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APPENDIX B
PUBLIC COMMENTSAND RESPONSES and
LETTERSFROM ELECTED OFFICIALSAND AGENCIES

INTRODUCTION

This section of the EISis required under NEPA. It listsall the substantive' public comments and
the Agency response to those comments. It is organized categorically, in an order similar to
discussions within the Draft and Supplement Draft EIS. The comments that you see here are actual
guotes; little editing and almost no paraphrasing has occurred. However, when many comments
reflected the same general concern, idea, question, or statement, one comment was selected to
represent them all. Comments are displayed in italics, responses are bold. Sometimes the same
response applies to more than one comment; in that case, comments are listed sequentially, with a
single response following. All letters received by the Forest Service and BLM were reviewed for
substantive comments. Records regarding the comment content analysis are in the analysis files.

This Appendix is organized first by comments received on the DEIS, then comments received on
the SDEIS. Some SDEIS comments are exact duplicates or very similar to comments received on
the DEIS, but such duplication was not edited so that you may see the full range of comments
received on both documents.

About 3800 letters were received regarding the DEIS, 500 on the SDEIS. Many other people
signed petitions or indicated that they concurred with comments from environmental groups (for
instance, the World Wildlife Fund sent the names of about 1600 people who requested No Action
on the project). Lettersreceived from elected officials and other agencies are printed following
the comments and responses.

DEISCOMMENTSAND RESPONSES
LAWSAND POLICIES

Comment: NEPA Regulations require that in determining the intensity of the action agencies
consider whether the actions threaten a violation of Federal, State or local law. The DEIS
vaguely address this issue stating, "Mining Laws appear to conflict with policies of the FSand
BLM aimed at protecting surface resources. None of the action alter natives meet all the
standards and guidelinesin the Northwest Forest Plan.” This statement addresses only a few
of many inconsistencies with the federal laws such as the CWA, ESA, MUSYA, NFMA, the Wild
and Scenic River Act, and the Wilderness Act. Under NEPA all of the federal laws the proposed
project would violate must be addressed and considered. In what way would the proposed
alternatives be inconsistent with relevant statutory and regulatory laws such as Forest Service
and BLM regulations. What is the statutory or other legal basis for the apparent belief that the
proposed mining activities do not need to be consistent with these laws?

Comment: Page 4-26 of the DEIS the preparer acknowledge the conflict between laws and
policies and plans. These conflicts should be resolved before the Forest Service approves any

1A substantive comment is one regarding the merits of the aternatives or the adequacy of the Environmental Impact
Statement.
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action.

Comment: The Forest Service and the BLM are showing a bias towards mineral extraction over
environmental protection by attempting to meet the requirements of mining law over the
requirements of environmental law, the Northwest Forest Plan, and many instances of current
public policy. The Lead Agencies do not have the authority to be arbitrary and capricious in
the determination of which law to uphold.

Comment: The proposed action would construct approximately 0.5 miles of new road in
Riparian Reserves, which would violate the intent of the aquatic Conservation Strategy and the
Riparian Reserve Sandards and Guidelinesin the President's Forest Plan. Pages 4-18 to 4-21
in the DEIS acknowledges this point. EPA strongly encourages the Forest Service to re-think
this approach and exer cise as much deference as possible toward the goals of the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy.

Response: Throughout the EI'S, examples of potential conflicts between laws, policies and
plansarecited. The Purpose and Need section of the EI S lists some of the laws, regulations,
policies and plansthat apply to thisproject. The nation’slaws provide the fundamental
principle upon which theregulations, policies and plans are based. Wher e conflicts between
laws and policies or plans occur, laws and regulations take precedence. For instance, the
Northwest Forest Plan statesthat “None of these Standar ds and Guidelines apply where
they would be contrary to existing law or regulation (page C-1).” The selected alternative
(see ROD) will adhereto lawsfirst and foremost, and will reflect the Agencies attempt to
meet all applicable standards and guidelines.

Comment: The DEISs paraphrasing of the Mining & Minerals Policy Act of 1970, 30 USC,
21(a), misleads the public into thinking that the Forest Serviceisrequired to foster and
encourage any mining operation.

Response: The statement in the EISisaccurate and reflects the policy of the federal
government in relation to minerals management. TheForest Serviceisnot required to

foster and encourage any mining oper ation, but the policy in relation to miner als management
isto foster and encouragethe “ private enterprise in the orderly and economic devel opment of
domestic mineral resources.”

Comment: Work out a plan that will protect our natural resources, while still allowing the
mineral extraction by NICORE per the 1872 Act.

Response: Thiscomment reflects the purpose and need for action and isthe intention of all
action alternatives.

Comment: The BLM Area of Critical Environmental Concern which isincluded in NICORE's
claim should be immediately withdrawn from mineral entry and all things non-native should be
removed.

Response: Thewithdrawal issueisaddressed in the Rough and Ready ACEC Management
Plan (withdrawal was found to be inconsistent with the M edford Resour ce Area M anagement
Plan. ‘Things non native will be removed from the ACEC if they are not authorized.
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Comment: The DEIS doses not discuss or disclose impacts of the mining claimant's residential
and commercial occupancy of public lands on the Rough & Ready ACEC.

Response: Page 88 of the SDEI S statesthat the miner’sresidenceis an issuethat will be
addressed separately by the BLM. The FEIS explicitly notesthat a residence and shop
structure currently exist at the location of the proposed stockpile and that the operator plans
to continueto utilizethose structures during the implementation of the proposed action. The
BLM will addressthe needs of the operator to use and occupy the claimsin relation to the
specific mining alter native approved in the ROD. All mining claim uses and occupancies must
be reasonably incidental to mining.

Comment: | particularly object to the plan to stockpile nickel ore on a BLM designated "Area
of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)."

Comment: NICORE could buy the junkyard property close to airport site as a stockpile site.

Response: Requiring the stockpile site to be located outsidethe ACEC or off public lands
was considered but eliminated from detailed study because the alter native stockpile site
effectively resolvesissuesrelated to the proposed stockpile site. There are unpatented
mining claims located on the lands administered by the BLM at the ACEC. Thestockpileis
an acceptable use of the mining claims at thislocation.

Comment: The DEISdoes not list the Wild & Scenic Rivers Act, Clean Water Act, and the
Endangered Species Act which also apply to the Nicore Project. A discussion of the
implications of these laws and their implementing regulations and the agencies obligation
under these laws should be included in this section.

Response: These laws have been included in the FEIS. FSand BLM regulationsinclude laws,
regulations, and policiesrelated to mining administration and environmental protection.

Comment: The Laws, Regulations, Policies & Plans section of the DEIS (1-3) misleads the
public into thinking that the Forest Service & BLM decision makers do not have the option of
selecting the No Action or other alternatives that would protect the public's interests.

Response: The Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans section of the EISisintended to
characterize and summarizethe lawsregarding thismining plan. Mining is considered non-
discretionary. Theoriginal plan of operations may beregjected on the basisthat it isnot
appropriatefor the current stage of development, but the miner must be given theright to
perfect hisdiscovery.

Comment: The purpose of this proposal should be reworded. It should say 'to determine if
mining in the proposed project area is feasible with regard to other area resources .

Comment: The purpose and need for action is superseded by the following stipulations. 1. The

applicant has determined that the mineral deposit is a valuable mineral deposit. 2. The
purpose of the applicant isto make a profit from the mining and milling of the mineral deposit,
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and 3. society needs and demands those mineral deposits for a purpose.

Response: The purpose and need as currently written is consistent with existing laws of the
United States of America; therephrasing suggested here may not be consistent with existing
laws and policies.

Comment: The DEIS should include a discussion of State rules and regulations to which the
proposed Nicore Project must comply.

Response: Thisistheintention of the section on permitsrequired from the statein Chapter
Two. Theminer will beresponsibleto meet all lawswhether or not they arelisted in the EIS.

Comment: | am given to understand the Forest Service, using the public's tax dollars, has
financed the EISfor the project proponent. How isit that the public is made to pay for
analysis?

Response: 1n accordance with the locatable mineralsregulations at 36 CFR part 228,
subpart A, the Forest Service must process proposed plans of operation within the
framework of these regulations. Completion of the EI'S processwith full public involvement
and disclosureisthe best way to deal with theissuesraised by thisproposal. Thisisthe
responsibility of the federal agenciesinvolved. A mining proponent may volunteer to
expedite environmental analysis by paying part or all of the costs involved but the Forest
Service cannot require the proponent to pay.

PLAN OF OPERATIONS

Comment: The U.S Forest Service has, in the opinion of most observers, prematurely prepared
aDEIS Littleif any scientific data was presented in the original DEIS. NICORE hasrevealed
only a sketchy plan of operation that disclosed nothing of how the mining operation would
work.

Comment: The degree of detail and indication of the completeness of the applications
information, as provided in the NICORE DEISand other information, is seriously deficient.

Comment: The refusal by the applicant to provide the necessary information for a complete and
thorough evaluation prevents the Forest Service from conducting an adequate EIS.

Comment: The miner hasfailed to provide a detailed and complete plan of operation; including
a reclamation plan, financial analysis proving the viability of his claims, dust and noise
control, non-native plant control, and a plan for smelting the ore.



Comment: The DEISfailsto accurately describe the size, technology and abundance of the
NICORE POO and other potential mining in the analysis area.

Comment: Despite repeated requests by the SNF and adequate opportunity during the past six
yearsto do so, the applicant has not provided detailed information on the plan of operation
under NEPA. Thisis an absolute requirement so that the full impacts of the proposed action
can be analyzed by the agencies and public provided with an opportunity to comment on the
mining plan and its impacts.

Response: Many people have commented that the Nicor e Plan of Operations does not
completely describe many aspects of the mining operation. Asdiscussed in the EIS, the
decisonmakersfor the government (BLM and FS) decided that sufficient infor mation was
included in the Plan of Operationsto completethis ElSanalysis. Alternative 9 was
developed to addressthe issue of unanswer ed questions about the operation. We do not
agreethat “little, if any, scientific data was presented in theoriginal DEIS.” Many details
about the mining oper ation, economic analysis, objectives for thereclamation plan,
dust/noise, and non-native plant control measuresareall addressed in the EIS. Uncertainties
about the plan of operations are also disclosed as appropriatein the EIS.

Comment: If the dried ore is not smelted on the site then it will have to be reloaded and
transported to whatever processing facility isidentified. The loading and transportation of
dried ore will also have impacts such as dust, noise, and increased traffic. These must be
addressed in the revised DEIS.

Response: The BLM will do any needed analysisfor this part of the operation oncethe
processing facility isidentified, depending on the selected alternative. No Plan of Operations
will be approved prior to completion of needed analysis.

Comment: The reclamation plan for the proposed action (2-2) does not comply with the
requirement of 36 CFR, 228.8(g) and 43 CFR Part 3809.

Response: The EI S discussesreclamation for all alternatives, including the Proposed Action,
in Chapter Two. Any approved Plan of Operations will include a Reclamation Plan that
meetslegal requirements.

Comment: The proposed plan of operations states that the deposits are located in sections 22,
8, 11, and 16, yet the maps provided show no deposit sitein 11, but one instead in 14.

Response: Thisinconsistency was addressed in the development of the Proposed Action.
The maps shown in the EI S accurately depict the Plan of Operations.

Comment: No where do | see mentioned how long this ore might be stockpiled.
Response: The Proposed Plan of Operationswould cover aten year period, throughout which

time, up to 40,000 tons of ore could be stockpiled at the site. The Preferred Alternative 9
would allow stockpiling up to 5,000 tons of orefor up to 5 years.
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Comment: The plan evaluated in the Draft El Sfails to identify the means to beneficiate the ore.

Response: The claimant has expressed that the beneficiation processisproprietary. The
Plan of Operations does not include or e processing beyond screening at the mine sites and
transport to the stockpile site. The ROD will addressthisuncertainty.

Comment: The forest should request that the claimant provide a plan to address the volume and
quality of the slag produced.

Response: Slag, by definition, isa product of the smelting process and is not addressed in this
analysis.

Comment: There seemsto be a contradiction in DEIS about how much mining will occur if this
project proves successful.

Response: ThisElS analysis coversthe current plan of operationsto mine 35 acres. Should
this prove successful, the miner hasindicated he would propose another Plan of Operations
accessed from the sameroad system (see 10/97 Nolan memo). Future miningisnot a

for egone conclusion, especially given the economic conditions discussed in the EIS. However,
cumulative effects analysisis based on 512 acres of nickel laterites mapped by Ramp (see
Figure 13in the FEIS).

Comment: Could all 35 acres be mined in one year upon approval of an amended plan
subsequent to the approval of the plan?

Response: An alternative that would require all oreto beremoved in one year was consider ed
but eliminated from detailed study becauseit would require a larger stockpile site and may
not be reasonable from an operations standpoint. The proposed (and alter native) stockpile
siteswould be designed to accommodate one-tenth (or less) of the total amount of ore.
Changesto any plan could be considered subsequent to approval, however, they would be
subject to any required analysis.

Comment: In a December 10, 1998 letter from Groen & Sephens to Mary Zuschlag, Mr.
Freeman's attorney states that "[t] he Plan of Operations, which is awaiting approval and which
Is subject to the EIS is the one submitted in 1992". However the plan the DEIS describes at (2-1
& 2) asthe plan of operations proposed by the mine claimant, does not resemble the 1992 plan
in extent or scope.

Response: The project history section describes changes made to the Plan of Operations since
it was originally submitted.



Comment: The DEIS appearsto treat the "mining operation”, the "haul route", the "ore
stockpiling”, "reclamation”, and "mitigation measures' as separate actions (1-1 through 1-5)
when in fact they are all part of the proposed Nicore mining operation (36 CFR & 228.3) and
must be considered as a whole in the Nicore DEIS (including the " processing/smelting").
Instead, the Forest Service and BLM attempt to put off disclosure and analysis of many
significant aspects of mining operation such as mitigation, reclamation, monitoring and
processing by assigning them to, among other things, a later or separated analysis (1-30, the
approval of a final plan of operations (post NEPA) (2-2 - 5, 4-25), or collaboration between the
land managing agencies and Mr. Freeman (post NEPA) (4-7). These proposals, mitigation
measures and their impacts must be fully discussed and analyzed in the revised DEISfor the
Nicore "mining plan of operation”.

Response: All of these are connected actions. Most of these processes ar e discussed
throughout the EIS, and guidelines, thresholds, objectives and other requirementsare
described. Potential effectsrelated to smelting hasnot been analyzed. Thelevel of detail
included in the EI S processis sufficient to select one of the alter natives, but no Plan of
Operations would be approved until all processes (including smelting) are consider ed.

Comment: The DEISalso failsto disclose reasonably foreseeabl e future mining operations both
by Mr. Freeman and by other mining companies. For instance, in a letter to Mr. Seve Marsden,
the BLM notes that "Mr. Freeman has also been discussing additional mining operations
adjacent to his residence within the Rough & Ready and Woodcock Bog areas of critical
environmental concern.” (Letter to Mr. Steve Marsden from Robert Korfhage, Grants Pass Area
Manager, dated November 29, 1995). Mr. Korfhage states that "Mr. Freeman's activities at the
location of his residence and outbuildings are reasonably incidental to mining" and goes on to
describe the "additional mining operations”.

Response: Mr. Freeman’s existing residence is being dealt with outside thisprocess. TheEIS
findsthat temporary quartersfor security personnel would be appropriate at the stockpile
site. Mr. Freeman has not submitted any additional Plans of Operations beyond those
considered in the FEIS.

Comment: Another indication of the full extent of Mr. Freeman's undisclosed mining plansisthe
fact that he has filed for mineral patent. In doing so Mr. Freeman has signed a sworn statement
that on each of the claims he's applied for ownership on he has discovered valuable mineral in
amounts sufficient for a person of ordinary prudence to be justified in further expenditure of
labor and means with a prospect of successfully developing a valuable mine. Thus, the DEISs
statement that "no evidence exists to substantiate this concern (that expanded mining operations
are reasonably foreseeable)" 4-26, is directly refuted by the applicant's own sworn statement.
The DEISalso states that the miner has indicated that should this operation prove successful,
development of hundreds of acres accessed by the haul routes may follow.

