project Area. The dominant species observed inciiismunity were curl-leaf mountain
mahogany, Wyoming big sagebrush, single-leaf pipioe, Utah juniper, and Sandberg
bluegrass. Forbs were interspersed with the treg@slamubs and included the following:
sego lily Calochortus nutall); long-leaf hawksbeard; matted Indian paintbrusbiny
phlox; common larkspurDelphinium nutallianuryy and umbrella desert buckwheat.
Grasses observed within this community included junssgaad western wheatgrass.

3.3.7.2 Impact Analysis

Proposed Action

The total surface disturbance associated with implgation of the Proposed Action
would impact up to 100 acres of vegetation, or appnately 2.3 percent of the entire
Project Area. As shown on Figure 3.3.4, surface disturbance assowittteBhase |

activities would occur in the pifion-juniper vegaiatcommunity. The specific locations
of proposed disturbance under subsequent phasesiaently unknown; therefore, the
specific vegetation types that may be disturbedatse unknown. The proponent would
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avoid the xeric mixed sagebrush shrubland and naounhahogany woodland and
shrubland communities as much as possible, as dinéy encompass approximately
0.05 percent of the entire Project Area.

The surface disturbance associated with Projedviées would be reclaimed and
reseeded concurrently whenever feasible using td-8pproved seed mixture shown in
Table 2.2-2. Monitoring activities are included in thegarsed Action, which would
ensure that the revegetation meets reclamatiodatds and success criteria.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, approximately ne&es would be disturbed within the
Project Area under currently acknowledged Noticelleasgloration. Reclamation of
surface disturbance, including reseeding, assatiatgh Notice-level exploration
activities, would minimize impacts to vegetation. Undee No Action Alternative,
impacts would be similar to but less than the PsepAction (approximately nine acres
of surface disturbing activities versus approximafi€lO acres).

3.3.8  Wildlife

The analysis area for wildlife species is the Projécea, as identified in the
2013 biological survey conducted for the Project (Enviroscientists 2013).

3.3.8.1 Affected Environment

General Wildlife

Terrestrial wildlife resources in the Project A& typical of the southern Great Basin.
A wide variety of wildlife species common to the eat Basin ecosystem have the
potential to utilize the Project Area.

General wildlife species observed or detected during 2012 Sigveys in the Project
Area included the following: sagebrush lizagtéloporus gracioyswestern fence lizard
(Sceloporus occidentalisplack-tailed jackrabbit Liepus californicuy coyote Canis
latrans); deer mouse Reromyscus maniculatysleast chipmunk Tamias minimus
mountain cottontailylvilagus nuttalli; and woodratNeotomaspp.).

Big Game Species

Three big game species, elRdrvus canadengismule deer@docoileus hemionjsand
pronghorn antelopeAftilocapra americanp were detected in the Project Area. Mule
deer scat, tracks, and beds were observed througheuProject Area. Pronghorn
antelope scat and tracks were noted in the lowsraéibn portions of the Project Area.
Elk scat was observed in the higher elevation postiof the northern half of the Project
Area.
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Game Birds

The only game bird detected during the 2012 fieldvasys was mourning dov&é¢naida
macrourg.

3.3.8.2 Impact Analysis

Proposed Action

Direct impacts to wildlife would consist of temporarybitat loss and disturbance from
human activity and noise. Approximately 100 acresii be disturbed over the ten-year
Project life as a result of surface disturbing\atiéis associated with implementation of
the Proposed Action. Surface exploration disturbanoeld be created incrementally and
would be dispersed throughout the Project Arealddg-term impacts to wildlife habitat
are likely to occur since reclamation would starithim two years after Project
completion and reestablishment of vegetation wdikely occur within three years.
Reclamation activities would occur concurrently with Project/digts when feasible.

Construction of drill sites and roads could distuildlife due to the presence of humans
and by creating noise and dust. Wildlife foragimtj\aties within the Project Area could
continue since the proposed surface disturbanceiteest only cover approximately
2.4 percent of the entire Project Area (100 acresobattotal of 4,187 acres); therefore,
the Project is not anticipated to result in substantiaktiimpacts to wildlife species.

Smooth brome, white clover, and cheatgrass have tleserved within the Project Area.
These invasive species reduce the quality of halmtavildlife. Project-related activities
increase the potential for the spread of theseispeim addition to the spread of other
noxious weeds and invasive species; thus further reducirgutigy of wildlife habitat.
GSLLC would implement the environmental protection meas outlined in
Section 2.2.13, which would mitigate or reduceithpact of noxious weeds and invasive
species to wildlife habitat.

Although long-term improvement of habitat could wcin the Project Area as surface
disturbance is reclaimed and revegetated and degramount of forb species becomes
available for wildlife foraging, minimal direct inagts to wildlife would occur in phases

throughout the life of Project as a result of scefadisturbing activities. Impacts to

specific wildlife groups are discussed in more detalibty.

Small mammals

Due to ground disturbing activities, there wouldabgotential of direct mortality to small
mammals (e.g., being crushed by vehicles or equipm&round disturbing activities
would also impact small mammal habitat by removiegetation and rocks and
disturbing burrows. These impacts would be shortifeand habitat could be restored
during reclamation.
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Large mammals

Large mammals, such as mule deer, pronghorn amrtetoqa elk, may avoid the Project
Area due to noise generated by the Project. O#ligelmammals, such as coyotes, could
adapt to the noise and disturbance from the Projdetse impacts would temporarily
reduce the available habitat area for large mamn¥dslitionally, fences would be
constructed around sumps and other small excawatiat would restrict wildlife access.

Amphibians and Reptiles

Amphibians are not present within the Project ArBaptiles would be impacted by
surface disturbing activities, which would remowvegetation and disturb soil. Surface
disturbance would remove potential areas for the sagelinsd and western fence
lizard to lay their eggs or could destroy eggs laithin disturbance areas. Loss of
vegetative cover and burrows could result in greatertality due to predators.
Temporary disturbance would reduce the forage dmg@acts would be temporary, and
vegetation would be restored subsequent to reclamat

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, approximately ne&es would be disturbed within the
Project Area under currently acknowledged Noticelleasgloration. Reclamation of
existing surface disturbance would gradually elménimpacts to wildlife. Impacts to
wildlife as a result of the No Action Alternative would be $amibut proportionally less
than the Proposed Action (approximately nine aofesurface disturbing activities versus
approximately 100 acres).

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
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4 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

4.1 Introduction

As required under the NEPA and the regulations emgnting the NEPA, this section
analyzes potential cumulative impacts from pasgsent, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions (RFFAs), combined with the Propo&etion, specific to the resources for
which cumulative impacts may be anticipated. A clative impact is defined as “the
impact which results from the incremental impacthaf action, decision, or project when
added to other past, present, and reasonably &abkefuture actions, regardless of what
agency (federal or non-federal) or person undestadtech other actions. Cumulative
impacts can result from individually minor but @atively significant actions taking
place over a period of time” (40 CFR 1508.7).

This chapter addresses those cumulative effecth@renvironmental resources in the
Cumulative Effects Study Area (CESA), which coudgult from the implementation of

the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative. Bx¢ent of the CESA would vary with

each resource, based on the geographic or bidiogis of that resource. As a result, the
types of projects causing impacts under the cumelanalysis may vary according to
the resource being considered. In addition, thegtlerof time for cumulative effects

analysis would vary according to the duration opatits from the Proposed Action on
the particular resource.

4.2 Analysis Areas

The geographic area considered for the analysisuaiulative effects reflects each
evaluated environmental resource and the potents af impact. A two-mile buffer
around the Project Area and a one-mile buffer adotime main access road has been
defined as the CESA by the BLM for cultural resosr@égure 4.2.1). A combination of
the Mahogany Peak Grazing Allotment in Nevada ahd Gold Spring Grazing
Allotment in Utah (defined as the Wildlife CESA) ised to analyze the cumulative
impacts associated with invasive and nonnative ispetigratory birds, soils, special
status species, vegetation, and wildlife (Figur22). LWC inventory unit 205-1-2013
has been used for the LWC CESA (Figure 4.2.3).

4.3 Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions

431 Past and Present Actions

The primary past and present actions that woulce teffected and currently affect the
resources analyzed in the CESAs include the followinddlifd@ and game habitat

management; livestock grazing; wildland fires; diged recreation; right-of-way (ROW)
construction and management; mineral exploration;raiméhg.

4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
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4.3.1.1 Wildlife and Game Habitat Management

Research and management of big game and wildlifieeirWildlife CESA are undertaken
by the NDOW, BLM, and Utah Division of Wildlife Rearces (UDWR), and may
include modification to existing habitat and raragel improvements. The Wildlife
CESA includes NDOW Hunt Unit 231, and a portiontieé UDWR Southwest Desert
hunt boundary, which may be impacted by wildlife ag@me habitat management
activities.

4.3.1.2 Livestock Grazing and Rangeland Improvements

The Wildlife CESA is comprised of the entire MahogaPeak Grazing Allotment in
Nevada and the entire Gold Spring Grazing Allotmantah. Rangeland improvements
within the Wildlife CESA include the following: appximately 15 miles of fences on the
Nevada side; approximately 21 miles of fences @&awers miles of pipelines on the Utah
side; and one windmill, four troughs, four springage dam/reservoir, and one corral on
the Utah side of the CESA.

4.3.1.3 Wildland Fires and Vegetation Treatments

Although there are no recorded wildland fires withie Project Area, there has been
wildland fire disturbance within the Wildlife CESAhe wildland fire disturbance in the
Wildlife CESA is shown on Figure 4.2.2. Between 2000 and 2Qh&re were
approximately 261 acres of wildland fire disturbamcéhe Wildlife CESA.

Vegetation treatments within the Wildlife CESA indE the following: approximately
2,059 acres of seeding projects in the Nevada didleeoCESA, including the Hackett
juniper seeding, the Hackett reseeding, and the Taylor chaamd reseeding projects;
and approximately 426 acres of seeding projectghan Utah side of the CESA,
specifically the Paradise and Gold Springs seedioggts.

4.3.1.4 Dispersed Recreation

Dispersed recreation, such as hunting, hiking, nsaonbiking, horseback riding,
camping, off-highway vehicle travel, outdoor phatghy, wildlife viewing, and rock
collecting occurs throughout the CESAs.

4.3.1.5 Rights-of-Way

The BLM’s Land & Mineral Legacy Rehost 2000 SystR2000) database was used to
guery the various types of ROWs that have been autkhodeeonstructed within the
CESAs by section, township, and range, and incltiae$ollowing: roads and highways;
railroads; telecommunication facilities; power samssion facilities; and water facilities
(BLM 2013b). The acreage of surface disturbanceaated with these ROWSs cannot be
precisely quantified; however, it is assumed thHa¢sé types of ROWs and the
construction and maintenance associated with thesiéties would create a level of

4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
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surface disturbance that would contribute to cuthudampacts to various resources. In
addition, certain types of ROWSs can fragment halwtacreate barriers or hazards for
wildlife passage. The LR2000 database was quemedeptember 21, 2013, for the
Wildlife CESA, and on October 18, 2013, for the @@tdl Resources CESA; therefore,
any newly approved ROWSs that have been added toL®2000 database after
September 21, 2013, and October 18, 2013, respltare not included in the analysis.
The approximate acreage of each ROW within eachA0E8sted in Table 4.3-1.

Table 4.3-1: Past and Present ROW Acreages in the CESAs

ROW Type Cultural Resources Wildlife CESA LWC CESA
CESA (acres) (acres) (acres)
Roads and Highways 439 1,517 607
Railroad Facilities 2,247 2,247 0
Telecommunications 114 114 17
Power Transmission 8,769 8,831 7
Communication Sites 0 0 1
Water Facilities 1 13 41
Other 0 0 10
Total 11,570 12,722 683

4.3.1.6 _Mineral Exploration and Mining

The LR2000 database was used to query the pasprasént mineral exploration or
mining activities that have been issued within@€SAs by section, township, and range
and include the following: closed and authorized plans of operation, closed and
acknowledged Notices, community pits, and mineral material disposak sit
(BLM 2013b). The LR2000 database was queried on eBdpgr 21, 2013, for the
Wildlife CESA, and on October 18, 2013, for the @Gtdl Resources CESA; therefore,
any newly approved mineral exploration or mining planslotices that have been added

to the LR2000 database after September 21, 2013, amib&dd8, 2013, respectively,

are not included in the analysis. The approximateage of each mineral exploration or
mining activity within each CESA is listed in Table 4.3-2.

Table 4.3-2: Past and Present Mineral Disturbance Acreages the CESAs

Disturbance Type Cultural Resources| Wildlife CESA LWC CESA
CESA (acres) (acres) (acres)
Acknowledged Notices 10 10 2
Closed Notices 13 14 10
Authorized Plans 0 0 0
Closed Plans 0 0 4
Community Pits 5 5 0
M_meral Material Disposal 40 40 80
Sites
Total 68 69 96

4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
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In addition to the past and present mineral distnce acreages identified in LR2000,
there are numerous historic mining sites locatedutphout the CESAs. They can be
identified on the USGS quadrangle maps for the Projesa And vicinity.

4.3.2 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions

Activities/events that would continue to occur imetCESAs include the following:
wildlife and game habitat management; livestockzig dispersed recreation; and
wildland fires. RFFAs in the CESAs include approately three acres of a pending road
project, and approximately 100 acres of pending mainexploration activities, which is
the proposed Project.

4.4 Cumulative Impact Analysis

4.4.1 Cultural Resources

The CESA for cultural resources is approximatelyo38 acres in size and is shown on
Figure 4.2.1.

Past and present actiondost past actions did not consider potential @ffdo cultural
resources. Projects and development disturbanceducted prior to 1966 (i.e, prior to
the NHPA) or those activities without a federalstate nexus generally did not identify
or quantify cultural resource sites or impactsitenmt. Modern human activity tends to
exacerbate the damage and consequently, cultusaumees are being damaged and
disappearing at an increasing rate. Many of thdurll resources in the Cultural
Resources CESA exhibit impacts resulting from modern ueedand.

Given that eligibility determinations are basedatily on sites’ surface characteristics,
there is room for error given that surface mangtshs do not always accurately reflect
the nature and density of subsurface deposits.r@dlotors at play are the differences of
opinion among professional archaeologists as to wtesiearch (and therefore
archaeological sites) is important, and the evghnature of archaeological research. In
some cases, sites now thought to be lacking tHigyaoi answer important questions may
become important as archaeological method and ytheoogress but may not be
preserved. The courts have determined that cultasalurce management standards such
as those employed for the current Project meettiectives of the NHPA and other
pertinent statutes, but this does not necessaniyyi that there are not project-specific or
cumulative losses of cultural resources or inforamaimportant to understanding the
past.

Past and present actions within the Cultural RessuCESA that have the potential to
create surface disturbance and contribute to tlggadation of cultural artifacts could

have included and may currently include the follogvi wildlife and game habitat

management; livestock grazing; wildland fires; diged recreation; ROW construction
and maintenance; and mineral exploration. Specifitural resources within the CESA
include the following: prehistoric lithic scattetsstoric mine workings; the Gold Springs
historic district; and the NRHP-eligible Panaca &utrArchaeological District.
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RFFAs ROW construction and maintenance, mineral exglmmaincluding reclamation,
dispersed recreation, livestock grazing, and wildl&res, are likely to continue within
the Cultural Resources CESA.

44.1.1 Proposed Action

Any potential impacts to cultural resources from Broposed Action would be localized
to the Project Area and minimized through the EnvironmentateBtion Measures

outlined in Section 2.1.13. Any previously unknowingible properties that may be
discovered during construction activities wouldrbigigated in accordance with the PA.
Therefore, no mitigation or monitoring is recommedabutside of the indirect and direct
effect area, that is, outside of the proposed Préjeza boundary. Therefore, cumulative
impacts important to cultural resources are expectée tainimal.

4.4.1.2 No Action Alternative

All known eligible and unevaluated properties idendifieithin the CESA would be

mitigated in accordance with the regulations ink#PA. Therefore, cumulative impacts
important to cultural resources are expected tonlemal as a result of the No Action
Alternative.

4.4.2 Invasive, Nonnative Species

The CESA for invasive, nonnative species is the MBdCESA, and is approximately
62,639 acres in size and is shown on Figure 4.2.2.

Past and present action®ast and present actions with impacts created from um®xio
weeds, invasive, and nonnative species could hasladed and may currently include
livestock grazing, wildland fires, dispersed retimg utility and other ROW
construction and maintenance, and mineral exptoratiThese actions could have
disturbed vegetation and soils creating an opportunitynfasive plant colonization and
the introduction of noxious weed, invasive or ndiveaspecies seeds. There are no
specific data to quantify impacts from noxious waeeadvasive and nonnative species that
resulted from livestock grazing or dispersed reitvea

Historic fires (2000 — 2012) have burned approxetya261 acres in the Wildlife CESA
(approximately 0.4 percent of the CESA). Authorizectlosed mineral exploration and
mining Notices or plans of operation, as well as minerater# disposal sites total

approximately 69 acres (approximately 0.1 percenthef Wildlife CESA) of surface

disturbance. ROWSs, including roads and highway&l tapproximately 12,722 acres
within the Wildlife CESA that had the potential totroduce invasive and nonnative
species. Livestock grazing and associated manadaroell have also contributed to the
spread of invasive and nonnative species. The padt present actions that are
guantifiable have disturbed approximately 13,052 acres or apmtety 21 percent of

the Wildlife CESA.
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RFFAs Potential impacts from invasive and nonnativecggse as a result of livestock
grazing, dispersed recreation, mineral exploration, RE&NWstruction and maintenance,
or loss of native vegetation associated with paaémwildland fires are expected to
continue. There are no specific data to quantifpdots from invasive and nonnative
species as a result of livestock grazing, dispersekation, or wildland fires. There are
approximately three acres of a pending road progot, approximately 100 acres of
pending mineral exploration activities in the Wildlife CESA,iethis the proposed

Project.

4.4.2.1 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action (approximately 100 acres) waulgact approximately 0.2 percent
of the Wildlife CESA. Quantifiable past and presaations and RFFA disturbance in the
Wildlife CESA is approximately 13,155 acres, which an impact to approximately

21 percent of the Wildlife CESA. Based on the abamalysis and findings, incremental

impacts from noxious weeds, invasive and nonnatieeisp as a result of the Proposed
Action, when combined with the impacts from thetpasd present actions and RFFAs,
are expected to be minimal.

4.4.2.2 No Action Alternative

A total of the quantifiable past and present acgtiand RFFA disturbance within the
Wildlife CESA is approximately 13,155 acres, which an impact to approximately
21 percent of the Wildlife CESA. This alternativapproximately nine acres) would
incrementally add surface disturbance to approxeipad.01 percent of this Wildlife

CESA. Impacts from noxious weeds, invasive and atwa species from this

alternative, in combination with past and presenipas and RFFAs disturbance, would
be minimal.

4.4.3 Lands with Wilderness Characteristics

The CESA for lands with wilderness characteristissthe LWC CESA, and is
approximately 63,674 acres in size and is shown orr&ig2.3.

Past and Present ActionRast and present actions that could have impactddnay be
currently impacting lands with wilderness chardst@s include dispersed recreation,
utility and other ROW construction and maintenarmegd mineral exploration. These
human-driven actions could have reduced the vighif the land within the CESA by
decreasing the remote, natural character.

Authorized or closed mineral exploration and minMgtices or plans of operation, and
mineral material disposal sites total approximagflyacres (approximately 0.1 percent of
the LWC CESA) of surface disturbance. ROWSs, including roads and highways, total
approximately 683 acres within the LWC CESA thatl lae potential to decrease the
natural character of the land.
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RFFAs Potential impacts from dispersed recreationijtytdnd other ROW construction
and maintenance, and mineral exploration are eggdédotcontinue. There are no specific
data to quantify impacts from dispersed recreafidrere are approximately 100 acres of
pending mineral exploration activities in the LWC CESW/ich is the proposed Project.

4.4.3.1 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action (approximately 100 acres) waulgact approximately 0.1 percent
of the LWC CESA. Quantifiable past and presentoastiand RFFA disturbance in the
LWC CESA is approximately 879 acres, which is an ictpa approximately one percent
of the LWC CESA. Based on the above analysis amdirfgs, incremental impacts to
LWC as a result of the Proposed Action, when coebiwith the impacts from the past
and present actions and RFFAS, are expected tarbman.