Comment: In the draft EIS on page 4-26 thereis reference to a 4,000 acre patent application
submitted by the applicant. It would appear, based on the miner's intent, that indeed there is
evidence to substantiate a concern here. A patent, if issued, would create the potential for a

large cumulative impact related to this project.



Response: Thissection wasrewritten for the SDEISand FEIS. TheForest Serviceisaware

of the patent application, however, no work has been done to determine whether Mr.

Freeman has discovered a valuable mineral on all the claimsincluded in the patent application.
The 4,000 acr e patent application does not match the mapping of similar laterite deposits as
shown in Chapter Three (Ramp’smap). Nor doesit match the statements made by the miner
that he would likely continue mining the deposits accessed by the sameroad system. The
analysisuses Ramp’s mapping of nickel laterites (see Map in Chapter Three) asthe basisfor
reasonably for eseeable future mining (however, given the economic outlook, future miningis
not a forgone conclusion).

ROAD DESIGN

Comment: The DEIS states, “ Where feasible, water bars and/or cross ditches would be 'built in'
for grades greater than 10%. Some annual maintenance would also be required.” What is
"Feasible", and how much is"some"?

Response: The statement ison Page 15 of the SDEIS. Some areas naturally lend themselves
to building in waterbars. These areaswould have the waterbarsbuilt in. Other waterbars
and cross ditcheswould be added at the end of each season along with ditchesand riprap, as
needed, to reduce erosion and preservetheroad over thewinter.

Comment: In the DEISabout 15 miles of roads are planned. According to the patent application
the roadswill be 30 feet wide. That equatesto 55 acres of roads to access 35 acres of strip
mines. The total disturbance area isthen 90 acres, not 35 acres.

Response: Theroad specifications are discussed in the EIS and analysisfiles. Theroads
would be about 12 feet wide. The patent application isnot the basisfor thisanalysis, rather
the plan of operations submitted by the miner (as characterized in the Proposed Action in the
EIS).

Comment: It isimperative that the USFS consult with expertsin the field of road building and
consultants from various ore truck manufacturersin order to find out what the actual
specification for mining roads would really need to be.

Response: Theoretruck planned for use has been stipulated asa Terex 25 ton articulated
dump truck by the proponent. The specifications used come from the Cater pillar

Per formance Handbook, Edition 27. The 12 foot running surface for the road is adequate for
thisvehicle, which hasa9 ft. operating width.

Comment: As part of Alternate Route 1 plan, | understand that the USFSwould require NICORE
to pave the road.



Response: SDEIS and FEIS alternatives 6 and 11 would utilize the Rough and Ready Creek
road asit passesthrough privateland. Nicorewould berequired to pursueright-of-way from
the private landownersif either of those alter natives wer e chosen (but if the landownersdid
not agreeto provideright-of-way, the Forest Service would have to choose another
alternative). Under Alternatives 6 and 11, the assumption that the private road would be
paved is madeto help discloseimpacts. The Interdisciplinary Team believesthat paving the
road would reduce theimpact of itsusefor ore haul. However, the decision about how to
treat the private road would be up to the landowners.

Comment: | recommend a permanent surfacing of all haul roads with chip seal. Thiswill reduce
erosion and give the road a chance of surviving past the days of the mining if it is maintained by
the mining operator as part of their reclamation plan.

Response: Permanent surfacing with asphalt or concrete productsisnot desirable given the
long term management goals for most of the analysisarea. Once the mining operation is
finished, the roads would be closed and stor mpr oofed.

Comment: Elements that could be incorporated in alternatives include:

A. Oreremoval by smaller vehicles.

B. Transport vehicles limited to five miles per hour to reduce dust, rather than pump and spray
water on the roads.

C. Theroads could be more liketrails. The use of small transport vehicles can reduce the size
needed for the access road.

Response: Road specificationsthat apply to Alternatives 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11 are the minimum
necessary for safe ore haul. Speed limitswould be established in the final plan, however, dust
abatement would likely still be necessary for safety, visual quality, and air quality. The use of
smaller vehiclesisconsidered in Alternatives 6 and 10.

Comment: Roads developed on steeper side slopes can use "cut only" techniques so thefill
material does not impact the downhill side.

Response: Full bench roads are used where slopes are greater than about 55 to 60 per cent, in
order to avoid long fill slopes.

Comment: Where would rock to rebuild the crossings each year come from?
Comment: The SDEISfails to disclose where the rock [for road surfacing] will come from, and

what is defined as rock surfacing. The rock pit or gravel mine area must be included in the
calculation of the area of disturbance.



Response: Rock isexpected to come from one of the four previously used crushing siteson
the Rough & Ready Creek fan (3 on BLM, 1 on privateland). If thenew road isbuilt to Site
A, therewould also berock sitesalong that route. Rock surfacing isgenerally expected to be
3" -, except for portions of Alternatives6 and 11, and the road between Highway 199 and the
stockpile sitein all alter natives which would use 3/4" - or 1%2" -.

The miner has not yet proposed arock source. Any sour ce proposed would be subject to
Forest Service/BLM approval, and would need to be similar to the nativerock, and from a
sour ce free of POC root disease and noxious weeds. Any analysisrequired would be
completed once arock sourceis proposed.

Comment: The DEIS statement that "mitigation to reduce the risk of rock fall into the creek
from bedrock blasting could be employed” is completely unsubstantiated.

Response: Several methods may be used to reducerock fall into the creek. Examplesinclude
rock blanketsto reduce airborne fragments during blasting, log cribsto catch rock fall, and
special drilling and loading of powder to reduce overall movement and air bor ne fragments.
These methods have been used successfully on other road building projects.

MERITSOF THE ALTERNATIVES

Comment: We are opposed to the installation and removal of temporary bridges because of the
high probability that our water supply will become contaminated.

Response: Effects of temporary bridgeinstallation and removal are discussed in the EIS.
Sedimentation islikely during these operations; downstream surface water sour ces may need
filtering.

Comment: Frommine site "D" 280 major stream crossings per day is unacceptable.

Response: Your comments have been considered and therationale for the decision will bein
the ROD. Several alternatives have been developed to reduce the number of crossings,
including a cable ore hauling system to avoid crossings, and elimination of mine site D
altogether.

Comment: A new alternative should stay completely out of Rough and Ready Creek and away
fromany POC. Any roads leading to POC should be gated.

Response: No Action and Alter native 9 satisfy thissuggestion. Currently, accessto thearea
islimited by private ownership, creek crossings, wash-outs, and the low-standard natur e of
theroads. The Forest Servicerecognizesthat the current condition of the roads do not fully
meet the Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives, and should be closed and stor mpr oofed.
Under the No Action Alternative, and Alternative 9, the Forest Service will consider road
treatmentsin a future analysis. Under the other alternatives, Nicore would improve and gate
theroads approved for mining access.



Comment: Because POC root disease has not been found in the area, it is extremely important to
keep vehicles out. None of the alternativesin this DEISwould keep vehicles out of the
water shed.

Response: Currently, vehicles can accessthe headwaters and lower reaches of the water shed.
All of the alter natives would close the area to public traffic during operations, and two
alternatives (No Action and Alternative 9) would not approve ore haul with trucks. An

alter native that reduces current access is beyond the scope of thisanalysis (see alter natives
considered but eliminated from detailed study).

Comment: River crossings perhaps need to all be bridged to prevent the forever loss of fish
runs.

Response: Bridges are a feature of Alternatives6, 7, 8, 10 and 11. Effectson fish are
discussed in Chapter Four of the EIS. No alternative would lead to the “forever loss of fish
runs.”

Comment: Parker Creek iswithout roads seen from Highways or trails. There should be no
mining on Parker Creek side of divide.

Response: No mining isproposed in the Parker Creek water shed.

Comment: A ridge top road bordering the now uninfected Parker Creek drainage seems
completely irresponsible since it would be impossible to keep vehicles off thisroad in the
dangerous winter months. Access to this proposed road can be achieved easily through several
pieces of private property.

Response: Gate closures can be effective. Placement and strength of gates are important
factorsin their effectiveness. Road closuresrequire consider able attention to ensure that
they arenot broached. Thedifficulties associated with keeping traffic away from theridge
road arediscussed in the EIS.

Comment: Despite the legal loopholesin the 1872 mining law, the Rough and Ready Area of
Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) and South Kalmiopsis Roadless Area are too fragile to
withstand the impacts of the mining, road construction and operation of a smelter.

Response: Your comments have been considered. Therationalefor the decision will bein the
Record of Decision. Please understand that no smelter has been proposed on federal lands.

Comment: Mining is inconsistent with the botanical and geological values of this area; this
inconsistency exists because of the antiquated 1872 mining law.

Response: Your comments have been considered. Therationale for the decision will bein the
Record of Decision. However, concer ns about the mining law ar e outside the scope of this
EIS.



Comment: In the DEISyou clearly show that with all of the action alternatives listed there are
too many risks involved, with too little assurance of completing the ten year operation without
significantly damaging the sensitive ecosystem.

Response: Some significant effects are expected for all the full scale mining alter natives.
These effects are consider ed in the decision-making process.

Comment: | believe that economics should play a part in this decision to allow the proposal to
proceed.

Response: The SDEIS and FEIS address the economics and the rationale for the decision will
display the logic of the decision maker.

Comment: | whole-heartedly support this enterprise for the local economy.

Response: Your opinionisnoted. Therationalefor the decision isin the Record of Decision.
Comment: The consequences of this mining operation, if it is allowed, will be aterrible
devastation to the environment and local the economy. The economy is currently tourism and
retirement based. It ismy firm belief that this mine, if allowed would have a negative net

employment factor an the Illinois Valley and could, indeed create an out-migration.

Response: Your opinion isnoted. The effects of implementation on recreation, visuals, and
inter pretative development are displayed in Chapter Four of the SDEIS and FEIS.

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND RECLAMATION

Comment: The DEIS states that one of the "non significant effects" is reclamation effectiveness
(page 4-25). Thisisa much moreimportant issue than isindicated.

Response: The SDEIS omitted thisreference to non-significant effects. The effectiveness of
all recommended mitigation, including the reclamation objectives, is discussed in the FEIS.

Comment: How can any evaluation of effectiveness be made when no one knows exactly what the
proposed reclamation measures will be?

Comment: While the extent of the environmental degradation potentially caused by mining
activitiesis quite apparent from the Draft DEIS it is unclear how these affects areto be
ameliorated by FSand the mining applicant.

Response: The FEIS includes estimates of the effectiveness of proposed mitigation measur es.



Comment: There are multiple problems with the vague listing of mitigation measures for the
actions alternativesin the DEIS at pages 2-3 to 2-5. The proposed mitigation measure for Port-
Orford cedar toot disease is aimed only at "reducing the risk of introduction and not preventing
the introduction of the root diseases. In order for the term "reducing” to have any meaning the
DEIS should address by what magnitude the proposed mitigation measures would reduce the
risk of introduction . Mitigation #9, for example, states that motorized access to the North side
of Rough and Ready Creek would be restricted from September 15 to June 15th "unless
otherwise authorized by the Forest Service." Under what circumstances would access be
authorized and at what frequency would the Service expect to allow access between September
15 and June 15th? Smilarly, mitigation measures aimed to protect sensitive plants and animals
isonly required "To the extent possible." But does not define to all what would qualify as
"possible” or impossible. The statement that " Several methods of dust abatement may be
approved,” lacks specificity. Mitigation measure #14 is similarly flawed because it sites that
"The mine operator would be responsible for some ongoing monitoring guidelinesare
followed.” Without giving any indications to the extent, nature or duration of these measures or
how such monitoring would be enfor ced.

Response: The section on mitigation has been expanded in the FEISto address many of your
concerns.

Comment: Sringent runoff control and sediment containment measures should be required so
the sediment does not enter the surface waters.

Response: Many mitigation measureswill be employed to avoid sediment from entering
streams, water bars, road template design, road location and erosion control prior to the wet
season. These areincorporated via Best Management Practices, asdiscussed in the EIS.

Comment: All roads should be restored to natural condition after the proposed mining is
completed.

Response: Theroadswould be stormproofed and closed following proposed mining. They may
not be fully restored to a natural condition, but would be treated to assure hydrological
function (proper drainage).

Comment: Reclamation isnot ONLY revegetation. In this ecosystem, reclamation necessarily
includes re-establishment of native species and reestablishment of proper soil hydrological
function and chemical balance.

Response: The FEIS provides further information about reclamation. Reclamation is not
expected to restore all vegetation or soil function in the short term. Chemical equilibrium will
always be present.

Comment: How long, specified date, for final reclamation?



Response: Reclamation would occur concurrently asoperations progress. Final reclamation
would occur once oper ations wer e completed, or as soon as practical if operations ceased for
12 consecutive months.

Comment: There is no mention of what agency will oversee the mitigation plan, nor what fines
will be imposed if the plans are not followed. Who will patrol the area daily to monitor
compliance?

Response: Ultimately, the operator isresponsible for assuring that stipulationsin thefinal
Plan of Operationsarefollowed. The Forest Service and BLM will also conduct site visitsto
assurethat stipulations are being followed. Other state and federal agencieswould also
provide some ongoing monitoring. The Agencies could shut down the operation, require
changes, or assessfinesif the miner isfound in non-compliance.

Comment: The only restoration/reclamation work that | see Nicore promise to do isto not let
more than 5 acres of mining be an open pit at any given time. With the planned 3.1 acresto be
mined a year, that means if mining starts on June 15th of one year, then no reclamation would
be expected on a mining site until about August of the next year.

Response: Reclamation would occur prior to annual shut-down (see Proposed Action,
Reclamation). Theestimate of 3.1 acres per year mined is an average; potentially upto5
acres could bedisturbed at any onetime and would need to bereclaimed before annual and
final shut-down.

Comment: The EIS should require specific and continuous monitoring of applicant compliance.
A clear process for halting or revising the mining operation should be established in case the
applicant fails to meet the requirements of condition of any of the permitting or approving
agencies.

Response: Monitoring isdiscussed in Chapter Two. Each agency involved in permitting
mining has a process for ensuring compliance and shutting down oper ations that do not
comply. Adaptation to monitoring resultsis expected. Changesto the Plan of Operations
would always be considered relative to potential effects and the need for analysis or
documentation under the National Environmental Policy Act.

Comment: Erosion and sediment control measures should involve both project design elements
and performance standards.

Response: Best M anagement Practices (listed in Chapter Two of the FEI'S, see Analysis Files
for more detail) would be required to address these concer ns.

Comment: Another undisclosed aspect of restoration is whether seeds and bulbs will be
collected from proposed roads, pits and stockpiles before construction of each site can begin.
Who will provide the expertise for disturbing these species so rare?



Response: Native seed and bulb collection isdiscussed in Chapter Two and Appendix G.
The Forest Serviceand BLM botanists are qualified to deter mine how and when to collect
seed or bulbs.

Comment: It has not been disclosed how the 5 foot deep pits, |eft after a back filling of the deep
pits, will drain.

Response: Observations of previously mined areas near by revealed that infiltration occurs,
but that theinfiltration rate may be exceeded during times of heavy precipitation. An
armor ed overflow or underground pipe may berequired and would be designed by a Certified
Engineer (seethe FEIS pit drainage discussion in Chapter Two in the section on Mitigation).

Comment: | am skeptical that the USFS and other agencies are sufficiently staffed to
successfully inspect and enfor ce regul ations pertaining to the mining operation.

Response: The USFS hasthe responsibility to adequately administer active mining claims.

Comment: Will organismsin the soil responsible for fixing nitrogen, phosphorus and sulfur for
the vegetation perish or will they be maintained? If not, how will they be restored to the soil ?
How is vegetation to be replanted?

Response: Seereclamation discussion in Chapter Two of the EIS. Collecting local seeds and
seeding an area isusually the best method for re-establishing her baceous plants. Shrubsand
trees are best when planted from 1-2 year grown stock.

Comment: Will drainage, soil percolation, and evaporation be affected when the reclaimed soil
isreturned after being sifted? Will the slope of all areas be returned to the original percolation
and drainage? Will additional soil be brought into the area to replace removed aggregate? If
so, where will the brought in aggregate come from? Will the soil be compacted to the original
state to avoid further erosion?

Response: Thereclamation discussion in Chapter Two addresses the anticipated topography
of the pitsfollowing mining. The soils at the siteswill be different in terms of chemistry,
physical characteristics and slope than the conditionsthat existed prior to disturbance. No
additional soil would be brought in.

Comment: A detailed Monitoring Plan should be included for the Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS) and other interested agencies. The Department requests that the FWS be provided an
opportunity to review the plan of operations prior to issuance of the permit.

Response: Monitoring isdiscussed in the FEIS Chapter Two.
Comment: Page 2-3 indicates that the refuse would be regularly removed and the work area kept

clean. You need to be very quantitative and specific on the measurements you want done and on
the level of cleanliness required of any operator in the woods.



Response: The Plan of Operationswould specifically addresswork site cleanlinessasa
condition of an approved operation. Mineralsadministration would identify any deficiencies
early-on and they would need to be corrected.

Comment: With mining depressions averaging 12 feet in the ground it appears that some
depressions will be at least 24 feet deep. The replacement of the boulders and topsoil will not
allow the sitesto return to preexisting conditions. How will the ponds affect the groundwater ?

Response: The pitswill not return to pre-existing conditions. The effect on groundwater is
discussed in the SDEIS and FEIS. A reclamation objective would be adequate drainage so
that pondsare not created.

Comment: On page 4-15, it states that "native plants tolerant to disturbance are expected to be
reestablished over time". What species does thisinclude? What is the time period?

Comment: The EIS needs an evaluation of the feasibility of revegetation of laterite mining pits.

Response: There are several native species that colonize disturbed serpentineareas. These
speciesvary depending on the site. Thereclamation plan includes native seed collection to
maintain genetic integrity. The seed will be used to revegetatethe sites. Theratethat plants
will become established over the mined sites will depend on many factors and cannot be
predicted. Plantsaregrowingin previoudly disturbed sitesthroughout the analysisarea. The
El S disclosesthat revegetation islikely to take longer in serpentine habitats than more

typical habitats on the Siskiyou National Forest. Even if revegetation does not occur within
the foreseeable future, the direct impacts would be limited to the 35 acres of mine pitsunder
full mining alternatives. The cumulative impacts of 500+ acres of mining if all known, similar
laterite deposits could be significant.

Comment: Sudies by RF Smith and LK Burgess show that serpentine reclamation is not possible
unless non serpentine soil is used as new topsoil. That is not reclamation.

Response: Thisisnot an accurate reading of the Smith and Burgessreport (which has not
been cited or used in thisanalysis). Any topsoil or other fill material to be used in reclamation
in this project would come from the project area. No non-native soils are contemplated (see
ElIS Alternatives considered but not developed).

Comment: From reading various documents including the DEIS, | do not recall any mention
about reclamation/restoration work planned for the hauling roads.

Response: The section on mitigation applied to all action alternativesin Chapter Two
describes stormproofing and er osion control along the haul route.



Comment: The DEIS stated, "Roads are not usually considered an irretrievable commitment of
resour ces, however, these roads are not likely to be reclaimed through usual means'. Roads
should be considered an irretrievable commitment.

Response: The SDEIS addressed roads as an irretrievable commitment of resources (see EIS
section on irretrievable and irreversible resour ce commitments).

Comment: The proposed road in DEIS Alter native 4 from the bench, southeast, should quickly
distance itself from the creek to preserve some isolation enjoyed by the creek’ s users.

Response: Alternatives 7, 8, and 10 in the FEISinclude the bench section (Alternative 4 has
been eliminated in the FEIS). Approximately 0.2 miles of thisroute can be varied somewhat
in the elevation on the hillside, but would still bein sight from theresidences on the creek.
Theroute entersthetimber and goes around the hill as quickly as practicable.

Comment: The DEISs treatment of mitigation measures (pages 2-3 thru 5) isinadequate under
NEPA. Environmental Impact Statements must analyze mitigation measures in detail and explain
the effectiveness of the measures.

Response: The effectiveness of the mitigation measures are discussed in the FEIS.

Comment: The reclamation proposal in the Proposed Action does not address. source of
replacement soils; how to prevent introduction of weeds; whether the below grade reclamation
of pitswould retain water creating a different habitat; sources of native plant materials; and
experience with feasibility of re-establishing a serpentine habitat.

Response: Asstated in the EIS: soilswill not be brought in from other areasto avoid
contamination of POC and the introduction of noxious weeds. Native plants material will be
collected from areas adjacent to the disturbed areas. The Agenciesrecognizethat re-
establishment of serpentine habitat isdifficult and may not be practical or possiblein the short
term.

Comment: The amount of the bond required by the applicant needsto be stated in the DEIS, If
the applicant, the FS, and the BLM do not have enough information yet to determine the bond
amount then this DEIS should be withdrawn because it was drafted without sufficient
information.

Comment: The mining company should have to put up a $5 million bond that will pay for post
closure maintenance of the roads. It isimpossible to review the impact of a mining operation if
you don't know what the reclamation plan will contain. The reclamation plan must be
considered as part of the overall project act and therefore the existing document is totally
inadequate.

Comment: Mandate that a large sum financial bond be placed by the mining company to protect
any and all damage.



Response: Any Plan of Operation approved would include a reclamation plan and bond. The
reclamation plan will be used to calculate the bond amount. The amount isbased on multiple
factorsand calculated by the Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries, the
BLM, and the Forest Service. Thebond can be changed during operationsif need be.
Whenever a bond furnished under an approved plan of operationsisfound to be
unsatisfactory, a new bond would be furnished within 15 days. The bond was estimated for all
action alter natives as about $50,000 (subject to change given depending on final approved
plan).

Comment: If NICORE declares bankruptcy or defaults on obligations, who would be responsible
for completing the restoration, both physically and financially?

Response: The Forest Service (using therequired bond) or a bonding company, would hire
contractorsto reclaim the site.

Comment: The DEIS states that the applicant will be required to submit a mitigation plan and
obtain the necessary permits before commencing operations. There is not, however, sufficient
information provided in the DEISto enable those reviewing it to make informed judgements on
the sufficiency of the proposed mitigation requirements.

Response: The section on mitigation has been improved for the FEIS.

Comment: Mitigation measures must include decommissioning and restoring all roads used for
the mining operation.

Response: The FEIS disclosesthat the current condition of the roads does not fully meet
Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives, and that the Forest Service objective for much of
the proposed haul routeis*“level 1- closed.” Mitigation for all full mining alter natives
includes annual and final stormproofing and closure. Under No Action and Alternative 9, the
roads may be closed and stor mproofed by the Forest Service, aspart of theregular water shed
restoration program.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED STUDY

Comment: The DEIS should contain a Preservation/Restoration alternative, and a Mining Other
Claims Without Creek Crossing Alternative.

Response: These alter natives ar e discussed in Chapter Two, Alternatives Consider ed but
Eliminated From Detailed Study. The Restoration Alternativeisnot an appropriate response
to the miner’s Plan of Operations. A Mining Other Claims Alternativeis not appropriate,
sincethe miner has not indicated interest in mining any other claims.

Comment: | would also recommend that the mining plan evaluate an alternate transport system
using tramsinstead of haul roads.



Comment: | offer an additional alternative: Transportation by aerial tram of the ore to a central
location in Section 14.

Response: Alternatives 10 and 11 include an aerial cable system for ore haul from Mine Site
D. The cable system is more expensive, but feasible. It would require someroad development
to implement.

Comment: The DEISdoes not contain real alternatives, just slight variations of the
unacceptable and invalid Proposed Action of the miner.

Response: Therange of alter natives was expanded in the SDEIS (and FEIS) to respond to this
comment.

Comment: The section entitled 'Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Sudy'
provides no justification of why the seemingly viable alternatives discussed therein are
eliminated.

Response: Thereasons each alternative is eliminated from detailed study is explained.

Comment: | suggest an alternative haul route with the fewest possible stream crossings with
bridges rather than fords or culverts.

Response: Your comments have been considered and therationale for the decision will bein
the Record of Decision. Bridgesarea part of Alternatives6, 7, 8, 10 and 11.

Comment: The DEISalso eliminates an alter native that would withdraw parts of the Rough and
Ready Creek Watershed from mineral entry from detailed study. This decision is based on the
assumption that withdrawal would fail to meet the purpose and need and would be outside the
project analysis (2-17). However, Forest Service erred in this determination. A withdrawal
alternative is a reasonable measure "to protect resources on BLM and National Forest system
lands' (1-2).

Comment: Sskiyou National Forest (S\NF) S& G 10-2 says that areas with mineral potential
should be recommended for withdrawal from mineral entry only when mitigation measures
would not adequately protect other resource values which are of greater public interest. We
urge you to adhereto S& G and initiate the process of withdrawing these claims so this area
can be managed in a manner consistent with it's special values.

Response: Withdrawal from mineral entry isan alternative consider ed, but eliminated from
detailed study. Withdrawal isnot an appropriate responseto a Plan of Operationsin an area
currently open to mineral entry. Withdrawal could be considered in a separate analysis.



Comment: Please include a Designated Special Research Area alternative.
Comment: Rough and Ready Creek should become the Redrock Rainforest National Monument.

Comment: Rough and Ready Creek and the South Kalmiopsis Roadless Area should become a
National Conservation Area.

Response: These alter natives wer e consider ed, but eliminated from detailed study because
they are outside the scope and would not meet the purpose and need (see FEIS Chapter
Two).

Comment: Given the sensitivity of the area, | do not see why an alternative that included both
bridges and a ridge route was not studied. | believe that such an alternative is warranted.

Response: The SDEIS and FEISinclude alter nativesthat utilize bridges and theridge route.

Comment: | have read the 5 alternative plans for the project, and | have a 6. Landfills across
the nation are being re-opened and mined. | suggest a land swap. Mr. Freeman could trade his
claimsfor the closed Kerby landfill. He could get rights to all metal found, have methane rights
and bulldoze to his heart’ s content.

Response: Mr. Freeman does not own the lands wherethe claims arelocated, thusthe land
swap you propose cannot be accomplished.

Comment: The Forest Service must develop an alternative or alternatives that would limit the
scope of the mining operation and that would require the ore to be transported by helicopter.

Response: The SDEIS and FEISresponded to thiscomment and expanded the range of
alternatives, including Preferred Alternative 9, which both limitsthe scope and requiresore
transport by helicopter.

Comment: The Forest should request that the claimant demonstrate the validity of the process at
commercial scale.

Comment: Page 2-17 discusses alternatives eliminated from detailed study. In the second
paragraph, the DEIS stated that " A withdrawal would not affect valid, existing claims. A
mineral discovery isassumed valid until otherwise proven.” What is the definition of a "Valid"
claim? Again, it is my understanding that economic viability is among the validity criteria.
What does it take to prove a claim otherwise?

Comment: The EISstates"a mineral discovery is assumed valid until otherwise proven”. Has the
effort been made to prove otherwise?

Comment: The option of completing a validity examis discretionary. This option should be
explored in some of FEIS alternatives.

Comment: We believe that the NICORE DEISis severely flawed because the proposed NICORE
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mining plan in the Rough and Ready Creek water shed was never measured against an
established mineral validity examination.

Response: A mining claim (not mineral discovery, that language has been corrected in the
ElS) isassumed valid until proven otherwise. Agencies (BLM, Forest Service) initiate the
expensive validity examination when a locator choosesto exert their rights, under the mining
law, to gain titleto a claim (patent) or they propose to conduct mining operationsin areas that
have been withdrawn from mineral entry. Thisareaisnot withdrawn from mineral entry, and
the patent application process has been stalled through a moratorium imposed by the United
States Congress. Alternative 9 isdesigned to resolve some of the operational and economic
questions associated with the project.

Comment: The DEIS develops only a narrow range of alternatives to the proposed action. The
DEIS eliminates from further consideration helicopter access, the only alternative method of
transporting ore that minimizes the impacts to the environment because it would be extremely
expensive to Nicore (see DEIS page 2-18).

Comment: The DEIS concludesthat it did not consider helicopter access because it "would be
extremely expensive to implement and would tantamount to denial of access.” It seemsthat to
make this determination the Forest Service must have information relating to the potential value
of the mineral to be extracted as well as the costs of extraction. On the basis of what economic
information was the determination of the economic feasibility of alternatives access
requirements made? Thisinformation is necessary to understand how the FSand BLM came to
its conclusion that helicopter access would not be economically feasible.

Response: Full scale helicopter mining was not fully developed because each ton of ore would
cost about 24 times moreto transport by helicopter than truck (using haul costs for
Alternative 9 versus haul costsfor Alternative 7). It would have an extremely low cost to
benefit ratio (see Economic Analysisin Chapter Four for details). The limited amount of
helicopter use contemplated in Alter native 9 may be reasonable, given the potential adver se
effects of constructing, upgrading and using roadsto conduct the sample and the economic and
operational uncertainties discussed in the EIS.

Comment: Since the miners plan indicates that only about 3.1 acres will be mined per year, it
would be reasonable to limit mining and road construction activities to one site until such a time
asthat site is spent.

Comment: Other alternatives that could be considered but were not, would be a scaled back
proposal such asto allow mining in one pit (for example pit B) and see how the reclamation
efforts go before allowing more pits to be devel oped.



Response: The miner has stated that ore must be taken from all sites because “ore needsto
removed from all sitesand mixed...The various sites have ore composed of different

per centages of nickel.” (See Stephens Feb 10 1997 correspondence). The Agencies recognize
that completion of each site prior to entering the next site could be the most cost effective

and environmentally preferred method. The Proposed Plan of Operations and all action
alternativeswould requirethat reclamation occur in disturbed areas each year, and that roads
be annually stor mproofed.

Comment: One way to resolve thisas a win/win is for the US Government to buy back these
claims at a reasonable and substantial price and then give to FSand prohibit further resource
extraction.

Response: The United States maintains owner ship of lands within mining claims and cannot
“buy back” an interest that it has never relinquished.

PHYSICAL SETTING - ROCK, SOILSAND WATER

Comment: The DEIS states that "mine site D is on a hillslope above the south fork of Rough and
Ready Creek. Ponding of water in the mine pit may lead to changed in subsurface drainage and
instability." Isthere a possibility that the hillslope at Mine Ste D would become so unstable as
to landslide?

Response: Stability analysis and design prior to operationsisrecommended in all action
alternativesto avoid potential instability and landslides.

Comment: A complete chemical analysis of randomly located statistically significant number of
surface soil samples and pit bottom samples should be presented in the SDEIS,

Response: The EIS utilizesinfor mation found in the Josephine County survey, aswell as
geologic reports. The EISliststhe soil typesand their characteristics.

Comment: Will the alluvial fan at the mouth of Rough and Ready Creek be destroyed by sediment
caused by erosion in excavations?

Response: No. Expected effects of the alternativesrelative to erosion are discussed at length
in Chapter Four of theEIS.

Comment: With regard to sediment, it should be stated that a NO ACTION alternative would
pose no risk, not "little" risk as stated on page 4-3.

Response: The existing condition contains roads which are currently delivering some sediment
to the system. There arelocalized sitesthat currently do not fully meet Aquatic Conservation
Strategy Objectives. The watershed asa wholeisconsidered “optimum” in terms of sediment
impact to fish habitat.