4.4.3.2 No Action Alternative

A total of the quantifiable past and present actiamd RFFA disturbance within the
LWC CESA is approximately 879 acres, which is an ichpa approximately one percent
of the LWC CESA. This alternative (approximatelyaiacres) would incrementally add
surface disturbance to approximately 0.01 percémhe LWC CESA. Impacts to LWC
from this alternative, in combination with past ampdesent actions and RFFAsS
disturbance, would be minimal.

4.4.4  Migratory Birds

The CESA for migratory birds is the Wildlife CESAnd is approximately 62,639 acres
in size and is shown on Figure 4.2.2.

Past and Present ActionPast and present actions that could have impaatddnay be
currently impacting migratory birds and their habiinclude livestock grazing, wildlife
and game habitat management, wildland fires, dispersectation, utility and other
ROW construction and maintenance, and mineral eapbm. Impacts to migratory birds
and their habitat have resulted from the followihydirect and indirect impacts from the
destruction of habitat associated with buildingd®and clearing vegetation; 2) indirect
impacts from the disruption from human presenceasse from drill rigs, water trucks
and four-wheel drive pickups; and 3) direct impacts omhiar migratory birds that result
from the removal of trees and shrubs containingleiaests or ground nests destroyed by
construction or ranching equipment. There are rexifip data that quantify impacts to
migratory birds and their habitat as a result wédtock grazing or recreation. However,
impacts to migratory birds and their habitat frorazing include trampling of vegetation
or nesting areas near streams, springs, or ripaieas within the Wildlife CESA.
Impacts to migratory birds and their habitat fragoreation activities include destruction
of native vegetation or nesting areas from off-roashicles that traveled off of
established roadways.
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Historic fires (2000 — 2012) have burned approxetyaR61 acres in the Wildlife CESA
(approximately 0.4 percent of the Wildlife CESA).uthorized or closed mineral
exploration and mining Notices or plans of operation, commupits, and mineral
material disposal sites total approximately 69 sq@pproximately 0.1 percent of the
Wildlife CESA) of surface disturbance. ROWSs, incghgl roads and highways, total
approximately 12,722 acres within the Wildlife CE®#at had the potential to create
surface disturbance and disturb migratory bird halatad vegetation. The Wildlife
CESA is also comprised of the NDOW Hunt Unit 23hda portion of the UDWR
Southwest Desert hunt boundary, which had the poteot@eate noise and disturbance
to migratory birds, or remove or alter habitat. éstock grazing and associated
management could have contributed to the spread of noxious weedsjvé and
nonnative species, which could have had an indeéfett on migratory birds. The past
and present actions that are quantifiable haveurthetl approximately 13,052 acres or
approximately 21 percent of the Wildlife CESA.

RFFAs Potential impacts to migratory birds and theibitet from livestock grazing,
wildlife and game habitat management, dispersecea¢ion, mineral exploration, ROW
construction and maintenance, or loss of nativeetagpn associated with potential
wildland fires could occur. There are no specifatadto quantify impacts to migratory
birds or their habitat as a result of livestock zgng, wildlife and game habitat
management, dispersed recreation, or potentialamittifires within the Wildlife CESA.
There are approximately three acres of a pendiragl nproject, and approximately
100 acres of pending mineral exploration activiiireshe Wildlife CESA, which is the
proposed Project. These pending projects are all required toparate protection
measures for migratory birds and therefore, areempected to directly harm migratory
birds, but may result in habitat removal or altierat

4.4.4.1 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action (approximately 100 acres) waulgact approximately 0.2 percent
of the Wildlife CESA. Quantifiable past and presaations and RFFA disturbance in the
Wildlife CESA is approximately 13,155 acres, which an impact to approximately
21 percent of the Wildlife CESA. However, based on the alamatysis and findings,
incremental impacts to migratory birds and theibitet as a result of the Proposed
Action, when combined with the impacts from thetmasd present actions and RFFAs,
are expected to be minimal.

4.4.4.2 No Action Alternative

A total of the quantifiable past and present asgtiand RFFA disturbance within the
Wildlife CESA is approximately 13,155 acres, whishan impact to approximately
21 percent of the Wildlife CESA. This alternativapproximately nine acres) would
incrementally add surface disturbance to approxaiya®.01 percent of this Wildlife
CESA. Impacts to migratory birds and their habitatn this alternative, in combination
with past and present actions and RFFAs disturbanmeld be minimal.
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445 Soils

The CESA for soils is the Wildlife CESA, and is appnoately 62,639 acres in size and
is shown on Figure 4.2.2.

Past and Present ActionPast and present actions that have impacted r@nduarently
impacting soils include livestock grazing, dispersecreation, utility and other ROW
construction and maintenance, mineral exploration, aindempaction due to travel by
heavy equipment on unpaved roads. These actions may dieeatly disturbed or
impacted soils, or increased erosion or sedimemtapfotential. Impacts from these
activities include loss of soils productivity duedhanges in soil physical properties, soil
fertility, soil movement in response to water anddverosion, and loss of soil structure
due to compaction. There are no specific data ety impacts to soils from livestock
grazing or dispersed recreation in the Wildlife CESA.

Historic fires (2000 — 2012) have burned approxetya261 acres in the Wildlife CESA
(approximately 0.4 percent of the Wildlife CESA).uthorized or closed mineral
exploration and mining Notices or plans of opermati@s well as mineral material disposal
sites total approximately 69 acres (approximately gercent of the Wildlife CESA) of
surface disturbance. ROWSs, including roads and wegls, total approximately
12,722 acres within the Wildlife CESA that had the padakridb impact soils. The past
and present actions that are quantifiable haveurtisti approximately 13,052 acres or
approximately 21 percent of the Wildlife CESA.

RFFAs Livestock grazing, dispersed recreation, minexgploration, mining, ROW

construction and maintenance, soil compaction due to travel &yyhsquipment on

unpaved roads, or loss of native vegetation aswsuciaith potential wildland fires are
expected to continue. There are no specific datgu@antify impacts from livestock
grazing, dispersed recreation, or wildland fires. Thereappeoximately three acres of a
pending road project, and approximately 100 acregpemding mineral exploration

activities in the Wildlife CESA, which is the proposed Bobj

4.45.1 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action (approximately 100 acres) waulgact approximately 0.2 percent
of the Wildlife CESA. Quantifiable past and presaations and RFFA disturbance in the
Wildlife CESA is approximately 13,155 acres, which an impact to approximately
21 percent of the Wildlife CESA. Based on the abawmalysis and findings, incremental
impacts to soils as a result of the Proposed Actidren combined with the impacts from
the past and present actions and RFFAs, would be @linim

4.45.2 No Action Alternative

A total of the quantifiable past and present astiand RFFA disturbance within the
Wildlife CESA is approximately 13,155 acres, whishan impact to approximately
21 percent of the Wildlife CESA. This alternativapproximately nine acres) would
incrementally add surface disturbance to approxaiya®.01 percent of this Wildlife
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CESA. Impacts to soils from this alternative, inmdmnation with past and present
actions and RFFAs disturbance, would be minimal.

4.4.6  Special Status Species

The CESA for special status species is the WIldIGESA, and is approximately
62,639 acres in size and is shown on Figure 4.2.2.

Past and present actionBast and present actions that have impacted r@nduarently
impacting special status species include livestgchkzing, wildland fires, dispersed
recreation, utility and other ROW construction amagintenance, and mineral exploration.
Noise and surface disturbance have also impactedastatus wildlife species. Impacts
to special status species from these activitielsidlecloss of forage, cover, and habitat as
well as disturbance of mating and brood rearingtmas. There are no specific data to
guantify impacts to special status species fronstiek grazing or dispersed recreation.

Historic fires (2000 — 2012) have burned approxetyaR61 acres in the Wildlife CESA
(approximately 0.4 percent of the Wildlife CESA).uthorized or closed mineral
exploration and mining Notices or plans of opermati@s well as mineral material disposal
sites total approximately 69 acres (approximately @ercent of the Wildlife CESA) of
surface disturbance. ROWSs, including roads and wagls, total approximately
12,722 acres within the Wildlife CESA that had thetemtial to create surface
disturbance and disturb special status speciesaband vegetation. The past and present
actions that are quantifiable have disturbed apprately 13,052 acres or approximately
21 percent of the Wildlife CESA.

RFFAs Potential impacts to special status species fliwestock grazing, dispersed
recreation, mineral exploration, ROW constructiom anaintenance, or loss of native
vegetation associated with potential wildland fiees expected to continue. There are no
specific data to quantify impacts to special stafpscies or their habitat as a result of
livestock grazing, dispersed recreation, or poééntiildland fires within the Wildlife
CESA. There are approximately three acres of aipgnmdad project, and approximately
100 acres of pending mineral exploration activiieshe Wildlife CESA, which is the
proposed Project. These pending projects are all required toparate protection
measures for special status species and theredoeenot expected to directly harm
special status species, but may result in habéaioval or alteration which would be
restored during reclamation.

4.4.6.1 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action (approximately 100 acres) waulgact approximately 0.2 percent
of the Wildlife CESA. Quantifiable past and presaations and RFFA disturbance in the
Wildlife CESA is approximately 13,155 acres, which an impact to approximately
21 percent of the Wildlife CESA. However, based on the alamatysis and findings,
incremental impacts to special status species laid habitat as a result of the Proposed
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Action, when combined with the impacts from thetpasd present actions and RFFAs,
would be minimal.
4.4.6.2 _No Action Alternative

A total of the quantifiable past and present asgtiand RFFA disturbance within the
Wildlife CESA is approximately 13,155 acres, whishan impact to approximately
21 percent of the Wildlife CESA. This alternativapproximately nine acres) would
incrementally add surface disturbance to approxeipad.01 percent of this Wildlife
CESA. Impacts to special status species and thaitdt from this alternative, in
combination with past and present actions and RFFRAri@nce, would be minimal.

4.4.7 Vegetation

The CESA for vegetation is the Wildlife CESA, and isragpmately 62,639 acres in size
and is shown on Figure 4.2.2.