Comment: What erosion and sediment control measures will be taken to prevent offsite
movement of sediment form the stockpile site during wet weather?

Response: The stockpile site will be designed for grade and drainage control. The pileswill be
covered during the wet season.

Comment: The SDEIS needs to review the complete water needs of the NICORE project. How
much water isrequired and at what times? Where is the water source? How will the water be
used and at what rate? What water right permits would be needed?

Response: The SDEIS and FEI S contain specific discussions about the water needsfor the
project. Water would be needed primarily for dust abatement and in road
improvement/construction activities. The FEIS stipulatesthat for all alternatives, the For est
Service and BLM would consider the water sour ce proposed by the miner and decide whether
to approvethat particular source. TheForest Serviceand BLM cannot decide whether to
allow the miner to take water from Rough and Ready Creek, but the analysis displaysthe
effects on Rough and Ready Creek if water was taken from that sour ce (a water right would
berequired and the stateisresponsible for deter mining whether to approve arequest for
Rough and Ready Creek water). Other dust abatement options exist and may be approved
(subsequent analysiswould be documented in an appropriate manner if water isnot thefinal
method chosen).

Comment: At a minimum, the failure of the DEIS to determine the specific temperature change
for all alternatives fatally flaws the entire process. The DEIS conclusion that 'Road
development is not expected to significantly affect [ temperature related] processes” is not
supported by any detailed review.

Response: Temperatureimpacts are more fully addressed in the FEIS and SDEIS under the
Stream Flow and Water Temper ature issue.

Comment: The DEISfailsto: A) consider the effects of mineral mining and mineral structures,
diversions and discharges on fish, other aquatic life and water quality. B) identify the analysis
effects of mineral mining on aquatic systems despite the widely known and documented impacts
and the difficulty of restoring aquatic systems. C) discuss and measure use of water for drinking
water and other household and agricultural purposes.

Response: These concerns are addressed in the EI'S and associated documents.

Comment: The DEISfailsto estimate the impacts of mineral mining on the supply and quality of
water and soil for agricultural purposes.

Response: Effects on the water supply are discussed. Soil used for agricultural purposes
would not be affected.



Comment: On DEIS page 3-1 the second paragraph gives fleeting mention of soils, but the
information presented isincorrect. First, the language in paragraph 2 keeps referring to the
soilsas "deposits’. These soils are NOT deposits, but rather residuum. Second, it states that
the, " deposits that would be mined ...are shown in the Alternative Maps in Chapter Two." There
is no such map.

Response: Discussionsin the SDEIS and FEISresolve this confusion. A map of the nickel-
bearing laterite soilsisnow in Chapter Three. Theword “deposits’ isused colloquially to
refer to the mineralsthat have concentrated within these soils. The soils are a combination of
colluvial material and residual soils developed from weathering of the peridotite parent
material.

Comment: The primary default issue with the EISwas that the Plan failed to delineate those
activities required to insure groundwater quality would be protected. In particular: 1) Thefive
acres set aside for ore drying will require enhanced institutional controls to prevent spills, an
imper meable surface pad, leachate collection and treatment, and groundwater monitoring to
assure and confirm no adver se impacts at these locations. 2) Those areas designated for ore
and overburden removal require hydro-geologic characterizations to evaluate potential adverse
impacts to groundwater quality due infiltration and seepage. 3) The delicate balance between
groundwater recharge from streams, as well as discharge to streams along select areas was not
investigated. 4) The proposed seasonal method of operation and the annual bridge and culvert
installation and removal activities imply the surface water quality could be aggravated by this
methodology, as opposed to more permanent structures.

Response: 1) The orewould be stored on a terrace of Rough and Ready. The ore would
contain soilsthat have been in contact with atmospheric oxygen for millennia. Thereisno
reason to believe that smpletransport of thisoreto a new location would result in ore
toxicity. The ore storage site would provide for adequate drainage, and the ore would be
covered to limit erosion during the winter months,

2) See above

3) True. Groundwater interactionswith streams wer e discussed only to the extent that cold
springs and seeps near the proposed road crossings wer e identified and impacts assessed. A
complete study of the groundwater system isnot necessary to compar e alter natives.

4) Tradeoffsin sediment delivery between per manent and temporary bridges was discussed in
the physical sciencereport and the SDEIS.

Comment: Nickel and its associated minerals are highly soluble and toxic and will directly
impact soil habitats. Toxic metals leaching into the surrounding surface soils from mining
operations and road surfaces will change the PH of the already sensitive serpentine soil,
possibly lowering the PH and creating highly unstable and sterile soil conditions.

Response: The potential effects of nickel and associated mineralsthat may be delivered to
the water shed from the project were analyzed. Nickel concentrations are not expected to be
measur ably increased; water quality will be monitored in all action alternatives.



Comment: "The ore is not expected to contain toxic materials.” | do not believe that this
statement can be made without any evidence to back it up.

Response: Chemical analysis provided by the USGS provides adequate evidence to support
this statement.

Comment: The Draft EISindicated on page 4-3 that the amount of sediment introduced into the
Rough and Ready watershed is not known, yet in the same paragraph and on the table on page 3-
3, the amount of sediment in the creek is considered optimum. The final EIS should clarify the
confusing point.

Response: The assertion that sediment levels are optimum isbased on stream surveys, field
observation and professional judgement, despite the absence of a sediment budget for the
system. Beneficial uses (with regard to sediment) are met under current conditions.

Comment: No one has addressed the issue of the rare and endangered soils.

Response: Thereisno category in theregulatory framework for ‘rare and endangered soils'.
The soils have been discussed in the SDEIS.

Comment: Rough and Ready Creek is on the Oregon 303 (d) list of impaired water bodies due to
temperatures that exceed Sate water quality standards. The EIS should not assume increasesin
sediment yield will not affect stream temperature (page 4-5, figure 15); it is possible that
sediment delivery will further degrade water quality. The EIS must state that the mining
operation will comply with the TMDL for Rough and Ready Creek when it is completed by the
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ). Further, the EIS must demonstrate that the
mining operation will not exacerbate the existing temperature problemin the creek.

Response: The SDEIS disclosed that water temperatureswould likely be increased in
alternatives that use Rough and Ready water for dust abatement on the haul route; the
Forest Servicerecognizesthisisincompatible with the DEQ TMDL process. Low-water
crossings arelikely not compatible with the DEQ standards. The FEISrefinesthe discussion
by adding that NO MEASURABLE temperatureincreases are likely, but decreased flow
would TREND the water shed toward degradation.



Comment: There are no estimates given here as to the amount of sediment such actions would
deliver in the stream channels. Rather thereisatable, ( fig. 13), in which "the relative risk
rating compar es the alter natives to each other, and has no absolute value. The Proposed Action
was given an arbitrary value of 100, and all alternatives are compared to that value." Which
means of course that the values mean nothing except to point out that the alter natives to the
Proposal arerelatively preferable. Preferable to what, is another question? What the level of
sediments introduced in the streambeds, (though initial construction, maintenance and
inevitable erosion) by the Proposed action is not know or even guessed at. All put together this
is too much conjecture to satisfy anyone with real concerns about sediment delivery into stream
channels though Road Devel opment.

Response: The SDEIS and FEISincludes estimates of sediment volume, rather than arelative
risk rating.

Comment: Will the impact of travel over these crossing by 25-ton articulated dump trucks,
service vehicles and other heavy equipment, and the subsequent weekly/monthly upkeep of the
crossing, supposedly by more coarse sediment integrated into the bedload, was taken into
account. The figures given also have no allowance for the amount of fine sediment delivered
though airborne particulates such as dust that will further compound this problem.

Response: Theseissues are addressed in the FEISand SDEIS, in Chapter Four.

Comment: Figure 9A: This needs to be explained so people know what the water will 1ook like.
How does one compare a sediment delivery of 600 cubic yards to one of 1100 cubic yards, for
example? Thisisnot clearly explained later in Chapter Four either.

Response: The affect of sediment on the appear ance of the water isrelated to the proportion
of finesin the delivered material. The sediment number s above reflect volumes of material
associated with in channel crossing fills, the majority of which will be largerock that will
travel as bedload. Nonetheless, turbidity will be associated with those fills as the material will
break down with use. Only the Proposed Action proposesto usein channel crossings, asis
discussed in the SDEIS and FEIS - all remaining in channel crossings have been modified to
bridgesin the action alternatives.

Comment: We are specifically concerned about the impacts from increased sedimentation,
altered dissolved oxygen and water temperature, and concentrated heavy metals as a result of
this mining operation. On Page 2-5, the DEISindicates baseline water quality would be
analyzed by the U. S. Geological Survey and the collected data would be correlated with aquatic
insect and Macro-invertebrate sampling data. The FEIS should describe the type of biotic
sampling and the sampling schedule in greater detail.



Response: Thisisdiscussed inthe FEISand SDEIS. Thereport by the USGS, Miller, 1998 is
available as are theresults of the macr o-invertebrate sampling. Two types of data were
collected: 1) Water sampleswer e collected and analyzed for selected variables by the USGS
Water Resources Division in Denver Colorado, and 2) substrate particle size was measur ed
and benthic macro-invertebrates wer e collected by the Forest Service and enumerated by a
private contractor for community composition. Total taxaisrelatively high for all sample
sites, ranging from 15 to over 45 depending on the site. Sampleson the West Fork Illinois
River and mouth of Rough and Ready Creek had the highest densities while upstream areas
had the lowest. Of particular interest isthedistributional record of Cloeodes excogitatus
(mayfly species). Thisisanorthern most record and thefirst found in Oregon. Cloeodeswas
found only in the tributary samples.

Comment: On page 3-4, the DEIS states: "...the Proposed Action and all action alter natives may
result in fine sediment delivery that could degrade summer rearing and/or fall spawning
habitat...". In addition, water quality overall could be degraded for the aquatic biota. Thus, the
FEIS should require implementation of a water quality monitoring program for the duration of
thismining project.

Response: Water quality monitoringisrequired in all action alternative.

Comment: The contribution of Rough and Ready Creek to water volume in West Fork of Illinois
IS not mentioned.

Response: Rough and Ready Creek contributes about 30 percent of the volume of the West
Fork IllinoisRiver. Thishasbeen added to the Physical Environment discussion in the FEIS.

Comment: My neighbors and | have been increasing the efficiency of our water use in order to
return more water to Rough and Ready Creek. We do not look favorably on the prospect that
our saved water will be used by NICORE in dust abatement.

Response: The effects of water withdrawal are discussed in the EIS. Ultimately, water use
allocations are determined by the Oregon Department of Water Resour ces.

Comment: Pollution originating at the mine site directly threatens my family's health and that of
my livestock through contamination of my water rights off Rough and Ready Creek.

Response: Contamination of surface watersisnot likely under the action alternatives. The
possible occurrence of a hazardous material spill isdiscussed in the EIS.

Comment: | have reason to believe there is a definite risk of undesirable toxicity from airborne
nickel particulates.



Response: The EISdiscussesdust and air quality. Tom Peter son from the Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality has confirmed that dust from this operation is not
expected to pose health hazards. Dust abatement would minimize adver se effects from dust.
Comment: A fuel spill into Rough and Ready Creek would make the water undrinkable and would
also ruin our filters.

Response: Thismay be true depending on the location of the spill, the volume of the spill, and
the proximity of the withdrawal point to the spill. Hazardous substances are discussed in the
EIS.

Comment: Since the USFSand Mr Freeman can not guarantee our drinking water will not
become contaminated, we insist that a well be dug for us.

Response: Thereisno evidencethat a well isneeded or required as mitigation.

Comment: Overburden can clog streams, and if it contains sulfur compounds it could react with
rainwater to form sulfuric acid which may contaminate local soils and streams.

Response: No sulfur compounds are present in laterite soilsin concentrations that would
affect water quality. Additionally, overburden will not be stored adjacent to streams and
runoff from the storage site will be controlled through grade and runoff design.

Comment: DEIS has not addressed soil chemistry change and possible effects on acidification of
waters in Rough and Ready Creek.

Response: Acidification isnot an issuein these well buffered waters (Miller, 1998).

Comment: Prior to earth disturbance, all water sources downstream need to be tested for
quantity and quality.

Response: Specific sites have been tested and will be monitored should an action alternative
be chosen. Not all waters downstream of the project would be impacted by a project of this
size, intensity and duration.

Comment: The effects of using crushed rock for stream crossings were poorly considered. These
will slow the stream and prolong the annual period of high stream temperatures.

Response: The effects of using crushed rock at the crossingsis discussed mor e thoroughly in
the SDEIS and FEIS, including potential effects on water temperature. Bridgeswould
eliminate these impacts.

Comment: | believe that any additional water removal from Rough and Ready for dust control or
material processing will have a small but real effect on the water level and water temperature of
Rough and Ready during the sensitive summer months.



Response: Theseimpactsaredisclosed in the FEISand SDEIS.

Comment: What will the cumulative effects of water withdrawal be year after year on
downstream habitats?

Response: Water withdrawal could increase water temperatures during the summer months.
The cumulative effects of annual water removal isthe same asthe direct effects. Neither are
expected to be measurable.

Comment: The DEISat 4-26 concludes that the impacts of removing water for "dust abatement”
would not have adver se effects on stream flow. Because the DEIS acknowl edges that
downstream for the project area R& RC "almost runs dry during the summer and early fall."
This assertion seems difficult to justify. How will the withdrawal of water from R& RC or its
tributaries affect the existing shortage of water in theriver noted on p.2-3 Are any downstream
sections of R& RC listed as water quality limited for flow: If not, why not? If downstream area
are listed then how can further withdrawals be consistent with CWA requirements?

Response: The FEIS provides a corrected estimate for potential water removal from Rough
and Ready Creek and also discloses potential effects of that withdrawal. However, as
disclosed in the EI'S, awater right would haveto be obtained through the State. Mitigation
listed in Chapter Two also stipulatesthat any dust abatement method proposed in the Final
Plan of Operationswould be subject to Forest Service approval.

Comment: The SDEIS should study all domestic water sourcesin the O'Brien and Airport Drive
areas.

Response: Potential effects on domestic water sources are discussed in the EIS; there
remainsno need to “ study all water sources.” The section in the FEIS on Hazardous
Material Spillsdisclosesthat if a spill wereto occur, at least one drinking water sour ce could
be affected. However, filtering through the groundwater net and porous spacesin the soils
make it far lesslikely that any wells or springswould be contaminated. A Spill Plan will be
required asa part of the Final Plan of Operationsto contain any potential spills.

Comment: The Forest Service has not collected base-line data about turbidity, suspended
sediment, streambed stability or fish densities (juvenile or adult fish/mile). Without this data, it
will be difficult to determine empirically if the predictionsin the DEISare valid.

Response: Several cross-sections along Rough and Ready Creek were surveyed in the
summer of 1997 and can bere-surveyed to assess channel bed and bank conditions over time.
L evel two fisheries surveys has been completed for the North and South Forks and mainstem
of Rough and Ready Creek. Not all parameters mentioned in the comment have numerical
baselines, however, this does not preclude making predictions based on field obser vations and
professional judgement. The monitoring plan includes water quality parameters.

Comment: While recognizing that Rough and Ready Creek is listed as Water Quality limited by
the Sate of Oregon, the EI S does not discuss the existing conditions in project area tributaries
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that will be impacted by the proposed project. Descriptions should include streams
characteristics such as amount of down woody debris, pool frequency, temperature, a
description of all water quality limited stream, the aquatic species present including mollusks,
and other relevant information.

Response: Level two fisheries surveys have been completed for Rough and Ready Creek,
including portions of the North and South Forks. Information related to these streamsare
displayed in the West Fork Watershed Analysis, which isincorporated by reference into this
EIS. Other tributaries were not deemed as significant in terms of fish habitat and were not
surveyed. Impactsto resourceswer e assessed based on field observations of potentially
affected areas.