Past and Present ActionRast and present actions that have impacted r@enduarently
impacting vegetation include wild horse foraging, $teek grazing, dispersed recreation,
utility and other ROW construction and maintenaneddland fires, and vegetation
treatments that altered the structure, compositiorg ecology of plant communities,
mineral exploration, and mining. There are no dpedata to quantify impacts to
vegetation from livestock grazing or dispersed recreation. Imgactsed by activities
such as hunting and associated off-road vehicleliaclude the introduction of noxious
weeds, invasive or nonnative species, and trampled viegetat

Historic fires (2000 — 2012) have burned approxetya261 acres in the Wildlife CESA
(approximately 0.4 percent of the Wildlife CESA).uthorized or closed mineral
exploration and mining Notices or plans of opermati@s well as mineral material disposal
sites total approximately 69 acres (approximately ercent of the Wildlife CESA) of
surface disturbance. ROWS, including roads and wegis, total approximately
12,722 acres within the Wildlife CESA that had tlpetential to create surface
disturbance and disturb vegetation. The past agsept actions that are quantifiable have
disturbed approximately 13,052 acres or approxima&glgercent of the Wildlife CESA.

RFFAs Potential impacts to vegetation from livestoclazing, dispersed recreation,
mineral exploration, mining, ROW construction and neaince, or loss of native
vegetation associated with potential wildland fiegee expected to continue. There are no
specific data to quantify impacts from dispersed i@a or wildland fires. There are
approximately three acres of a pending road promoetl approximately 100 acres of
pending mineral exploration activities in the Wildlife CESA,iethis the proposed
Project.

4.4.7.1 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action (approximately 100 acres) waulgact approximately 0.2 percent
of the Wildlife CESA. Quantifiable past and presaations and RFFA disturbance in the
Wildlife CESA is approximately 13,155 acres, whishan impact to approximately
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21 percent of the Wildlife CESA. Based on the abamalysis and findings, incremental
impacts to vegetation as a result of the Proposetiod when combined with the
impacts from the past and present actions and REF&Ed be minimal.

4.4.7.2 No Action Alternative

A total of the gquantifiable past and present actiand RFFA disturbance within the
Wildlife CESA is approximately 13,155 acres, whishan impact to approximately
21 percent of the Wildlife CESA. This alternativapproximately nine acres) would
incrementally add surface disturbance to approxaiya®.01 percent of this Wildlife

CESA. Impacts to vegetation from this alternatimecombination with past and present
actions and RFFAs disturbance, would be minimal.

4.4.8 Wildlife (General)

The CESA for wildlife is the Wildlife CESA, and approximately 62,639 acres in size
and is shown on Figure 4.2.2.

Past and present actionBast and present actions that have impacted r@nduarently
impacting wildlife include livestock grazing, wikhd fires, dispersed recreation, utility
and other ROW construction and maintenance, anceralirexploration. Impacts to
wildlife from these activities include loss of fomgcover, and habitat as well as
disturbance of mating and brood rearing practit@gre are no specific data to quantify
impacts to wildlife from livestock grazing or dispersed recreation.

Historic fires (2000 — 2012) have burned approxetya261 acres in the Wildlife CESA
(approximately 0.4 percent of the Wildlife CESA).uthorized or closed mineral
exploration and mining Notices or plans of opermatias well as mineral material disposal
sites total approximately 69 acres (approximately @ercent of the Wildlife CESA) of
surface disturbance. ROWS, including roads and wegis, total approximately
12,722 acres within the Wildlife CESA that had thetemtial to create surface
disturbance and disturb wildlife habitat and vetieta The past and present actions that
are quantifiable have disturbed approximately 13,88res or approximately 21 percent
of the Wildlife CESA.

RFFAs Potential impacts to wildlife from livestock grag, dispersed recreation,
mineral exploration, ROW construction and maintearor loss of native vegetation
associated with potential wildland fires and invasspecies are expected to continue.
There are no specific data to quantify impacts tidlifie or their habitat as a result of
dispersed recreation or potential wildland firegshim the Wildlife CESA. There are
approximately three acres of a pending road promaetl approximately 100 acres of
pending mineral exploration activities in the WildICESA, which is the proposed
Project.
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4.4.8.1 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action (approximately 100 acres) waulgact approximately 0.2 percent
of the Wildlife CESA. Quantifiable past and presaations and RFFA disturbance in the
Wildlife CESA is approximately 13,155 acres, which an impact to approximately
21 percent of the Wildlife CESA. However, based on the alamatysis and findings,
incremental impacts to wildlife and their habitataaresult of the Proposed Action, when
combined with the impacts from the past and presetibns and RFFAs, would be
minimal.

4.4.8.2 No Action Alternative

A total of the quantifiable past and present astiand RFFA disturbance within the
Wildlife CESA is approximately 13,155 acres, whishan impact to approximately
21 percent of the Wildlife CESA. This alternativapproximately nine acres) would
incrementally add surface disturbance to approxeipad.01 percent of this Wildlife

CESA. Impacts to wildlife and their habitat fromsthalternative, in combination with

past and present actions and RFFA disturbance dimiminimal.
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5.1

68

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

Introduction

The issue identification section of Chapter 1 piesgi the rationale for issues that were
considered but not analyzed further and identiflesse issues analyzed in detail in
Chapter 3. The issues were identified through thidip and agency involvement process
described in sections 5.2 and 5.3 below.

5.2 Persons, Groups and Agencies Consulted
Name Purpose & Authority Findings and Conclusions
for Consultation or
Coordination
Nevada SHPQ Consultation for The cultural survey report was sent to SHPO gn

undertakings as required Monday, January 6, 2014. Consultation results
by the National Historic | are pending at this time.

Preservation Act (P.L.
89-665; U.S.C. 470 et

seq.)

The BLM Ely District Office sent formal consultation lekem November 7, 2013, to the
following tribes and tribal councils informing theofi the proposed Project and EA and
inviting comments and concerns:

X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

Battle Mountain Band Council

Confederated Tribes of the Goshute Reservation, Nevada-Utah
Duckwater Shoshone Tribe

Elko Band Council

Ely Shoshone Tribe of Nevada

Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians of the Kaibab Indian Reservatio
Las Vegas Tribe of Paiute Indians of the Las Vegas in@izony
Moapa Band of Paiute Indians

Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah

Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah, Cedar Band of Paiutes

Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah, Shivwits Band of Paiutes

Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah, Kanosh Band of Paiutes

Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah, Koosharem Band of Raiut

Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah, Indian Peaks Band of Paiute
South Fork Band Council

Te-Moak Tribe of the Western Shoshone Indians of Nevada
Wells Band Council

Yomba Shoshone Tribe of the Yomba Reservation Nevada
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Summary of Public Participation
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During preparation of the EA, the public was notifefdhe Proposed Action by posting

on the BLM’s National NEPA Register in January 2014. Any parnticemments would

be incorporated into the text of the Final EA.

5.4 List of Preparers
5.4.1 BLM
Name Title Responsible for the Following Section(s)fo

this Document

Victoria Barr

Field Office Manager

Overall projestthedule

Shirley Johnson

Assistant Field

Overall project schedule

Manager

Miles Kreidler Geologist Project Lead; Geology anthiftals

Nick Pay Archaeologist; Cultural Resources; Paleontological
Planning and Resources; NEPA Compliance
Environmental
Coordinator

Alicia Styles Wildlife Biologist General WildlifeMigratory Birds, Special

Status Species
Todd Trapp Wildlife Biologist General Wildlife, Mrgtory Birds, Special

Status Species

Cameron Boyce

Rangeland
Management
Specialist

Invasive, Nonnative Species; Vegetation

Domenic Bolagnani

Rangeland
Management
Specialist

Livestock Grazing, Rangeland Managemen

—

Daniel Condie

Rangeland
Management
Specialist

Livestock Grazing, Rangeland Managemen

—

Clint Wertz

Supervisory Resourc
Management
Specialist

eAir Quality, Water Quality, Soils

Elvis Wall

Native American
Coordinator

Native American Religious and Other
Concerns

Elizabeth Domina

Outdoor Recreation
Planner

Recreation, Visual Resources

Kyle Teel

Fire Ecologist

Forest Health, Fire Manageat

Emily Simpson

Wilderness Planner

Wilderness, Lamidls Wilderness
Characteristics

Ben Noyes

Wild Horse Specialig

t  Wild Horses
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5.4.2 Non-BLM Preparers

Name Title Responsible for the Following Section(s)fo
this Document
Catherine Lee Senior Overall project management; preparation of
Specialist/Project all chapters and sections
Manager
Opal Adams Principal Specialist Technical Reviewitiig
Galil Liebler GIS Specialist GIS Data Management Bigaire Production
Ryan Galligan Environmental Soils
Specialist
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° - degrees

Amsl - above mean sea level

AUM - Animal Unit Month

BLM - Bureau of Land Management

BMRR - Bureau of Mining Regulation and Reclamation
BMPs - best management practices

CESA - Cumulative Effects Study Area

CFR - Code of Federal Regulations

EA - Environmental Assessment

EIS - Environmental Impact Statement

EO - Executive Order

ESA - Endangered Species Act of 1973

F - Fahrenheit

FEIS - Final Environmental Impact Statement
FLPMA - Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976
FONSI - Finding of No Significant Impact

GBBO - Great Basin Bird Observatory

GSLLC - Gold Springs, LLC

HMA - Herd Management Area

LR2000- Land & Mineral Legacy Rehost 2000 System
LWC - Lands with Wilderness Characteristics
MBTA - Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918

MDB&M - Mount Diablo Base & Meridian

Mining Law - General Mining Law of 1872

NAC - Nevada Administrative Code

NDEP - Nevada Division of Environmental Protection
NDOW - Nevada Department of Wildlife

NEPA - National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
NHPA - National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
NNHP - Nevada Natural Heritage Program

NRCS - National Resources Conservation Service
NRHP - National Register of Historic Places

NRS - Nevada Revised Statutes

P.L. - Public Law

PA - Programmatic Agreement

Plan - Plan of Operations #NVN—-092216/Nevada Reclamaiemit application
Project - Gold Springs Exploration Project

RC - reverse circulation

RFFA - reasonably foreseeable future action

RMP - Resource Management Plan

ROD - Record of Decision

ROW - right-of-way

SAD - Surface Area Disturbance

SHPO - State Historic Preservation Office
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SR - State Route