Comment: The DEIS (4-2) does not quantify the impacts from any of the alternatives in terms of
amounts of sediment delivered to the stream channel or the mode of delivery. It does not explain
what is meant by the Relative Sediment Risk Rating, and does not address the cumulative effect
of sediment from road development, stream crossings and mine sites. The DEISfailsto state
that volumes of sediment fromroad and mine sites are potentially much greater than those
from stream crossing.

Response: The FEIS and SDEI Sinclude estimates of sediment delivery (in cubic yards) for
road development, mine sites, and stream crossings.

Comment: The EIS should also describe in detail the impact of the culvert and washed rock
removal and installation.

Response: Theimpacts of culvert and washed rock removal and replacement are discussed in
the SDEISand FEISin Chapter Four.

Comment: The DEIS acknowledges that Rough and Ready Creek is listed as a Water Quality
Limited under section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act because temperatures in excess of 80
degrees have been measured within the analysisarea. The DEIS, however, failed to consider in
any detail how the proposed plan will exacerbate these temperature violations.

Response: Thisisaddressed in the SDEIS and FEISin Chapter Four.

Comment: The DEIS acknowledges briefly the "The Alberg Road currently is an active source of
sediment,” but fails to describe any details about this ongoing impact or how the Alberg Road
impacting water quality and aquatic resources? How many miles of road currently exist in the
analysis area and do those roads contribute sediment to Rough and Ready Creek and its
tributaries? Have any surveys or monitoring been specifically performed to evaluate the
sediment impacts from existing roads in the analysis area on aquatic organisms?



Response: Theseissuesare addressed in Chapter Four of the FEISand SDEIS. Theanalysis
isbased on formal surveys, extensive and varied field observations, air photo review, and
professional judgement. The FEIS disclosesthat the Alberg Road does not currently meet
Aquatic Conservation Strategy Objectives, however, overall, sediment is considered to be at
optimum levelsfor fish habitat in the water shed.

Comment: We have a spring about a quarter of a mile, could be even closer, to where Walt will
be digging his holes for hislow-grade nickel. | do request at this time that, from the Forest
Service, that water analysis be done on our property.

Response: Several springson National Forest (but under permit for use by residentswith
proper water rights) were sampled prior and resulting dataisincluded in the analysisfilesand
summarized in the EIS. Concentrations of nickel in the springs are higher than Department of
Environmental Quality standards, however, the amount of nickel in the water does not pose
any human health risk (based on correspondence with the Oregon Department of Health).
Alternative 9 and No Action would not lead to increases in nickel concentrations and slight
increases are predicted for the other alternatives.

Comment: The West Fork Watershed Analysis identifies data gaps (p.3&4) that must befilled
and the information included in the revised DEIS, For example the Watershed Analysis state that
complete biological information is lacking for most plant and animal species. How can the

DEIS analyze the impacts of the mining operation on the plant and animal species without the
missing information being gathered first? The Watershed Analysis recommended that the depth
to ground water and ground and surface water interactions be determined. Not only hasthe FS
and BLM failed to fill the data gaps identified in the Watershed Analysis, there are critical
information gaps not identified in the Watershed Analysis. For instance the Watershed Analysis
recommends that West Fork water shed satellite imagery interpretation be completed for fens
and then to use geo-hydro-solids input to delineate groundwater influence around fens but the
FSand BLM in the Watershed Analysis and the DEIS have failed to map or otherwise identify
the location of wetlands in the area that may be affected by the Nicore proposal and to disclose
these to the public.

Response: Thereisno requirement that all data gaps be completed prior to initiating an
action. Analysis of effects occurred using best professional judgement, data gathered from the
area, observations from the area and similar conditions, and the scientific literature. The
wetlands have been also been mapped using satelliteimagery. Localized impactsto wetlands,
especially wetlands that are adjacent to roads, is possible, asisdisclosed in the EI'S (Chapter
Four).

Comment: There is no comprehensive discussion of impacts to wetlands (direct or indirect) or
an analysis of wetland alter natives that would avoid or minimize wetland impacts.

Response: Impactsto wetlands are discussed in the EIS. Several alter natives wer e developed
to minimize or avoid impacts.



Comment: Mitigation included in Alternatives to the Proposed Action should read: Oregon
Water Resources Permit or Limited Licenses to withdraw water from Rough and Reedy Creek.
(for use in dust abatement and other read activities). On Page 3-2, Water quantity, Our
Department has made a number of streamflow measurements during 1997 and will be doing the
same this year.

Response: This change has been madein the SDEIS and FEIS. The data collected by the
Oregon Department of Water Resour ces has been referenced and used.

Comment: There has been no effort to map the springs and bogs of the area and the waterways
that feed them. Undoubtedly digging large pits and use of water by miner will change the
underground flow of the area.

Response: Springs and bogs located along potential mine pitsand haul routes have been
observed and discussed in the EIS. Pit construction will likely change the local groundwater
infiltration and the shallow water table, but isunlikely to affect the deep groundwater paths.
Springs and bogs have been mapped in a variety of ways (domestic water sources, rare plant
habitats, riparian reserves).

Comment: A study is needed to show the effects of soil and rock disturbance on the rate of
metal/trace element release into the water shed.

Response: The FEIS disclosesthat small increasesin dissolved elements are possible, but are
not likely to be measurable. Thisfinding issupported by USGS analysis (Miller 1998).

Comment: The DEIS should have a complete chemical analysis of creek, spring and ground
water samples gathered during all four seasons.

Response: Comparison between the alter natives was accomplished without this data set.
Summer samples wer e taken and analyzed by the US Geologic Survey. Summer flowsare
sampled because those flows are likeliest to contain the highest concentrations of elements.

Comment: Forest Service "opinion” that water supplies of residents would not be affected is not
scientifically defensible.

Response: The Forest Service opinion isbased on calculations, professional judgement and
observations of the area, considering the scale of the operation. The distance between the
mine sites, and groundwater and surface water flow paths were consider ed in making this
finding. Monitoring will beincluded to test thisfinding.

Comment: | request that the FS proceed with chemical analysis of all water supplies from point
of diversion with high and low flow tested on a quarterly basis thereafter.

Response: The information requested isnot needed in order to comparethe alter natives, or
monitor the impacts.



Comment: The DEIS should have described the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
activities that negatively affect water quality. What activities occur in the analysis area that
could negatively affect water quality? What is an estimate of the current amount of the sediment
that existing roads in the project area input into Rough and Ready Creek and its tributaries?
Approximately by what percentage would this level of sediment input be increasers? What isthe
potential for other mining claimsin the Rough and Ready water shed to be developed and how
would devel opment of these mines affect water quality and aquatic resources in conjunction with
the currently proposed mine?

Response: Activities such asroad development, ore stockpiling, road use and pit development
would all contribute sediment to the stream system, asisdisclosed in the EIS. Additional
information regar ding the potentially for eseeable effects of implementing mining on the full
512 acres has been included in the FEIS.

Comment: Soil structure of Ste B is barely capable of supporting a load on roads and could
start landslides.

Response: Theroad to Site B has been in place for decades and has supported several types
of heavy equipment. There could be spotsthat will requirerocking to help support equipment.
Spot rocking isincluded and costed for all alternatives.

Comment: The estimate that 600 cubic yards of fine sediment will be released annually is low.
The continued operation of industrial equipment over the course of a decade would have
cumulative impact upon the areas over which such equipment would be opened. The dust
abatement procedures to which the DEIS alludes (page 2-5) seem to indicate that water will be
used for dust suppression. Thereby substituting one form of erosion for another. | see no
evidence that this was taken into account in either the calculation of 600 cubic yard figure or
the enigmatic “ index" calculations.

Response: Estimates of sediment supply to the channel wererecalculated in the SDEIS and
FEIS, including contributions from dust. Water application for dust abatement isnot likely to
result in erosion of theroad surface.

Comment: | believe the final EIS must address the following: 1) available database of
temperature information 2) how the proposed actions meets the goals and objectives of the
Oregon Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) 3) establish who the claimant is responsible
to in actions effecting water quality in the watershed. 4) how the actions of the claimant will be
monitored and their effects evaluated.

Response: All water temper atur e infor mation collected by the US Forest Service and
Cooperatorsisavailable upon request at thelllinoisValley RD. Water withdrawalsin Rough
and Ready Creek may not bein compliance with standardsfor water temperature, even
though temper atur e changes ar e not expected to be measurable. The claimant isresponsible
to obey all state and federal water quality laws. Water quality would be monitored (see
Chapter Two).

Comment: The Plan of Operations and action alternatives of such a mine will violate the Clean
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Water Act.

Response: Full scale mining may not meet all aspects of the Clean Water Act. Rough and
Ready iscurrently listed aswater quality limited with regard to temperature, thus, no
increases (or trendstoward increases) would meet theintent Clean Water Act. Thisis
discussed in the FEIS. The Preferred Alternative 9 would meet all aspects of the Clean
Water Act.

Comment: Under the Clean Water Act, federal agencies are required to comply with state water
quality standards. The DEIS does not discuss the applicable water quality standards, and
consequently does not address whether the project will in fact comply with these requirements.

Response: The FEISincludes appropriate discussions about existing water quality standards
and potential effects of implementation.

Comment: The DEIS does not address the numerous seep and springs that form sensitive contact
sports such as swimming. Nor does the DEIS address the aesthetic values of Rough and Ready
Creeks exceptional water clarity.

Response: The values associated with excellent water clarity are addressed in the EIS and
associated documents such asthe West Fork Water shed Analysis and the Rough and Ready
Creek Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Study. The numerous springs and seeps are also
discussed. Thebeneficial use of primary contact recreation (swimming) isnot likely to be
negatively impacted by the action alter natives.

Comment: At a minimum, the failure of the DEISto determine the specific temperature change
for all alternatives fatally flaws the entire process. The DEIS conclusion that 'Road
development is not expected to significantly affect [ temperature related] processes’ is not
supported by any detailed review.

Response: The SDEIS and FEI Sinclude specific discussions about water temper ature.
Specific temperatur e changes are not expected to be measur able, except possibly under the
Proposed Action.

Comment: The DEISdoes not adequately describe the uniqueness and quality of the water in the
Rough and Ready Creek system. It notes that fine sediment added to streams can increase
turbidity (3-1) but provides no baseline against which to measure turbidity.

Response: The baseline used isthat beneficial usesare currently being met; the beneficial
uses are salmonids, water uses (domestic, industrial, stock, irrigation) and primary contact
recreation.

Comment: The issue of pollution originating at the mine site potentially contaminating both
surface and subsurface water was not addressed.

Response: No pollution isexpected to originate at the mine sites.



Comment: The DEIS states that " some impacts to small wetlands and fens may occur from road
development near Crossings 1-4.” The EISdoes not give any detail asto the impacts.

Response: The EIS statesthat the existing road system isre-routing water, altering the
relationship between surface and sub-surface water, and moving road sediment during storm
events. Changesover timefrom theoriginal road construction are unknown. Road
treatments would be designed to maintain the hydrological integrity of theriparian zone as
intended by the Aquatic Conservation Strategy.

Comment: On p.4-16 and 4-17 the DEIS has no mention of water quality under EFFECTS ON
RESDENTS, whileon p. 4-1 and 4-19 it stated that water quality may be degraded in all of the
action alternatives. State water quality standards may be exceeded for short duration and
distance downstream for the crossing. The SDEIS should quantify what constitutes a short
duration and a short distance.

Response: Water quality is discussed elsewhere, but any adver se effects on water quality
would also affect residents. The estimates of distance downstream and duration will vary with
the size of the storm event. Bedload movement on coar sely bedded stream channels has been
shown to be chaotic, with material moving 10'sto 100's of feet downstream following flows
lar ge enough to mobilize the bed material.

Comment: The DEIS states on p.4-3 that three of the four mine sites are not prone to erosion
and for mine site D, ponding of water may lead to changed in surface drainage and instability.
According to the USDA SCS (NRCS)" Soil Survey of Josephine County, Oregon”, mine sites A and
B are located on soils that are.." subject to landslides and slumping because it is underlain by
highly fractured bedrock and is very plastic" and mine sites C and D are |located on soils
where," runoff is very rapid and the hazard of water erosionisvery high." The Forest Service
needs to discuss thisin the SDEISand how it will affect sediment delivery to Rough and Ready
Creek.

Response: Theseissuesare addressed in the EIS and analysisfile documents. Site D is
considered at the highest risk of failure dueto a steeper slope. Gentle slopes at sitesA, B, and
C arelesssusceptibleto failure.

Comment: Contaminated streams may need to be piped to a source clean up by complex but
capable equipment owned and operated by the U.S. Gover nment.

Response: It isnot anticipated that streamswill be contaminated in any alter native.

Comment: The life expectancy of the mineisten years. Water quality analysis should
encompass a breakdown of the effects on the water for each of the minesin ten years.



Response: The effects of the mine operations over theten year period are not expected to
vary significantly from year to year, given therestrictionson haul period and the volume of
ore planned for removal. Thus, direct, indirect and cumulative effectsto water quality are not
expected to vary on an annual basis.

HAZARDOUSMATERIALS

Comment: Risks of Hazardous Fluid Spills-hazardous fluids that may be spilled include oil, gas
and hydraulic fluid." "The risk of a serious spill islow, however the consequences could be
significant.” What is not mentioned is the probable occurrence of frequent incidental spills
which cumulatively could have significant impact. Nowhere in the DEISis this addressed, |
assume because such leakage is considered to be minor and a matter of course. Also, isthe
question of the tailings that will be left in the mining pits and their potential to leach heavy
metals into the creek during periods of rain.

Response: Cumulative impactsin terms of multiple spills and leached metals are discussed in
the FEIS.

Comment: The probable amount of petroleum products such as grease, oil, hydraulic fluid,
gasoline, and diesel that will be released into the water shed due to the mining operations should
be estimated in the SDEIS.

Response: Discussions under the Risk of Hazar dous Substance Spill issue disclose that some
of these substances are likely to leak into the soil or water. Amounts are expected to be low
overall, given the scale and scope of the operation, with alow risk of an equipment failure
that resultsin a spill at a stream crossing. The ElSdisclosesthat one family drinksdirectly
from the creek, and the consequences of a spill could be significant.

Comment: On p.4-4 the DEIS states that the ore is not expected to contain toxic materials, the
SDEIS need to disclose that nickel and chromium are toxic.

Response: The EIS provides detailed discussion about these substancesin responseto
concerns. Nickel isin elevated concentrationsin water within Rough and Ready Creek, and
currently exceeds ambient water quality standards. Thisisto be expected given therock
typesin the watershed. However, the mining and associated activities are not expected to
significantly affect these concentrations, nor arethey toxic or do they present any short or
long term health risksat current or expected levels (moreinformation from the State of
Oregon and the federal Environmental Protection Agency isin the analysisfiles).

Comment: The DEIS does not mention the presence of arsenic or heavy metals that will become
dangerous to water sources via runoff from exposed tailing piles.

Response: Analysis and professional judgement, supported by USGS analysis (Miller 1998),
concludesthat ground water quality would remain safein all alter natives.



Comment: The DEIS does not disclose how much ore would be stockpiled at a given time and
what the effects of this and other activities at the stockpile area might be on surface and ground
water and the ecological processes of the ACEC and surrounding area. EPA's 1995 Toxic
Release Inventory found that Glenbrook Nickel ranked 4th for toxic emissionsto the land in the
Sate of Oregon. The revised DEIS must address the effects of these toxic releases into surface
and subsurface flows and the water table.

Response: The EIS describestwo optionsfor ore stockpiling and the amount of orethe sites
would be designed to accommodate. The stockpile site would be designed to accommodate up
to 40,000 tons of ore (the miner told the BLM that the site would accommodate 25,000 tons

of ore, and later told the FSthat the site would accommodate 40,000 tons). Theoreisnot
considered to be toxic, drainage will be routed away from the pile, the pile will be covered
during the wet season to avoid leaching and erosion.