UDWR - Utah Division of Wildlife Resources
UNPS - Utah Native Plant Society

U.S. 93- United States Highway 93

USFS- United States Forest Service

USFWS - United States Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS- United States Geological Survey

WRCC - Western Regional Climate Center
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Appendix A

Programmatic Agreement between the Bureau of Land Managment, Caliente Field
Office and the Nevada State Historic Preservation Officeregarding the Gold
Springs Exploration Project Lincoln County, Nevada



Programmatic Agreement
between
The Bureau of Land Management, Caliente Field Office
and the
Nevada State Historic Preservation Officer
regarding
The Gold Springs Exploration Project

Lincoln County, Nevada

WHEREAS, Gold Springs, LLC (Applicant) has subndttee Plan of Operations for the Gold
Springs Exploration Project (Project). The Project istet@approximately 25 miles northeast of
Caliente, Nevada, at elevations ranging from 630,660 feet above mean sea level. The
Applicant plans to conduct phased mineral exploratidivides consisting of the following
activities within the area outlined on the map#ppendix I: exploration drilling; road
construction; drill site and sump constructiontafiation of a monitoring well(s); installation

and operation of a production water well; trenchamg bulk sampling; installation of a
meteorological station; and disturbance area reclama@ustomary and reasonable technology
and practices will be utilized to avoid unnecessaryndue environmental impacts. The
activities associated with this Project are outlimethe attached Plan of Operations (Plan)
located in Appendix Il. Henceforth, all activitiexluded in the Plan are referred to collectively
as the Undertaking; and

WHEREAS, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Calien¢édFOffice (CFO) is
considering plans to permit the Undertaking purstathe BLM Surface Management
Regulations, at 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR),380amended; and

WHEREAS, the CFO, in consultation with the Nevada Stas¢oic Preservation Officer
(SHPO), determined that the Project is an Underntaks defined in the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (NHPA) becitgkes place on lands managed by the
BLM and is an activity that is permitted and apmdwy the CFO. Therefore, the CFO is
responsible for ensuring that the Undertaking isampliance with Section 106 of the NHPA, 16
U.S.C. § 470f, and its implementing regulations, 36 C.E.800; and

WHEREAS, the CFO has determined that the Undengghkas the potential to affect historic
properties both directly and indirectly and hasitdeed the Undertaking’s area of potential
effect (APE) as shown on Map 1 in Appendix | in ademce with 36 C.F.R. § 800.16(d); and
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WHEREAS, the Applicant has provided BLM with an overview of previous investtoie
identify historic properties are outlined in the Litewrat Review and Background Research
Report (appendix IV; hereinafter called the Literaturei®ey, and

WHEREAS, the CFO determined that due to the phaseudlenat the Undertaking, the effects to
historic properties cannot be fully determined prasigning a decision document for the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysistioe Undertaking; and

WHEREAS, in accord with section 11.B.2 of t¢ate Protocol Agreement between the Bureau
of Land Management, Nevada and the Nevada State Histagservation Office for
Implementing the National Historic Preservation Aefalized February 3, 201¢State

Protocol) the BLM will develop programmatic agreertsefor undertakings that are phased if the
BLM wishes to defer the final identification and NatioRagister of Historic Places (NRHP)
evaluation of resources or the application of the criteria of adviéest; and

WHEREAS, the CFO is responsible for conducting Natimeefican tribal consultation on a
government-to-government level and ensuring thatrtplies with the BLM manual 8120 and
BLM Handbook, H-8120-1, guidelines for conducting tribahsultation. Therefore, the CFO
sent certified letters (appendix IIl) dated 4 November 2013 whereBlLilkeinvited the
following Tribes to consult on this Undertaking:

Battle Mountain Band Council, Paiute Indian TrddfdJtah: Indian Peaks
Confederated Tribes of the Goshute Band of Paiutes,
Reservation, Nevada-Utah, Paiute Indian Tribe ohtUkanosh Band
Duckwater Shoshone Tribe, of Paiutes,
Elko Band Council, Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah: Koosharem
Ely Shoshone Tribe of Nevada, Band of Paiutes,
Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians of the Kaibab Paiute Ind@irde of Utah: Shivwits Band
Indian Reservation, of Paiutes,
Las Vegas Tribe of Paiute Indians of the Las Souwitk Band (Te-Moak Tribes of the
Vegas Indian Colony, Western Shoshone Indians of Nevada),
Moapa Band of Paiute Indians, Te-Moak Tribes ofWestern Shoshone
Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah, Indians of Nevada,
Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah: Cedar Band of Welldiam Colony Band Council,
Paiutes, Yomba Shoshone Tribe; and
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WHEREAS, the CFO is consulting with the Duckwater Shashbribe to identify historic
properties that may have religious and culturatificance to this tribe; and

WHEREAS, the CFO has involved the public through the @isgeoNational Environmenta
Policy Act (NEPA) public participation procedures,ewbin the public were invited to
participate in the NEPA scoping process and were encotogyevide information reganadg
the location of potential historic properties thatyrba affected by the Undertaking to thE@
archaeologist; and

WHEREAS, the BLM has invited the Advisory Counmil Historic Preservation (ACHP),
pursuant to 36 CFR 8800.14(b), to develop and execute this PA and Hfe #&S not eleet to
formally enter consultation on the development of this P#; a

WHEREAS, this PA covers all aspects of the planning, developraed implementationf the
Undertaking; and

WHEREAS, the Applicant has been invited to sign tisaB an invited signatory as theyliw
have certain obligations outlined in the stipulasipand

NOW, THEREFORE, the signatories and invited signasaioethis PA agree that the
Undertaking shall be implemented in accordance witlidh@wving stipulations in order take
into account the effect of the Undertaking on historic pridps, and to comply with Sectid®6
of the NHPA for this Undertaking.

STIPULATIONS
I. Roles and Responsibilities

a. The signatories and invited signatories agratath projects or project phase
identified as part of this Undertaking shall bejsabto the processes outlthe
herein.

b. The signatories and invited signatories agree th&ttite Protocol, exceps a
amended here, shall be utilized for this PA. The State ¢alo®incorporate by
reference.

c. The Applicant is responsible for obtaining a contiaqtalified to obtain a
Cultural Resources Use Permit (CRUP) through the Nevada Gtice (NSO)
of the BLM and ensuring that they are funded taycaut the requirements of this
PA.

d. The Applicant’s contractor shall obtain and keep cur@eCRUP from the NSO
and shall work directly with the BLM Cultural Resources fStatarry out the
provisions of this PA.
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e. The CFO is responsible for the administration isf #A. This includes but is not
limited to ensuring that signatories and inviteghsitories carry out their
responsibilities; overseeing cultural resource woekjewing draft and final
reports; dissemination of reports to the necessartes; and for seeking SHPO
concurrence with agency decisions.

f. The CFO shall ensure that ethnographic, histarchitectural, and archaeological
work conducted pursuant to this PA is carried out bynater the direct
supervision of persons meeting qualifications edhfin theSecretary of the
Interior's Professional Qualifications Standar(tairrently available at
http://www.nps.gov/history/local-law/arch_stnds_tthhand that those who
require permits for such work by the BLM Nevada have them.

. Definitions

Terms not defined here and used in this PA are défméhe ACHP’s regulations
at 36 CFR 800.16 and the State Protocol.

lll.  The Compliance Process
a. Defining the Area of Potential Effect (APE)

i. After the Applicant identifies a new project phasééoaccomplished
within the APE, the Applicant shall submit the detailshait phase to the
CFO. The CFO Cultural Resource Specialist (CRS) skédirchine the
phase-specific APE for direct effects to historic prtips in accordance
with 36 CFR 800.16(d) and the State Protocol. The phase-specific APE
for assessing indirect effects on known historic progewill be the area
of the phase of work plus two miles outward in all directisomfthe
perimeter, which would include some areas outside thertakileg area.
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b. Identification of Historic Properties

i. BLM shall ensure the identification of historicoperties shall be carried
out in compliance with the curre@uidelines and Standards for
Archaeological Inventory (January 2012 — Fifth Eali) (Guidelines) as
published on the BLM Nevada Cultural webpage.
http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/prog/more_programs/culturasources.html

ii. Tribal involvement

1. The BLM shall ensure that tribal involvement retijag the
identification of historic properties occurs by iiivg the Tribes,
during government-to-government consultation effadsdentify
areas of traditional religious and/or cultural significanvithin the
direct and indirect APEs. The BLM shall ensure that any
properties identified through tribal consultation effcare
provided to the Applicant’s contractor.

iii. Public involvement

1. The BLM shall ensure public involvement regarding the
identification of historic properties by inviting arested parties to
identify properties that may be affected within theedi and
indirect APEs using the NEPA Public Notification proce$se
BLM shall ensure that any properties identified thropghlic
involvement efforts are provided to the Applicant’s contractor.

iv. Literature Review and Background Research

1. Prior to conducting an inventory of a project phhseApplicant’s
contractor shall contact the Caliente (and Cedbri€Cnecessary)
BLM Field Office to ensure that all recent inverésrwithin the
APE as defined in stipulation Ill.a of this agreement, are
considered.
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v. Inventory for Historic Properties

1. BLM shall ensure that the Applicant’s contractorentories the
entire direct effect APE for each phase as identifig¢the BLM
according to Class Il standards outlined in the Guidslared
State Protocol prior to the BLM authorizing any gnd
disturbance for the specific project phase. Th&lBlhall also
ensure that appropriate reports are prepared in accordahcdevi
Protocol and Guidelines.

2. The Applicant’s contractor shall determine bounddoesll
previously recorded and newly discovered culturadueses
identified during the inventory described in Stipulationbliv.1.

3. All previously recorded and newly discovered arohagcal
resources shall be documented on the BLM Nevada Intertaiou
Antiquities Computer System (IMACS) Form accordinghe
Guidelines.

4. All previously recorded and newly discovered arciitel
resources shall be documented on the appropriate BLNMtore
form according to the Guidelines.

c. Evaluation of Historic Properties

i. BLM, in consultation with the SHPO and other consigjtparties as
appropriate, shall make determinations of NRHPiklity for all
previously recorded and newly discovered cultugaburces identified
during the inventory.

ii. If, during the course of tribal consultation, a Tridentifies an area (or
areas) of concern the BLM shall consult with thé&s regarding
eligibility of resources within that area of concefased on information
shared with the BLM, the BLM would determine the NREligibility of
identified properties, and consult on these determinatiomsS#PO and
the Tribes.
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lii. If, during the course of consultation, an individwalgroup identifies an
area (or areas) of concern the BLM shall constit wie appropriate party
regarding eligibility of resources within that areacohcern.

d. Determining Project Effects to Historic Properties

i. The Applicant’s contractor shall assess the direct andeictdeffects of
each project phase of the Undertaking to all histmroperties within the
direct effects APE in accordance with the Guidelines. T Bhall
review and approve all key observation points (KOPs) ksl to
assess indirect effects to historic properties.

ii. BLM, in consultation with the SHPO, shall take into agabinformation
obtained through tribal and public consultation arake a determination
of project phase effect in accordance with 36 CBR.B.

e. Resolution of Adverse Effects

i. Avoidance: BLM, in consultation with SHPO, Tribes and ottensulting
parties as appropriate, shall ensure that the Appliavoids adverse
effects to historic properties through project design or redesign, tieloca
of facilities, or by other means in a manner cdesiswith this PA. BLM
Manual 8140.06C states that first choice shall be to avsidrit
properties that would otherwise be affected by a proposeditndf it is
reasonable and feasible to do so.

a. Project phases shall be redesigned where reasondble a
feasible to avoid historic properties.

b. BLM shall apply a standard buffer of 30 meteralto
historic property boundaries to ensure protection of these
resources during ground disturbing activities of the
Undertaking. Where architectural resources are present,
the buffer shall be extended to 50 meters.
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c. BLM shall ensure that flagging is placed to minimize the
potential for looting and vandalism during impleméiota
of the phase of Undertaking and removed as soon as
possible after the project phase is completed.

2. The BLM shall ensure that the avoidance measuees a
implemented after project phase approval and priarit@iing
this ground-disturbing activities associated withpghgect phase.

ii. Where avoidance in not reasonable or feasible:

1. The Applicant’s contractor shall draft a Historic Prapsrt
Treatment Plan (HPTP) to propose treatments to adtiress
adverse effects of the project phase of the Undegdadkn historic
properties identified within both the direct and iedireffects
APEs.

2. The BLM, in consultation with the SHPO, Tribes andeoth
consulting parties as appropriate, shall determimthe extent
possible, if the proposed treatments are apprapaiatl adequate to
minimize or mitigate adverse effects to historiopmrties through
the development and execution of the HPTP.

3. The BLM shall consult with the Tribes, or identified aféettribal
members, to evaluate effects to properties oftitadil religious
and cultural importance. Based on information stiavith the
BLM, the BLM shall determine the appropriate treafrnto avoid
or to minimize adverse effects, and consult ondlteterminations
with SHPO and the Tribes.
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4. For properties eligible under Secretary’s criter)at{eough (c),
mitigation other than data recovery may be consiién the
treatment plan (e.g., Historic American Buildings Sufiistoric
American Engineering Record recording, oral history, historic
markers, exhibits, interpretive brochures or pulilices, etc.).
Where appropriate, treatment plans may include prawsio
(content and number of copies) for a publication fergbneral
public.

5. The BLM, in consultation with the SHPO, shall ensua the
fieldwork portion of the HPTP shall be carried out primaty
ground disturbance within 100 meters of the affected historic
property within the area covered by the plan.

6. The BLM shall execute this HPTP after project pregproval and
prior to initiating a project phase under this PA.

f. Reporting

i. All reports of identification, recordation, evaluatjdreatment or other
mitigation activities associated with this PA shall useBh#& Cultural
Resources Report Number 8111-NV-040-[FY]-2056. CHRBassign the
appropriate two-digit Fiscal Year code as well amgue letter for each
report as part of the authorization for the prowse.

ii. The Applicant’'s contractor shall not provide anjoimation regarding the
identification, recordation, evaluation, treatment dreotmitigation
activities associated with this PA to any party without paigthorization
by the BLM.

iii. The initial cultural resource inventory repdotr the Undertaking shall
contain all report sections outlined in the Guided, as well as
incorporate the Literature Review.
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iv. Subsequent reports prepared by the Applicardrdractor under this PA
shall only contain the following sections completeéccordance with the
Guidelines:

1. Administrative Summary; and
2. Project phase Description (for the current phase); and

3. Reference the historic overview, historic context, rmvnental
background and expectations contained in the imtikural
resources inventory report; and

Field Methods; and

Results of the Inventory; and

NRHP Eligibility Recommendations; and
Recommendations of Project phase effect; and

Conclusions; and

© © N o g &

Bibliography; and
10. Appendices.

v. A draft report of any activity carried out under this PA shall be oltieet
BLM from the Applicant’s contractor within three (3) ntbs after the
completion of the fieldwork associated with the agfivitnless otherwise
negotiated.

vi. The BLM shall review and comment on any regabmitted by the
Applicant’s contractor within 30 calendar days of ipteunless otherwise
negotiated.

vii. The Applicant’s contractor shall then have 30 ndke days to respond to
all comments by the BLM.
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viii.

Xi.

The Applicant’s contractor shall provide four) (@pies (two (2) bound
and two (2) unbound) of amended draft reports to thiel Bir
dissemination to the following parties.

1. The Applicant — Bound Copy

2. BLM CFO - Bound Copy

3. BLM Ely Archive — Unbound Copy
4. SHPO - Unbound Copy

The BLM shall submit the results of identification, setation, evaluation
and treatment efforts, including discovery situations, tasatment plans
to the SHPO for a 30-calendar day review period.

If the SHPO fails to respond to the BLM within 30 cal@ndays of the
certified receipt of a submission, the BLM shall presunreagence with
the findings and recommendations as detailed in the submisglon an
proceed accordingly.

The BLM shall ensure that all final archaeol&jireports resulting from
actions pursuant to this PA shall be provided ®©SHPO. All such
reports shall be consistent with contemporary professstandards and
the Department of Interior's formal standards for freplorts of data
recovery programs (48 Federal Register 44716-44740).

g. Information Sharing and Confidentiality

The BLM shall ensure the security of confidentrdbrmation provided by

Tribes or Consulting Parties.

The BLM will provide the Applicant a copy ofldinal reports prepared
for this project and the locational information forstdiric Properties and
Traditional Cultural Properties within the APEsdarpdates of this
information as it becomes available.
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lii. The Applicant agrees to maintain the confidelty of any locational or
other Cultural Resource and Traditional Cultural Property infoomat
received under this Agreement, and to design procedures to ensure tha
such information is only made available to personnel avitieed to know
this information in order to design project facilities onduct operations
in a manner to avoid effects to Historic Properties, Traditional Cultural
Properties, or known archeological resources. Operatthikslep such
information in a secure location with access linhite necessary Applicant
representatives. The Cultural Resource and Tradition&i@uProperty
information obtained by the Applicant under thisrégment will not be
used for any purpose other than consultation witlBibld and the SHPO
or conduct of Applicant operations in compliancehwittis Agreement and
applicable laws.

iv. Precise Historic Property location data will be oedtor redacted from
reports and site forms provided to Consulting Partie$, witom the
BLM does not have a signed information sharing agreerparguant to
Section 304 of the NHPA that release of such data geafgardize
Historic Properties.

v. Should the Project or Agreement be terminated, the Apyliegrees to
gather and securely store all confidential information, includiegtronic
files until closure and reclamation is complete andh information is no
longer needed, after which the Applicant shall destroyutiitshredding
or erasure the confidential files and informatiang provide written
notification to the BLM upon the completion of this taskhe Applicant
agrees not to share any such records beyond what igiaathn this
Stipulation (I11.g) without the written approval tife BLM."
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IV. Notices to Proceed (NTP)

a. The BLM, in consultation with SHPO, may issue an NTP fdividual project
phases, under the following conditions:

i. The BLM, in consultation with the SHPO, has determined that:
1. There are no historic properties present withinAR&; and

2. In consultation with the Tribes, no properties aditranal
religious or cultural importance that are eligifde the NRHP
were identified within the APE for the project pbas

ii. The BLM has taken steps outlined in Stipulation li¢t¢ avoid effects to
historic properties; or

lii. The BLM, in consultation with the SHPO and, in the cakproperties of
traditional religious or cultural importance that are éligifor the NRHP,
with the Tribes, has developed and implemented an adeqeati®ent
plan for the project phase; and

1. The fieldwork phase of the HPTP has been completed; and

2. The BLM has prepared or accepted a summary descriptithe
fieldwork performed and a schedule for reporting thaitk; and

3. The BLM has provided a copy of the summary toSREO; and

4. The SHPO has reviewed the summary and if the SHPO rsooicu
does not respond within two working days of receipt, the BLM
shall assume concurrence and issue the NTP; and

5. No ground disturbing activities within 100 meters$haf
boundaries of any historic property shall proceetil @ NTP is
issued for the property; and

6. A partial NTP may be issued for portions of the AR #re
outside of the area that may affect historic progend beyond
the 100-meter boundary identified in Stipulation Ill.e.iid®ae.
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V. Duration

This PA shall remain in effect for ten (10) years fromdhage of its execution.
Prior to such time, BLM may consult with the other signasoaied invited
signatories to reconsider the terms of the PA and améndccordance with
Stipulation VIII below If the Undertaking has not been initiated withivefiyears
of the date of its execution, this PA will automallicéerminate.

VI.  Unanticipated Discovery Situations

Stipulations of this PA and the State Protocoliarended to identify and treat
cultural resources that are eligible for inclusion in tlH®. Unexpected
discoveries of buried cultural resources are noitigated. In the case of an
unexpected discovery, the BLM shall ensure that piavssin the State Protocol
(Section VI.B) are met.

VIl.  Monitoring

Any signatory or invited signatory may monitor actioasried out pursuant to
this PA, subject to operative health and safetydsieds in effect. To the extent
practicable, monitoring activities shall minimizeetnumber of monitors involved
in the Undertaking.