FISH AND WILDLIFE

Comment: The DEIS does not contain a cumulative effects analysis for steelhead trout, coho and
Chinook salmon and cutthroat and rainbow trout.

Response: The cumulative effects analysis displayed in the EISisbased on the known nickel
laterite deposits mapped by Ramp (see Chapter Three, Physical Environment). Cumulative
effectsanalysisis addressed within section on fish.

Comment: The DEIS states that National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) was asked for
consultation. The results of this consultation should have been included in the DEISfor public
review.

Response: The Forest Service (FS) and NMFS discontinued consultation on this project.
NMFS hasrequested that the FS consult on only the preferred alter native and not the entire
range of alternatives. Thefinding for the Preferred Alternative 9 is No Effect (on any listed
speciesor critical habitat); therefore, consultation isnot required.

Comment: Page 3-3 presents a table of fish habitat condition in lower Rough and Ready Creek.
The heading states that the definition of "optimum,” "marginal,” and "outside optimum range"

have not been adapted to serpentine environments. Thisis an important factor and needs to be
considered.

Response: The West Fork Watershed Analysis addressed the differ ences between ser pentine
habitat and moretypical fish habitat, and explainsthat thelack of optimum conditions (for
instance, water temperature) may be inherent to serpentine habitat. Thefindingsin the
Matrix of Factorsand Indicators are based on standards set for all projectswithin
Southwestern Oregon and provides compar ative data acr oss water shed and proj ect analyses.



Comment: The DEISs assessment of the "relative sediment risk" from each alternative gives
little information about what the actual on the ground affect of the project would be. DEISat 3-
4 while such an analysis may show one alternative to be preferable to another in regardsto fish
protection, it does not show the impacts of even the least damaging action alternative and gives
little guidance as to whether such an alternative is consistent with statutory and regulatory
requirements. The EIS should in much greater detail address how salmon and steel head
population will be affected by the proposed project.

Response: The SDEIS and FEI S uses actual volumesto estimatesimpacts. Page 65, thetable
identifies sediment as ‘further degraded’ for the PA. The discussion on page 66 further
discusses these impacts, specifically impactsto spawning salmon, and to intra-gravel fines.

Comment: | take exception to the BE summary on page 4-6. The claim that the alteration of the
Rough and Ready watershed is not likely to "cause a loss of viability to the population or
species' it isa dubious claim.

Response: ThePreferred Alternativeis not expected to have significant adver seimpactson
any fish species. Thefindingthat all alternatives“will not likely contributeto atrend toward
afederal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or species’ USFS Region 6
sensitive species ( steelhead and cutthrout trout) is based on a professional evaluation the
Matrix of Factorsand Indicators. Thisjudgement isbased collaboration with several Forest
Service biologists and infor mal conferencing with NMFS biologists. The extent and severity
of theimpactsisnot expected to jeopar dize the continued existence of any species; this
finding is associated with some uncertainty that would be resolved through monitoring (see
the Monitoring section of Chapter Two).

Comment: The SDEIS needs to substantially study the effects the mining proposal will have on
wildlife within the analysis area. The discussion on wildlife on p.4-24 of the DEISis
inadequate.

Response: Based on the existing information, the West Fork Illinois River Watershed Analysis
documents what is known about wildlife distribution and relative abundance within the

water shed, including a list of species known or likely to occur. Given the scale of the

oper ations and the amount of habitat that would NOT be affected, and mitigation (such as
road closures) included in all alternatives, potential effects on wildlife are not considered to
be significant.

Comment: Sating that the north and south forks are likely more significant spawning and
rearing sites than the main streamis an opinion. | would like to know what surveys have been
performed, when they have been performed, and their results.



Response: USFS Region 6 Level |1 Stream Surveys wer e conducted on Rough and Ready
Creek in 1991 and 1994. The Main stem and the South Fork were surveyed in 1991 and the
North Fork was surveyed in 1994. Theresults, documented in the survey reports, isthe basis
for the opinion that the north fork and south fork are mor e significant spawning and rearing
sitesfor most anadromousfish. Key fisheriesattributes, such as pool/riffleratios, lar ge wood,
stream shade/water temperaturearein relatively higher abundancein the south fork and
north fork than the main stem of Rough and Ready Creek. Therelative abundance of older
age classes of juvenile anadromousfish, found to be present, was greater in the two
tributariesthan the main channel.

Comment: All alternatives except no action will hurt salmonids. Rough and Ready Creek
already has a high existing temperature problem, increased sediment mixed with high water
temperature can cause infection in fish.

Response: Water temper atureincreases would degrade fish habitat, asdisclosed in the EIS.
However, water temperature would not be measurably increased in any alter natives.
Alternative 9 would not result in any increase in temperature.

Comment: The DEISfails to provide data about existing fish densities and distribution and also
failsto provide quantitative or qualitative estimates as to impacts to fish populations.

Response: Existing fish densities and distribution are documented in both the Rough and
Ready Creek Level 11 Stream Surveysand West Fork Watershed Analysis, incor por ated by
reference into Chapter Three of the EIS.

Comment: The Forest Service has not collected base-line data about turbidity, suspended
sediment, streambed stability or fish densities (juvenile or adult fish/mile). Without this data, it
will be difficult to determine empirically if the predictionsin the DEISare valid.

Response: The existing Level 11 Stream Surveys serve asthe base-line data for fish
densitied/distribution. In addition, stream cross sections wer e established by the For est
Service.

Comment: The DEIS does not address the potential unigueness and importance of the native fish
populations.

Response: The potential uniqueness and importance of native fish populations within Rough
and Ready Creek isuncertain. Recent collection of specimens by NMFSin association with
classifications of winter run steelhead trout within the Klamath Mountains, has not
documented significant differences between Illinois River steelhead trout and Klamath River
steelhead trout.

Comment: The DEIS(93-2 & 3) does not address non-salmonid aquatic life, such as yellow
legged frogs, Olympic salamanders, crayfish and macro-invertebrates, to name a few.



Response: Many aquatic species wer e not directly mentioned by namein the EIS, however,
the aquatic system asawholeisdiscussed. Effectson Yellow-legged Frogs was specifically
identified in the DEIS on page 4-24. M acr o-invertebrate surveys wer e accomplished and
discussed in the EIS.

NOXIOUSWEEDS

Comment: The DEISis clear on the topic of introduced species: "the proposed action is
associated with the greatest risk of spread of noxious weeds. It increases access throughout the
watershed. It also includes a stockpile site very near the known star thistle population.”

Response: Measureswill betaken not to disturb the star thistle population and attempts will
be madeto eliminate all non-native speciesintroduced to the public lands at the stockpile
locations.

Comment: The SDEIS should fully explain the plans to control the introduction of noxious weeds
into the area.

Comment: Weed prevention isweak for all but the NO ACTION alternative.

Comment: The DEIS does not adequately address how the introduction of exotic weeds will
impact the analysis area. The remarkable lack of exotic weeds throughout most of the analysis
area should be recognized in the EIS.

Response: The EI S discusses noxious weeds as a significant issue. Mitigation includes vehicle
washing, use of nativerock in road work, and ongoing monitoring. Should monitoring show
that noxious weeds ar e being introduced or spread along the haul route, stockpile site, or mine
sites, they will be physically eradicated. The No Action alternative is also associated with
somerisk.

Comment: The Forest Service does not have the manpower for effective control of noxious
weeds. How would they be able to meet the threat of noxious weeds that have been so far kept
along the 199 corridor, being brought deep within the Rough and Ready Water shed by mining
equipment? Who will visit all the sites and recommend ways to identify noxious weeds? Who
will eradicate any outbreaks discovered.

Comment: If mining is approved, the area would have to be inspected for noxious weeds several
times a year.

Response: The EI'S discusses mitigation and monitoring related to noxious weeds.

Comment: Increased traffic could also introduce non-native, invasive plants that could
eventually out-compete the rare native botanicals found.

Response: Monitoring for presence and subsequent removal of non-native species will be part
of the approved plan of operations.



PORT-ORFORD-CEDAR ROOT DISEASE

Comment: The DEISdiscusses the degree of risk of root disease introduction (4-7 & 8) but not
the actual ecological impacts of disease introduction.

Comment: The DEISfailsto discuss the importance of the ecological role that Port Orford
cedar playsin its sensitive riparian/wetland habitat.

Response: The SDEIS, FEIS, and the analysisfiles discuss the ecological impacts of disease
introduction.

Comment: The DEIS states that POC grows on dry sites. This should be qualified or referenced
because it would be highly unusual to find Port Orford cedar growing on dry sites without
subsurface flows or high atmospheric moisture.

Response: The FEIS has been edited to omit the referenceto dry site Port-Orford-cedar.
POC within the project area grows both within and outside Riparian Reserves.

Comment: The DEIS can not defer the development of the specifics of the Port-Orford-cedar
disease control strategy to the final plan of operation, after the completion of the NEPA process.

Response: A Port-Orford-cedar disease control strategy is discussed for all action
alternativesin Chapters Two and Four. An example of a detailed root disease strategy for
the preferred alternativeisin Appendix J.

Comment: There are no studies offered in DEISthat present a plan to prevent the spread of POC
root disease. The suggested washing of vehiclesis not specific enough because it does not
discuss frequency.

Response: A “Range Wide Study” isdueto be published June 1999 and will discussthe overall
plan for reducing the spread of the disease. Equipment washing would occur prior to
operations starting each year and any time vehiclesor equipment enter the area or leave and
then return.

Comment: Using dust abatement methods by wetting roads would assist devel opment of the root
rot disease as wet soil facilitates the spread of the organism.

Response: Dust abatement would not assist the spread of root disease because application
ratesarelow, thewater would be free of root disease spores, and the area has no known
existing infestations.

Comment: One of my concernsisimporting POC root disease into the Rough and Ready
watershed. With 15-20 round trips per day, it seems unlikely that the FSor BLM can monitor
the cleaning of vehicles and equipment as stated on pg 2-4.



Response: Vehicleswould not haveto be washed between the stockpile site and the mine
sites. Washing needsto be doneto any vehicle entering the area or when conditions may
warrant. Periodic inspections would occur to ensure compliance with control measures.

Comment: POC root disease is a serious threat to the POC in Rough and Ready Creek
watershed. Sanitation of trees within 15 feet of haul route is not practical solution to potential
problem. Only viable solution is No Action and close all roads.

Response: No Action isconsidered in the EIS. Closing of the roads would not occur in
conjunction with No Action, but the existing condition of the roads does not meet all standards
and guidelinesfor Aquatic Conservation.

Comment: Elsewhere on page 4-7 the FS seems to take a passive attitude toward introduction of
the root disease into the area: residential traffic islikely to impact the disease in the
foreseeable future. Residents could employ disease control measures such as roadside
sanitation to reduce risk. Another potential introduction siteis "MARS' swimming hole.

Response Humans are responsible for most of the spread of POC root disease. Thediseaseis
present along the West Fork Illinois River and the area istraveled and used frequently by
local residents. Cooper ation between federal agencies and the public isa challenge and can
increase effectiveness of any strategy.

Comment: The Forest Service Port-Orford-Cedar strategy is poorly designed. No indication is
given of how many washing stations, where they will be located, etc.

Response: The FEISincludesthisinformation. No wash stationswould berequired for the
Preferred Alternative 9.

Comment: Streamside Port Orford cedar will be lost through the irreversible introduction of
Port Orford cedar root disease.

Response: There are no known areas where POC has been extirpated by root disease. L ocal
effects are discussed in Chapter Four of the EIS.

Comments: With the increased concern about Port Orford cedar root disease, would it be best to
leave this area free of roads, or at least discourage road travel?

Response: The lowest risk of introduction of the disease is exclusion of human activities, but
even that would not eliminatetherisk altogether. All of the action alter nativesinclude
mitigation to reduce therisk of diseaseintroduction.

Comment: There are multiple problems with the vague listing of mitigation measures for the
actions alternativesin the DEIS at pages 2-3 to 2-5. The proposed mitigation measure for Port-
Orford cedar (POC) root disease is aimed only at "reducing the risk of introduction” and not
preventing the introduction of the root diseases. In order for the term "reducing” to have any
meaning the DEIS should address by what magnitude the proposed mitigation would reduce the
risk of introduction .

B-42



Comment: Merely stating that all the action alternatives would increase the risk of root disease
is not the same as defining what the impacts would be if the root disease was established. To
understand the risk that this project presents for the Port-Orford cedar and the species
dependent of them the public and decision makers should understand both the likelihood that the
root disease will be introduced and the consequences if the root disease in introduced. What is
the approximate likelihood that over the expected 10 year life of the proposed mining that Port-
Orford cedar toot disease will be introduced into the analysis area in light of the proposed
activities? By what magnitude does the proposed project increase the risk of root disease
introduction? What studies or scientific evidence if relied onto support these finding? How
would the aquatic and terrestrial environment and associated species within the analysis area
be affected.

Comment: The Port Orford cedar issue must additionally be put into a range-wide context, in
the DEIS.

Response: There areanumber of techniques being employed in the management of POC
which involvereducing therisk of introduction. Currently therearenorestrictionson usein
the area by the public. Even total human exclusion would not eliminate risk of introduction
because animals have been known to spread the disease. The FEIS includes compar ative
discussions about therisk and prevention of the spread of POC root disease, and amore
detailed POC Containment Strategy for the Preferred Alternative. The effectiveness of the
proposed treatmentsisnot precisely known and is being studied acrossthe range of POC. A
Range Wide Assessment isdueto be published in June of 1999.

Comment: The SDEIS should disclose sanitation means cutting and removing all POC trees.

Response: Silvicultural texts define sanitation as“the elimination of treesthat have been
attacked or appear in imminent danger of attack by damaging insects or pathogensin order to
prevent these agents from spreading to other trees’ (Smith 1962, Daniel et al 1979).

Comment: The DEISfailsto fully address the impact Port-Orford cedar root disease would have
on loss of shading for understory vegetation.

Response: The EI'S discusses specific analysis ar ea locations wher e Port-Orfor d-cedar root
disease could have significant local impacts.

Comment: What would be the impacts to the aquatic resources in Rough and Ready Creek and
itstributariesif Port Orford cedar root disease was introduced?

Response: If Port-Orford-cedar root disease was introduced the direct impactsto aquatic
resour ces would be aloss of both structural diversity within portions of the Riparian Reserve,
and aloss of large wood recruitment within the aquatic environment. Large living trees and
large wood (in-channel) play significant rolesin overall habitat complexity and thuscarrying
capacity of the aquatic environment. The EIS disclosesthe specific locations wherethe
effects of root disease introduction are most significant.



Comment: The ten perennial tributary crossings must have a workable plan to effectively
mitigate the risk of root disease spread.

Response: The EIS and Port-Orford-cedar Containment Strategy include mitigation for the
spread of root disease.

BOTANICAL DIVERSITY AND SENSITIVE PLANTS

Comment: The DEIS cites Sandard and Guideline MA4-10 for botanical areas- "Every effort
should be made to protect botanical resources, especially sensitive plant species.” But the DEIS
only proposes mitigation such as road design, minimizing road devel opment within the
Botanical Area, replanting affected species and monitoring. The DEIS provides no indication
that these mitigation measures will be implemented or if implemented, their effectiveness.

Response: The EI'S compar es the effects of alter natives with the expectation that mitigation
measur es ar e implemented (mitigation will be specifically addressed in the ROD). Thereis
uncertainty about how well plants can be avoided, given road development and use, pit
development, crossing construction and use, etc. Mitigation would include avoiding plants,
however, due to the uncertainty, the analysis discloses the numbers of plant sitesat risk even
with the mitigation.

Comment: DEIS Page 4-12 discusses some sensitive plant species. The first paragraph refersto
Arabis macdonaldiana, and mention that the Mendocino population is currently listed, but that
"the populations further north are not currently considered endangered”. How much
degradation does it take to consider a population endangered?