VIIl.  Dispute Resolution

a. If any signatory or invited signatory to this PA, trey consulting party, objects
to any activities pursuant to the terms of this B¥at party shall submit in writing
the dispute and a proposed resolution to each ofghatsiries and invited
signatories.

b. The CFO Manager shall consult with the objectiagy and the signatories and
invited signatories to resolve the issue. If tH&®OOManager determines that the
objection cannot be resolved, they shall requestdbistance of the BLM Nevada
Deputy Preservation Officer and the Ely District Manageresolve the
objection. The BLM Ely District Manager’s decision shadl considered final.

c. BLM shall send a final decision to all signatoriesijtat signatories and
consulting parties regarding the resolution of tlspudie.
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d. The signatories and invited signatories may caetail actions under this PA that
are not in dispute.

IX. Amendments

This PA may be amended when such an amendmentaiscatp in writing by all
signatories and invited signatories. The amendmenitlsha&iffective on the date
an amendment signed by all of the signatories and invigeciries is received
by the ACHP.

X. Termination

a. If any signatory or invited signatory to this Bétermines that its terms shall not
(or cannot) be carried out, that party shall imragzly consult with the other
parties to attempt to develop an amendment peul&tipn 1X, above. If within
thirty (30) days an amendment cannot be reached, any@igmatinvited
signatory may terminate the PA upon written notificatmthie other signatories.

b. Once the PA is terminated, and prior to work continuing on the Undertaking,
BLM must either (a) execute an PA pursuant to 3& @B00.6 or (b) request,
take into account, and respond to the comments of the ACHP under 3 CFR
800.7 . BLM shall notify the signatories and invited sigmies as to the course
of action it shall pursue.

XI. Execution

a. Execution of this PA by the BLM and SHPO and implentemtaf its terms
evidence that BLM has taken into account the effectsisfUndertaking on
historic properties and afforded the ACHP an opportunitytoment.
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Appendix I: MAPS

Project Location

Project Area 1:48,000

Project Area 1:24,000 North Project Area
Project Area 1:24,000 South Project Area
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Appendix II: Plan of Operations
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Appendix IlI: Tribal Consultation Invitation Letter andalling List
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Appendix IV: Literature Review and Background ResearcloRep
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Appendix B
BLM Ely District Recommended Bird Nest Buffer Sizes

Nest Buffer Sizes

The following buffer sizes for nests are recommelnojethe BLM Ely District. The type
of disturbance, current life cycle of the birde (just started nest construction,
incubating, chicks in nest, chicks ready to fledgeyd habitat in the area (i.e. riparian
area) may warrant adjustments to these recommended bizier With certain species,
an increase in monitoring of the response of the nestrdg And their young to the
disturbance may be allowed to reduce buffer sidésstswill not be marked with bright-
colored flagging or anything that could attract predators to the nest. viNiksiist be
checked more than one time per week so as to exdtpakdators to nest locations.

The following process will be employed once nestogvity has been observed for this
project area:
1) Activity will cease in the area until the chiskfledge, if this is not possible, see
number 2 below.
2) The buffer specified in the table below will be addereuntil the chick(s) fledge, if
this is not possible, see number 3 below.
3) The biological monitors will document the followg information and submit it to the
CICs. The information will then go to the BLM biglists and managers for approval:
a) Give a detailed description of the nest, nestatiyity, vegetation, pre-existing
disturbances to the nest (i.e. proximity to roads, pgeées, substations, etc.),
monitoring information, and include a photo of the area
b) What action is proposed in an area smaller than the stbindffier? Be sure to
include types of equipment, frequency, duration, and number of people.
c) Is there a potential for screening the actiomfthe birds, either auditory or
visual (i.e. due to terrain, dense vegetation)?
Once the information is received, BLM biologistdlwnake a recommendation to
management to either approve or deny the request as peksent

Habitat Common name Scientific name Buffer time from eggs to

Size fledging
sagebrush/salt Greater sage grouse| Centrocercus 600 ft 25-27-days (eggs only)
desert scrub urophasianus
open/grasslands killdeer Charadrius vociferous 300 ft 24-26 days (eggs only)
open/grasslands long-billed curlew | Numenius americanus 300 ft 27-28 days (eggs only)
desert scrub Gambel’s qualil Callipepla gambelii | 200 ft 31-34 days (eggs only)
generalist Mourning dove Zenaida macroura 200 ft 25-28 days
generalist White-winged dove | Zenaida asiatica 200 ft 26-30 days
open/grasslands common nighthawk Chordieles minor 300 ft 39 days
woodlands hummingbirds Many spp. 200 ft 35-41 days
woodlands/cavity | Lewis’s woodpecker Melanerpes lewis 100 ft 43-45 days
woodlands/cavity | red-naped sapsuckeSphyrapicus nuchalis| 100 ft 39-40 days




woodlands/cavity | Williamson’s Sphyrapicus 100 ft 44 days
sapsucker thyroideus
woodlands/cavity | hairy woodpecker | Picoides villosus 100 ft 39-45 days
woodlands/cavity | Ladder-backed Picoides scalaris 100 ft 34-39 days
woodpecker
woodlands/cavity | northern flicker Colaptes arcticus 100 ft 28-31 days
P/J or sagebrush gray flycatcher Empidonax wrightii | 200 ft 30 days
cliffs black phoebe Sayornis nigricans 200 ft 32-39 days
cliffs Say'’s phoebe Sayornis saya 200 ft 26-30 days
woodlands vermilion flycatcher| Pyrocephalus rubinus| 200 ft 28-31 days
open/trees western kingbird | Tyrannus verticalis | 200 ft 28-31 days
open/cavity/trees Ash-throated Myiarchus 100 ft 31-32 days
flycatcher cinerascens
tree/scrub Phainopepla Phainopepla nitens | 200 ft 32-34 days
cliff/tree/cavity Violet-green swallow Tachycineta 100 ft 33-40 days
thalassina
tree/cavity Tree swallow Tachycineta bicolor | 100 ft 29-40 days
burrows Northern rough- Stelgidopteryx 100 ft 32-37 days
winged swallow serripennis
woodlands Blue-gray Polioptila caerulea 200 ft 27-28 days
gnatcatcher
woodlands Black-tailed Polioptila melanura | 200 ft 23-29 days
gnatcatcher
woodlands/yucca | Scott’s oriole Icterus parisorum 200 ft 28 days
open woodlands Bullock’s oriole Icterus bullockii 200 ft 28 days
open/scrub horned lark Eremophila alpestris | 300 ft 22-31 days
woodlands western scrub-jay | Aphelocoma 200 ft 33-35 days
californica
woodlands pinyon jay Gymnorhinus 200 ft 38 days
cyanocephalus
woodlands Clark’s nutcracker | Nucifraga 200 ft 38-40 days
Columbiana
scrub woods black-billed magpie| Pica pica 200 ft 39-50 days
woods American crow Corvus 200 ft 30-40 days
brachyrhynchos
cliffs/trees common raven Corvus corax 200 ft* 55-63 days
tree/cavity juniper titmouse Parus inornatus 100 ft 31-33 days
ridgwayi
scrub verdin Auriparus flaviceps | 300 ft 35 days
woodlands bushtit Psaltriparus minimus | 200 ft 26-28 days
scrub cactus wren Campylorhynchus 300 ft 36-39 days
brunneicapillus
rock outcrops rock wren Salpinctes obsoletus | 300 ft 26-30 days
rock outcrops canyon wren Catherpes mexicanus 300 ft 27-33 days

woodlands/cavity

Bewick’s wren

Thryomanes bewickii

200 ft

28 days




woodlands/cavity | mountain bluebird | Sialia currucoides 100 ft 31-35 days
woodlands/cavity | Townsend’s solitaire Myadestes townsendij 100 ft 25 days
woodlands northern mockingbindviimus polyglottos 200 ft 23-28 days
sagebrush sage thrasher Oreoscoptes montanys300 ft 26-29 days
scrub Bendire’s thrasher | Toxostoma bendirei | 300 ft 28 days
scrub Crissal thrasher Toxostoma crissale | 300 ft 25-26 days
tree in scrub loggerhead shrike | Lanius ludovicianus | 300 ft 31-37 days
woodlands gray vireo Vireo vicinior 200 ft 26-28 days
Ground Virginia’s warbler | Vermivora virginae | 300 ft 23-26 days
woodlands/cavity | Lucy’s warbler Vermivora luciae 300 ft 23 days
sensitive
woodlands yellow-rumped Dendroica coronate | 200 ft 24-27 days
warbler auduboni
Scrub MacGillivray’s Opornis tolmei 300 ft 19-23 days
warbler
Ground Wilson’s warbler Wilsonia pusilla 300 ft 21-24 days
Scrub yellow-breasted chat Cteria virens 300 ft 19-23 days
woodlands western tanager Piranga ludoviciana | 200 ft 23-24 days
Scrub pyrrhuloxia Cardinalis sinuatus | 200 ft 24 days
Scrub lazuli bunting Passerina amoena | 300 ft 22-27 days
Scrub green-tailed towhee| Pipilo chlorus 300 ft 23-24 days
Scrub spotted towhee Pipila maculatus 300 ft 21-227?days
Scrub Abert’s towhee Pipila aberti 300 ft 25-27 days
woodlands chipping sparrow | Spizella passerine 200 ft 20-26 days
sagebrush Brewer’s sparrow | Spizella breweri 300 ft 19-22 days
sagebrush black-chinned Spizella atrogularis | 300 ft 23 days
sparrow
sagebrush vesper sparrow Pooecetes gramineus| 300 ft 31-35 days
Scrub lark sparrow Chondestes 300 ft 20-33 days
grammacus
sagebrush black-throated Amphispiza bilineata | 300 ft 22 days
sparrow
sagebrush sage sparrow Amphispiza belli 300 ft 22-26 days
sagebrush western meadowlarkSturnella neglecta 300 ft 37-41 days
woodlands Brewer’s blackbird | Euphagus 200 ft 25-26 days
cyanocephalus
Alpine black rosy-finch Leucosticte atratus | 200 ft 32-34 days
woodlands Cassin’s finch Carpodacus cassinii | 200 ft 26-28 days
woodlands red crossbill Loxia curvirostra 200 ft 30-38 days
woodlands lesser goldfinch Cardeulis psaltria 200 ft 33 days
woodlands evening grosbeak | Coccothraustes 200 ft 25-28 days
vespertinus
ledge or cavity House finch Carpodacus 100 ft 23-33 days
mexicanus

* = nest may be removed with FWS depredation permit
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APPENDIX C
GOLD SPRINGS EXPLORATION PROJECT
NOXIOUS AND INVASIVE WEEDS RISK ASSESSMENT

October 2013

Gold Springs, LLC (GSLLC) proposes to conduct minez&ploration activities within a
4,187-acre Project boundary that would includeftlewing: exploration drilling; construction

of roads, drill pads and sumps; potential instalfatof ground water monitoring wells and a
meteorological station; and utilization and maiatere, as necessary, of existing roads used to
access the exploration sites. The Project bounelacgmpasses all or portions of sections 24, 25,
and 36, Township 1 North, Range 70 East (T1N, R70E), sections 19n®@9athrough 32,
T1N, R71E, and sections 4, 5, 8, 9, 16, and 17, T1S, R71E, Mount Diablamas&eridian in
Lincoln County, Nevada (Project Area).