Response: The Fish and Wildlife Service decides which plant speciesand areasarelisted. As
discussed in the EI'S, Arabis macdonaldiana was listed as endangered in Oregon sincethe
release of the DEIS.

Comment: The SDEIS should consider what effect the dust deposits would have on the plant
populations.

Response: Impacts from dust are considered in the FEIS. Dust isnot consider ed a significant
impact, based on observations of roadside vegetation in the Rough and Ready Creek

water shed and along the Wimer Road, which do not adver se effects on individual plants or
habitat. Dust abatement would be required on haul routes, mine sites and the stockpile site.

Comment: Lichen communities would suffer direct and indirect impacts from this mining
project. Direct effects would include the local destruction of habitat, the potential destruction
of rare lichen sites, changes in local lichen communities, and impactsto local biodiversity.

Response: Rare lichensand Survey and Manage species will be avoided through project
design.



Comment: Dust created by project operations, road construction, and ongoing traffic islikely to
adversely affect lichen communities.

Response: Dust abatement isarequired part of the plan of operations.

Comment: | do not believe the Draft EIS addressed the protection of plant associations.

Response: Plant associations are discussed in the West Fork Watershed Analysis. TheEIS
discloses that some habitats may be degraded in the road development and mining oper ations,
but that no late-successional habitat would be disturbed. No plant associations would be
eliminated in the project.

Comment: We believe that the NICORE mining project would have significant negative impacts
on lichens communities in the Rough & Ready watershed. We think it islikely that additional
rare lichen sites or undescribed species may be negatively impacted or lost as a result of the
proposed mining oper ation.

Response: The scale of the operation isvery small in relationship to lichen habitats that occur
throughout the water shed, therefore it isunlikely that significant negative impacts would
occur. Surveys have been conducted for the Preferred Alternative, and “ Survey and
Manage” lichenswill not be adver sely affected.

Comment: Will habitat be restored for the existing species or will the ponds introduce new
species?

Response: Reclamation objectivesinclude designing mine pits so that they do not create
ponds (the pits may contain water during sometimes of the year). However, the presence,
abundance and distribution of speciesthat would colonize the pitsislikely to be different than
speciesthat currently occupy the sites.

Comment: There are many more rare plants not listed in your DEIS because they are not
sensitive. The numbers and names of these species should also be listed in this analysis and not
just be kept in the Analysis File.

Response: Information most pertinent to the decision isin the EI'S, with supporting
documentation availablein the analysisfile for those who request it. The PETS plant species
arethosethat must be addressed, based on laws and policies of the federal gover nment.
Additional infor mation exists but is not consider ed necessary to be published in the EIS.

Comment: The rare endemic plants depend on the undisturbed condition.

Response: Somerare plant species actually need disturbanceto thrive. For instance,

her baceous plantsin thiswatershed arelikely fire dependent. These plants need fireto
compete against shrubs. Other plants are pioneersthat colonize a site onceit isdisturbed, for
example, the plantsthat inhabit road cuts.



Comment: What documents/research do you have that shows that Calochortus howellii can be
dug up and replanted?

Response: Thismitigation measur e was suggested by Dr. Frank Lang, asan experiment to
gather information for the future. Thiswasin case any bulbs of Calochortus howellii were
destroyed by road upgrade. This species hasinvaded low grade road beds and other dightly
disturbed areas, so it isthought that transplanting could be successful.

Comment: DEIS statements indicate surveys or inventories on threatened, endangered, and
sensitive species have not been completed for the entire analysisarea. Therefore your analysis
Isinadequate for addressing additional impacts or the magnitude of impacted sensitive species
or other rare and sensitive species found during subsequent surveys.

Comment: On page 3-5 it states that the bench road and new construction on the route to mine
site"B" have not been surveyed for rare plants. Your analysisis not complete without this
survey.

Comment: The DEISis inadequate with respect to data provided about sensitive species within
the area and is unclear as to whether mitigation will adequately protect botanical resources
within the area. The DEIS states that the action alternatives will contribute to a trend towards
Federal listing or less of viability of Calochortis howellii, Perideridia erythrorhiza, Senecio
hespreius, and Sreptanthus howellii. Yet the DEIS also indicates only a small portion of the
analysis area has been formally surveyed. Based on the incomplete surveys, your analysis must
be considered inadequate for addressing additional impacts.

Response: All necessary surveys have been completed and the FEISreflect’ stheir findings.
Surveys have been concentrated near affected areas, according to species protocols and
standard survey techniques.

Comment: We request the Draft species management guides, that currently exist for species
analyzed in the DEIS be listed individually in Appendix A, index of analysisfile.

Response: Thesereportsarelisted in Appendix A in the FEIS.

Comment: There are 33 rare, threatened or endangered speciesin 18 plant families which are
known or expected to occur in thisarea. Thisfact alone makes the Rough and Ready water shed
one of the most prized botanical areasin the state.

Response: The Siskiyou National Forest has several Botanical Areas. The Siskiyou National
Forest recognized the uniqueness of these areasin the Land and Resour ces M anagement
Plan.



Comment: Although the various alter natives to the Proposed Action attempt to lessen the effects
of the operation bottom line is that they all traverse sites of the sensitive plants and thereby
pose serious threats to extremely rare plant species which may very well lead to the "Loss of
viability to the population or species.” To go forward with any of the action alter natives would
be highly irresponsible and again contrary to current regulations regarding the protections
sensitive plant species.

Response: Impactsto plants arediscussed in the EI'S and will be considered in the final
decision. Preferred Alternative 9 does not pose significant threatsto any rare plant species.

Comment: Regarding page 4-10 and 4-11; Figure 16 indicated that approximately 45 to 60
sensitive plant siteswould be degraded. How many plants would that mean?

Response: The analysisdisplayed in Chapter Four and Appendix G of the FEIS disclose
known population and habitat size for the different plant species. The numbersof plantsat
each sitevaries.

Comment: The DEISdoes not discuss habitats such as Darlingtonia fens that are, exceedingly
rare on a regional, national and global scale.

Response: Darlingtonia californica is not a sensitive plant but isaddressed in the EIS. The
habitat occupied by Darlingtonia is also occupied by other rare plants. Aspart of the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy, the fenswill be protected.

Comment: "Viola primulifolia ssp. occidentalis’ isa Oregon natural heritage programlist 1
plant and should receive a "will impact" determination under the criteria you specify on page 18
of the BE.

Comment: The DEISalso indicates that none of the alternatives will impact any Viola
primulifolia SSP. occidentalis site included in the Draft Conservation Agreement (CA) for that
species. No range-wide study has been conducted to determine the critical populations of these
species for inclusion in the respective conservation strategies, and it is clearly premature to
conclude that one or more populations located within the project area will not be of importance
to the overall conservation strategy.

Response: Chapter Four and Appendix G in the FEIS both address the sensitive plant analysis
and biological evaluation. Thefinding for Viola prmulifolia for all alter natives except
Alternative 9 and No Action is“May Impact, Not Likely to Adversely Effect” (Alternative 9
and No Action would have No Impact on this plant). For all alternatives except Alter native
10, the haul route comes near (but not through) the rare plant habitat and impactsare certain
to be mitigated through careful road design and avoiding off-road activity in that area. Road
improvement in Alternative 10 may impact one fen wherethis plant grows. Final road design
will most likely be able to avoid this habitat, but there remains uncertainty about potential
effects.




Comment: After only a cursory two-day examination of the area, we found several rare lichen
sites that were within the proposed project area, including locations for 2 species believed to be
new to science. We think that additional rare lichen sites or undescribed species may be
negatively impacted or lost as a result of the proposed mining operation.

Response: The Agencies are awar e of your findings. Given the scale of the project in
comparison to the unaffected acres of ssimilar habitat, we do not agree that any species may
belost asa result of the proposed mining operation.

Comment: There is considerable scientific evidence that lichens are extremely sensitive to air
quality. Dust created by project operationsis likely to adversely effect lichen communities.

Response: Dust abatement is expected to mitigate these concerns.

Comment: On page 3-5, it states the bench road and new construction on the route to Mine Ste
B have not been surveyed for rare plants. Your analysisis not complete without the survey. It
appear s that the ore stockpile site might also have other locations that is in the original mining
proposal. Thiswould also need to be surveyed for rare plants.

Response: Surveys have since been completed. The analysis continuesto be refined, with up
to datefindingsreported in the FEIS.

Comment: The sensitive species section of the DEISIists, Arabis mcdonaldiana, as occurring at
the site but does not recognize it as a Federally listed endangered plant. This plant species was
recently documented as occurring in Oregon, and location the project site represents a range
extension. The speciesis protected throughout its range, and the produced proponents may need
to develop a biological assessment and initiate consultation, per section 7 of the Endangered
Soecies Act of 1973 [as amended] .

Response: At thetime the DEISwaswritten, Oregon was not included as part of therange
for the Endangered Arabis (the plant waslisted in Mendocino and Del Norte Countiesin
California). Arabis macdonaldiana was on the Regional Six Sensitive PlantsList. It was
subsequently listed as Endangered in Oregon by thetimethe SDEISwaswritten and it was
discussed as such in the SDEIS and FEIS.

Comment: The Nicore EISmust also address the cumulative impacts of other reasonably
foreseeable or future mining operationsto A. macdonaldiana. Other known occurrences of the
species arein California in the North Fork Smith Botanical Area which is also subject to
proposed nickel laterite strip mining by Cal Nickel and off road and 4-wheel drive impacts.

Response: The decision will consider impactsto A. macdonaldiana. The preferred alter native
would have no impact on this plant. Cumulative effects are discussed in the FEIS.

NORTHWEST FOREST PLAN/AQUATIC CONSERVATION STRATEGY



Comment: Page 4-18: The Aquatic Conservation Strategy sounds too good to be true, Has such a
strategy ever successfully been implemented under similar conditions? Please document
successful projects and compare these to Rough and Ready Creek conditions.

Response: The Aquatic Conservation Strategy is part of the Northwest Forest Plan and
appliesto all projects considered by the Forest Service and BLM within the range of the
spotted owl.

Comment: The Northwest Forest Plan requires that surveys for C-3 species must be completed
"prior to ground disturbing activities that will be implemented in 1999 or later." Doesthe FS
or BLM plan to have completed the surveys for the 71 species listed as C-3 species by the time
the Plan of Operations is adopted?

Response: Surveys have been completed for the Preferred Alternative with results disclosed
inthe FEIS.

Comment: How can the FSand BLM justify permitting any of the potential action alternatives
after correctly acknowledging that none of them will meet Aquatic Conservation Strategy
objectives?

Response: The FEIS discloses that none of the alter natives, including the “No Action”
alternative fully meet the Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives. These effects of
implementation are available to the Decision-maker and is part of therationale for selection
of an alternative.

Comment: The admission that none of the proposed alternatives are consistent with Northwest
Forest Plan requirements (and therefore the Sskiyou LRMP as amended by the Forest Plan)
highlight the need to create some alter natives that would actually be legal to implement.

Response: Therange of alter natives was expanded in the SDEISand FEIS. Any alternative
selected will be legal to implement.

Comment: Riparian Reservesin the DEIS (4-2) have not been mapped adequately. Unstable
area beyond the standard buffer widths have not been included within riparian reserves as
required by the Northwest Forest Plan ROD.

Response: No field mapping of unstable areas hastaken place. An air photo review revealed
no unstable ar eas outside of theriparian reserves mapped for the West Fork Water shed
Analysis. Minesite D isnot now considered an unstable area, however stability analysis
would berequired prior to mining the site.

Comment: Thereisno discussion in the DEIS of the importance of withdrawn and roadless area
water shed refugia to the Aquatic Conservation Strategy.

Response: The current condition of the water shed, as evaluated in reference to the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy, isdiscussed in the EIS. Theissue of mineral withdrawal is outside the
scope of thisEIS.



Comment: DEIS Page 4-21, paragraph 1, clearly states "Many sensitive plant species...may be
adversely affected by the alternatives.” Thisisa direct violation of the Riparian Reserves S& G
#9.

Response: The EI'S discusses the Aquatic Conservation Strategy and Riparian Reserve
S& Gs. Some of the road development within the Riparian Reservesisnot consistent with all
Standards and Guidelinesor Aquatic Conservation Strategy Objectives.

Comment: The Record of Decision of the Northwest Forest Plan states that the goal of
watershed analysis is to determine whether the proposed actions are consistent with the
objectives of the standards and guidelines (ROD, A-7) Project specific planning is supposed to
use information developed from water shed analysis (ROD, B-21) and the information from the
analysisis supposed to flow into the NEPA documentation (Northwest Forest Plan ROD, A-7).
Ste-specific information from the Water shed Analysis has not flowed into the Nicore DEIS as
intended by the Northwest Forest Plan ROD. It remains outside the NEPA process, generally
unavailable to the majority of the public.

Response: The Water shed Analysiswas used to characterize the Affected Environment and is
incorporated intothe EIS. 1t hasbecome a part of the Affected Environment section, and is
therefore part of the NEPA process. The Watershed Analysis continuesto be mailed to
anyone who requestsit and has been available electronically at the Siskiyou National For est
web site.

WILD AND SCENIC RIVER

Comment: The DEIS has incorporated the Rough and Ready Creek Wild and Scenic River
eligibility assessment into the DEIS. This assessment has not undergone NEPA.

Response: The Eligibility Study processis considered an inventory and is not subject to
NEPA. TheEligibility Study report contains factual information pertinent to the Nicore EIS
and isincor porated by reference.

Comment: The DEISfailsto disclose the terms of the legally binding settlement agreement of the
American River appeal of the Sskiyou National Forest Plan.

Response: The part of the settlement agreement relevant to this project isdiscussed in the
EIS. In summary, the Forest Service will protect identified outstandingly remarkable values
and the highest potential classification of waterwaysthat have been found eligible for Wild
and Scenic River status until such time asthey arefound unsuitable or are made part of the
Wild and Scenic River system by Congress.



Comment: The action alternatives all violate the terms of the July 15, 1991 settlement agreement
with American Rivers and Oregon Rivers Council. Because the FShasnot completed the
suitability study, targeted for completion in 1996, there has been no NEPA analysis on the
finding of the wild and scenic river assessments. The public now has no process to contest the
FSs unsubstantiated conclusions about Rough and Ready Creeks ORVs and highest potential
classification.

Response: The Wild and Scenic River issueisdiscussed at length in the EI S and those
discussionswill not berepeated here. In summary, the policy of the Forest Serviceisto
protect identified outstandingly remarkable values and the highest potential classification of
waterwaysthat have been found eligible for Wild and Scenic River Status. The highest
potential classification isa finding made by the Siskiyou National Forest Supervisor based on
the Eligibility Study.

Comment: While the DEIS acknowledges that the FS must manage areas eligible for Wild and
Scenic River status to "Protect and where possible and enhance the outstandingly remarkable
values," the DEIS does nothing to consider whether the identified ORV's will be protected or
enhanced by the proposed plan.

Response: The EIS contains a description of the outstandingly remarkable values and the
effects of the alter natives on these values. Effects on the Outstandingly Remarkable Values
(ORV’s) will be considered in thefinal decision.

Comment: Why isthe 12th issue, Wild & Scenic river eligibility (pg 1-7) left out of the table on
"effects of the alternative in terms of the issues’ (pg2-16)?

Response: The Wild and Scenic River issue was inadvertently omitted from thetableand is
fully addressed in the FEIS.

Comment: The main stem and North Fork of Rough and Ready Creek was found eligible for Wild
and Scenes River Status. Current policy requires the Forest Service to 'protect and where
possible enhance these Outstandingly Remarkable Values. The Proposed Action and

Alter natives may have adver se effects of the ORVs. Fromthisis seems clear that the Forest
Service would be required to not approve any of the action alter natives.

Response: The effects on Outstandingly Remarkable Values are disclosed in the EIS and will
be considered in the selection of an alternative.

Comment: Building roadsis going to greatly impact the free-flowing character of theriver. The
FSisrequired to protect those values which make a river eigible until theriver is either
designated wild/scenic or found ineligible.