Phase | surface disturbance would include appraeine4 acres of new road construction,
approximately 6.6 acres of drill pad and sumps ttangon. Phase | surface disturbance would
total approximately 30.6 acres.

Based on the Ely District Weed Inventory, no noxious wesd@sdocumented in the Project
Area.

Based on the Ely District and Cedar City Districted inventories, the following weeds are
documented along roads and drainages leading to the Phogact

x SaltcedarTamarix ramosissimaand
x Scotch thistle@nopordum acantheum

CheatgrassBromus tectorufy smooth bromeBromus inermis and white clover Trifolium
repens are also scattered throughout the Project Areamainly along Project access roads. No
monocultures of these species are present in thjedPrArea. All of these species are present in
small populations with less than one percent gratower. The Project Area was last inventoried
for noxious weeds in 2011.

Table 1: Risk Assessment Factor 1

Likelihood of Noxious Weeds Spreading to Project Area

Noxious/invasive weed species are not located withiadpacent to the Project Area. Projgct
None (0) activity is not likely to result in the establishmief noxious/invasive weed species in the Project
Area.

Noxious/invasive weed species are present in the areas adjadeutt not within the Projedt
Low (1) Area. Project activities can be implemented andigamrethe spread of noxious/invasive wegds
into the Project Area.

Noxious/invasive weed species located immediateljac@nt to or within the Project Areg.
Project activities are likely to result in someasd®decoming infested with noxious/invasive weged
species even when preventative management actions are followdiahl G@asures are essentjal
to prevent the spread of noxious/invasive weedsimthe Project Area.

Moderate (5)

1 2993S.Appendix C Noxious Weed Risk Assessment.docx



GOLD SPRINGS LLC NoOXIouS AND INVASIVE WEEDS
GOLD SPRINGSEXPLORATION PROJECT RISK ASSESSMENT

Likelihood of Noxious Weeds Spreading to Project Area

Heavy infestations of noxious/invasive weeds aoatied within or immediately adjacent to the
High (10) Project Area. Project activities, even with preatine management actions, are likely to result in
9 the establishment and spread of noxious/invasiveda/@n disturbed sites throughout much of

the Project Area.
Source: BLM 1992

For this project, the Factor 1 risk assessmens r@td_ow (1) at the present time. With the types
of equipment being used, the types of surface whistg activities occurring for the Project, and

the weed species in the area, it is not likely that Project Area would become infested. The
only noxious weeds known in the vicinity of the Pobjé\rea are saltcedar, located in Deer
Lodge Canyon west of the Project Area, and scdttleé located along Gold Springs Road, the
access road to the Project Area through Utah. Biafot saltcedar is not present in the Project
Area and GSLLC is not using Deer Lodge Canyon to acitesProject Area; therefore, it is not

likely that the Project Area would become infesteith saltcedar. Habitat is present in the

Project Area for scotch thistle. Mitigation measureould limit the establishment of noxious

weeds within the Project Area.

Table 2: Risk Assessment Factor 2

Consequence of Noxious Weed Establishment in Project Area

Low to Nonexistent (1)| None. No cumulative effeexpected.

>
—

Possible adverse effects on site and possible siganf infestation within the Proje

Moderate (5) Area. Cumulative effects on native plant communitiee likely but limited.

=2

Obvious adverse effects within the Project Area gmdbable expansion ¢
High (10) noxious/invasive weed infestations to areas outdlde Project Area. Advers
cumulative effects on native plant communitiesaabable.

[¢)

The Factor 2 risk assessment for this project raseloderate (5) at the present time. Currently,
the Project Area contains no noxious weeds, andsgooutes contain limited noxious weeds, so
adverse cumulative effects on the nearby nativet g@mmunity are not expected.

Table 3: Risk Rating

None (0) Proceed as planned.

Proceed as planned. Initiate control treatment ononsknvasive weed populations that get

Low (1-10) established in the area.

Develop preventative management measures for thygoped project to reduce the risk |of
introduction of spread of noxious/invasive weedt ithe area. Preventative management
measures should include modifying the project thuide seeding the area to occupy disturped
sites with desirable species. Monitor the area for at leash8ecutive years and provide for
control of newly established populations of noxioussive weeds and follow-up treatment
for previously treated infestations.

Moderate (25)
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High (50-100)

Project must be modified to reduce risk level tigloypreventative management measufes,
including seeding with desirable species to occdsturbed site and controlling existing
infestations of noxious/invasive weeds prior tojgcb activity. Project must provide at leasf 5
consecutive years of monitoring. Projects must glswvide for control of newly established
populations of noxious/invasive weeds and follow-trpatment for previously treated
infestations.

For this project, the Risk Rating is Low (5). Thiglicates that the project can proceed as
planned as long as the following stipulations areofedd:

X

Continue to use integrated weed management to treat wiesthtrons and use principles
of integrated pest management to meet managemgattivbs and to reestablish
resistant and resilient native vegetation communities;

Develop weed management plans that address wegars)eminimize the movement of
weeds within public lands, consider disturbanceimeg, and address existing weed
infestations;

When manual weed control is conducted, removectiteweeds and weed parts and
dispose of them in a manner designed to kill seeds aed parts;

All straw, hay, straw/hay, or other organic products usedefdamation or stabilization
activities, must be certified that all materiale &ree of plant species listed on the Nevada
noxious weed list or specifically identified by the Elis@ict Office;

Where appropriate, inspect source sites such aswbits, fill sources, or gravel pits

used to supply inorganic materials used for coostn, maintenance, or reclamation to
ensure they are free of plant species listed oNtheada noxious weed list or specifically
identified by the Ely District Office. Inspectiomsll be conducted by a weed scientist of
gualified biologist;

Where appropriate, vehicles and heavy equipment used for theetimmpimaintenance,

inspection, or monitoring of ground disturbing aities; for emergency fire suppression;
or for authorized off-road driving will be free 6bil and debris capable of transporting
weed propagules. Vehicles and equipment will baree with power or high pressure
equipment prior to entering or leaving the worle sir project area. Vehicles used for
emergency fire suppression will be cleaned as & g@facheck-in and demobilization

procedures. Cleaning efforts will concentrate orcksa feet and tires, and on the
undercarriage. Special emphasis will be applied to axels, franess, members, motor

mounts, on and underneath steps, running boards$, faamt bumper/brush guard

assemblies. Vehicle cabs will be swept out and esfwgl be disposed of in waste

receptacles. Cleaning sites will be recorded usgjluipal positioning systems or other
mutually acceptable equipment and provided to tlyelEdtrict Office Weed Coordinator

or designated contact person;

To minimize the transport of soil-borne noxiousedeseeds, roots, or rhizomes, infested
soils or materials will not be moved and redistributad weed-free or relatively
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weed-free areas. In areas where infestations ardifiddnor noted and infested soils,
rock, or overburden must be moved, these matewdlsbe salvaged and stockpiled
adjacent to the area from which they were stripggapropriate measures will be taken
to minimize wind and water erosion of these stdegpiDuring reclamation, the materials
will be returned to the area from which they wergped;

x Determine seed mixes on a site specific basisridigreg on the probability of successful
establishment. Use native and adapted speciesdhgiete with annual invasive species
or meet other objectives;

x For soil disturbing actions which will require f@mation, salvage and stockpile all
available growth medium prior to surface disturlemcSeed stockpiles if they are to be
left for more than one growing season. Re-contbutisturbance areas to blend as nearly
as possible with the natural topography prior teegetation. Rip all compacted portions
of the disturbance to an appropriate depth baseditencharacteristics. Establish an
adequate seed bed to provide good seed-to-soil contact;

x Conduct mixing of herbicides and rinsing of herbicide containers and spray equipme
only in areas that are a safe distance from ennisgtally sensitive areas and points of
entry to bodies of water (storm drains, irrigation digrstreams, lakes, or wells);

x Keep removal and disturbance of vegetation wowdkbpt to a minimum through
construction site management (e.g. using previously disturbed areasxasiihg
easements, limiting equipment/materials storage agilgf area sites, etc.);

x Certify that all interim and final seed mixes, hayaw, and hay/straw products are free
of plant species listed on the Nevada noxious wegd lis

x Respread weed-free vegetation removed from tharbdence areas to provide protection,
nutrient recycling, and seed source;

X When maintaining unpaved roads on BLM-administdeetls, avoid the unnecessary
disturbance of adjacent native vegetation and gpoéaveeds. Grade roads shoulders or
barrow ditches only when necessary to provide fieqaiate drainage. Minimize the
width of grading operations. The BLM Authorized Officeillwneet with equipment
operators to ensure that they understand this obgectiv

x All applications of approved pesticides will be cootéd only be certified pesticide
applicators or by personnel under the direct supeiv of a certified applicator;

x No noxious weeds will be allowed on the site at the toheeclamation release. Any
noxious weeds that become established will be obett;

x Prior to entering public lands, the contractorempor, or permit holder will provide

information and training regarding noxious weed ag®ment and identification to all
personnel who will be affiliated with the implematibn of the project. The importance
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of preventing the spread of weeds to uninfestedisasnd importance of controlling
existing populations of weeds will be explainedd an

X Whenever possible, hand spraying of herbicidesresered over other methods at
heavily used recreation sites (i.e. campgroundshé&ads, etc.).
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