Response: Road development isunlikely to impact the free-flowing character of theriver.
None of the alter natives would result in long term blocking of the creek. Thefordsin the
Proposed Action would be washed out annually. Other effects on Wild and Scenic River
Eligibility are discussed in Chapters Two and Four.



Comment: Page 4-5: From reading this table [fish habitat matrix of factors and indicators] , it
appears that any alternative other than NO ACTION would degrade all factors on the Matrix.
Thisis unacceptable in the light if the fact that this creek is under consideration for designation
aWild and Scenic River.

Response: Pleasereview the matrix again. The Proposed Action would degrade several (but
not all) factorsin the matrix. Theother action alter natives degrade fewer factors. Thisissue
will be considered in thefinal decision.

Comment: Pages 3-9: | read the statement about the Rough and Ready Creek's eligibility for
designations a Wild and Scenic River to mean that the stream must be managed to maintain its's
status as potentially a Wild and Scenic River. How could this happen if the stream were mined?

Response: No alter natives propose mining of the stream. Each alternativeisconsidered
regarding itsimpact on Wild and Scenic River values and eligibility in the alternative
comparison in Chapter Two. The Proposed Action and Alternative 7 may degradethe
“scenic” classification for a segment of the creek. Thisissue will be considered and rationale
for selected alternativeisin the ROD.

Comment: Placement of temporary crossings across streams [in the Proposed Action] isto be
done using washed rock. The appearance of the imported washed rock will be different than the
native gravels. What value does the Forest Service place of the appearance of foreign gravelsin
the wild and scenic creeks of the area?

Response: The washed rock would be derived from the similar material asin the area of the
crossings, but would be broken. The amount of broken rock would likely be greater than
presently in thearea. Over time, and especially each winter, thisbroken rock would be
scattered and rounded, and would eventually become less noticeable.

Comment: The FSasserts that the effects of mining activity on the Illinois, a designated Wild
and Scenic River, will be diluted because of the analysis area is ten miles upstream from the
[llinois. Please include scientific data to address this assertion.

Response: Thisassertion isbased on the scale of the operation in relationship to the scale of
Rough and Ready Creek watershed and thelllinoisRiver. Impactsfrom the project arelikely
to berelatively localized, and impacts to Rough and Ready Creek itself would often be
difficult to discern. Further downstream, along thelllinois River, impactsto Wild and Scenic
River valueswould beimpossible to discern.

ECONOMICS
Comment: Who pays for post-mining maintenance of the roads?
Response: Theroads needed for mining would be maintained by the miner. Theroadswould

be stormproofed and closed as part of the final reclamation. The miner would pay for thefinal
reclamation.



Comment: It isunclear from the EISwho will be paying for the operationsin the analysis area.

Response: All costs except necessary Forest Service administration of the operations would
be paid by the proponent.

Comment: The SDEIS should present a table showing nickel, chromium, and iron concentrations
in the Rough and Ready Creek watershed and compared to locations such as Riddle, Oregon and
New Caledonia.

Response: The SDEIS and FEI S contain thisinformation in the discussions about the economic
viability of the proposed project, with further information in the analysisfiles.

Comment: It is fool-hardy to open a low grade nickel mine at this time of a world glut in nickel
production.

Response: An economic analysis considering the world nickel situation isincluded in the EIS.

Comment: The Draft EIS attempted to evaluate to proposed operations within the sideboards
established by the claimant for the context, scale, and duration of the project. The scale of
operations proposed in NICORE may not sufficiently support an economically viable operation.

Response: An economic analysis considering thisissueisin the EIS.

Comment: The Forest Service states that it cannot base its analysis on the possible lack of
economic viability of the mining operation (P. 4-26). If thisisthe case then it also can not
evaluate the conditions of approval on the possible economic impacts to the applicant. Either
both economic issues need to be addressed or neither.

Response: The SDEIS and FEI S addr ess the economics of the proposal and alter natives.

Comment: | see no input on the DEISregarding a cost/benefit analysis of the proposed mining
project.

Response: The FEISincludes a cost/benefit analysis.

Comment: Thereis no indication that the SNF has been provided a feasibility analysis, or that
the applicant has conducted a feasibility analysis.

Response: The FEIS contains an economic analysis. Alternative 9isintended to assurethe
project isfeasible.

Comment: The condition of approval may be costly to the applicant, just as the mining operation
will be costly to the environment. Mining these sites may not be an economically viable process
at thistime. Thisis a decision the applicant must make and is one all business ventures must
face. Itisnot the FSsjob to guarantee profits for potential mining operations.



Response: The Forest Service may require mitigation aimed at protecting surface resour ces,
however these may not materially interfere with the operation. Cost isa factor in
determining “material interference.” The Forest Service Decision Maker will consider the
economics of the operation in this decision.

Comment: The claimant must prove marketability: show that his smelting process will produce
stainless steel, that there is an established market for the product and that the price of the
product will be high enough to make the mine profitable. If a mining claim such as this one
appearsto be invalid, then the Department of Interior (D of 1) should hold a validity hearing.
The D of | should contest this claim.

Response: Marketability isan element of proving the discovery of a valuable mineral deposit,
which isrequired to prove validity. Forest Serviceinitiatesa validity examination when a
locator choosesto exert their rights, under the mining law, to gain titleto a claim or they
propose to conduct mining operationsin areasthat have been withdrawn from mineral entry.
The Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Department of Interior cannot contest a claim until
after a mineral examination has deter mined that the claim is not supported by a discovery, or
alocation contains an uncur able defect and iswithin a withdrawn area. The EI S does discuss
the apparent economics of the project, and that issue will be addressed in the Record of
Decision.

Comment: The Forest should have the claimant provide a careful analysis of the nickel market
situation at present and over the expected life of the venture

Response: The SDEIS and FEISincludes such an analysis. Nickel pricesare currently low
and are expected to remain at depressed levels.

EFFECTSON RESIDENTS

Comment: | bought property particularly because it borders a National Forest. | wanted that
land because it's quiet, and because | knew it would be protected.

Response: Effects on residents, specifically related to noise, isdiscussed in the EIS. The
assumption that land bordering a National Forest will always be quiet isnot based in fact.
Several types of operationsthat make noise are per missible on National For est.

Comment: The ambient noise level needs to be measured at the nearby residences.
Response: The noiseissue was examined in detailed and mitigation measuresfor each

alternative have been designed to ensure compliance with the applicable noise regulations.
Monitoring will show how well the operation meets state regulations.

Comment: We feel we should not have to listen to his trucks and excavation equipment much
earlier than 6:00 AM and no later than 6:00 PM. We also demand that USFS put limits on the
noise levels from the NICORE operation which propagate into our immediate area.

B-54



Response: Mitigation discussed in Chapter Two of the EI Srestricts operationsto between 7
am and 7 pm. Noiselimitsare established through state law.

Comment: We demand that a team of certified acoustical & bio-acoustical expertsin these
fields be commissioned to create an acoustical attenuation map of the area surrounding the
proposed mining, haul route, stockpile area, and any other place that any type of noise
generating will be located or driven.

Response: Thistype of map isnot necessary to determine whether the project can meet laws
related to noise. Theoperator will beresponsible for meeting all laws. Monitoring noise
levelsispart of the plan shown in the EIS.

Comment: | don't think its reasonable to ask the residents along their private road to become a
commercial byway.

Response: The EIS discussesthat the residents ultimately control the privateroad and the
Forest Service cannot requirethat they provide accessfor ore haul. Theuseof the private
road would eliminate the need for at least one crossing of Rough and Ready Creek and would
reduce the need for new road construction.

Comment: The proposed new road in Alt 4 is less than Y2 mile from the church camp. NICORE's
plan should be modified to eliminate Ste C because this would reduce noise pollution
experienced by the church camp aswell as for other reasons.

Response: Noise pollution is expected to be within acceptable limits as defined by Oregon law
(see FEI S discussion about noise impacts).

Comment: The quarter-mile limit for addressing impacts to property ownersis arbitrary (4-16) .
The cursory treatment of impacts under social settings must be expanded to address the real
concerns and the extent of the impacts to the property ownersin the O'Brien and Cave Junction
areaintherevised DEIS

Response: The section regarding impactsto residentsis based on professional judgement and
isappropriate for the scope of the activity proposed.

Comment: The idea that property values would increase with the mine is a complete
misconception.

Response: The EIS disclosesthat property values are not expected to be significantly
affected by the proposed operation.

Comment: The DEISgoesinto little detail on property values on p.4-27.

Response: The SDEIS and FEIS provide further information about potential effects on
property values.



Comment: Quality of life, like peace and solitude, iswhy peoplelivein lllinoisValley. This
needs to be considered in any property value study.

Response: These concernsarediscussed in the EIS. They may deter mine whether someone
buys property in a particular area.

Comment: The beneficial effects of road improvement were mentioned as potential to increase
property values, but no mention was made of the loss of solitude, quiet, clean water and pristine
beauty. Property values could go down in spite of the road improvement because of the mining
operation.

Response: The property valuesdiscussion in the FEIS addr esses these issues.

Comment: Mr Freeman be required as a precondition to starting his mining operations pay for
three independent appraisals of private land values so that baselines can be established for
value comparison.

Response: A baselinefor property values has been established using data from the Josephine
County Assessor’s Office.

VISUAL QUALITY, RECREATION, INTERPRETIVE DEVELOPMENT

Comment: Page 4-17: Under "Recreation” what does "User Conflict" mean? Wouldn't it be
better closed off entirely to the public?

Response: The Proposed Action does not include restrictions on accessto the general public
(non-mining traffic). Thiswould potentially create safety hazards and conflicts between those
using theroad for mining and those for other uses. Other alternativeswould close theroads
to motorized vehicles, but hiking, biking, and horsebackriding could still occur. Thereisa
potential for conflicts between people engaged in these activities and the mining oper ations.
Alternative 9 includes a closure during helicopter operations. Similar closuresareroutinely
part of air operationsduringlogging and firefighting activities.

Comment: NICORE project will hurt tourism. Some of best thingsin Illinois Valley are scenic
beauty, solitude, and amazing diversity.

Response: Potential effects on tourism are discussed in the FEISunder the Visual Quality,
Recreation and | nter pretive Development issue.



Comment: Recreation Department (OPRD) is concerned that additional truck traffic due to
mining access near Rough and Ready State Natural Area will result in further deterioration of
the site.

1. Asa natural interpretive site, the truck traffic associated with a mining operation could be
quite disruptive from both a site and noise perspective . We request that the number of truck
trips per day be limited and that scheduling of these trips be tightly controlled though your
permit process. We recommend that truck trips be limited to weekdays, only.

2. Dust associated with both the truck traffic and overall mining activity could have negative
effects of the highway traffic, recreational users of the site and the health of the plantsin areas
where dust would fall Dust abatement should be strictly monitored and controlled.

3. Proposed stockpiles could significantly detract from the beauty and inter pretive potential of
the site. We propose that the piles be very low profile, used for short term storage only , be
located well away form the creek, and be covered with either earthtone colored tarpsor
vegetation.

4. Overall visual effects of the operation should be considered from the highway, the OPRD
Natural Ste and from other vantage points and corridors.

Response: These concerns are addressed in Chapter Two within the section on mitigation and
Chapter Four on Visual Quality, Recreation and I nterpretive Development. A stockpilesite
that isaway from view from the highway and Botanical Waysideis part of all action
alternativesto the Proposed Action.

ROADLESSCHARACTER

Comment: How would the proposed road development and use affect the potential for portions
of the analysis area to be designated wilderness? What are the current management standards
for the inventoried roadless area and how are any of the proposed action alter natives consistent
with this standard?

Response: Road development and use could affect the potential wilder ness character of
portions of the analysis ar ea (see Roadless Character issue). Congress could designate the
area as part of the National Wilderness System regardless of alternative. Thereareno
current management standar ds that apply specifically to the South Kalmiopsis Roadless Area;
rather, there are standardsfor the management allocations within the area.

Comment: The roadless character analysis fails to address the spiritual value of the area as it
currently exists.

Response: Spiritual values are difficult to describe or resolve because they are specific to
individualsand vary widely. The EIS statesthat roadless areas are valued for thelack of
human intrusion and opportunitiesfor solitude. Theseare spiritual values. The West Fork
Water shed Analysis (incor porated by referenceinto thisElSand availablein the analysisfile)
invited peopleto addressthe question: Why Rough and Ready Creek Water shed is I mportant
toMe” Most respondentsidentified personal or spiritual valuesthey associate with the area.



Comment: How would the proposed road development and use affect the potential for portions
of the analysis area to be designated wilderness? What are the current management standards
for the inventoried roadless area and how are any of the proposed action alter natives consistent
with this standard?

Response:. Many standards and guidelines apply are associated with the various federal land
allocations present in the project area. These arediscussed at length intheEIS. The FEIS
discussion of roadless ar eas discloses that road development and use would degrade the
roadless character in the area, but isunlikely to diminish the area’ swilderness potential.
Congress could (and has) create a Wildernessor other special designation for an area
regardless of the presence of a mining road or mining activity.

Comment: Thisanalysis does not address the impacts to recreational and ecological values, nor
the overall impact to the wilderness character, potential and values of the South Kalmiopsis.

Response: Effects on recreational values are discussed in Chapter Four, under theissue titled
“Visual Quality, Recreation and Inter pretive Development.” Ecological values are discussed
throughout Chapter Four, in the sectionsregarding Soil Productivity, Slope Stability and
Erosion, Stream Flow and Water Temperature, PETS Fish Species, Port-Orford-cedar,
Noxious Weeds, Botanical Diversity, Aquatic Conservation Strategy Objectives, and
elsewhere. Wilderness character issimilar to Roadless Character, which isalso discussed.
The FEI S has been expanded to discuss the wilder ness potential of the area.

Comment: The DEIS should include a map of the eastern portion of the South Kalmiopsis
Roadless Area.

Response: The portion of the South Kalmiopsisthat iswithin the project areaisclearly
depicted on the maps. Therest of theareaisunlikely to be affected by the proj ect.

Comment: With Chief Dombeck stating it is unwise to allow extractive practices in roadless
areas, it would seem this mining would be very contradictory.

Response: Therange of alternativesinclude the®No Action” alternative and Alternative 9,
neither of which would have significant effects on the roadless character of the area.

Comment: No road construction or reconstruction should be allowed in the fragile South
Kalmiopsis Roadless Area.

Response: The analysis has addressed roadless character as an issue with a range of
alternatives.

Comment: Preserving its unique scenic beauty, rare plants, and the wilderness character of the
South Kalmiopsis Roadless Area are far more important to me than the nickel ore.

Response: Your comments have been considered and therationale for the decision will bein
the Record of Decision.



AIR QUALITY

Comment: The DEIS states that "none of the alter natives would have significant impacts on air
quality.” DEISat p.4-25. Outside of a passing reference to dust abatement, absolutely no
support or analysisis given for the bold statement.

Response: Further detailsarein the FEIS Chapter Four, Air Quality Effects.

Comment: A new smelter would be subject to new sour ce performance standards (NSPS). Nickel
and some metals likely to be contaminants in the ore are hazardous air pollutants which must be
controlled as required by the Clean Air Act.

Response: Asdiscussed in the EIS, a new smelter hasnot been proposed nor analyzed.

Comment: A mine associated transport, and the smelting operation would have an adverse
impact on visibility and regional haze. As EPA finalizes the new regional haze rules, the impact
of this proposed mine must comply with those requirements.

Response: The operator would beresponsible for meeting all laws and regulations that apply
to the project.

Comment: Please address the requirement under the Clean Air Act pertaining to theincreasein
vehicular traffic into the area as well as the potential smelter operation.

Response: Trafficisnot expected to increase beyond levels already experienced in the area
with past logging, mining exploration, residential development, and the mill and airport. Dust
abatement isan important part of the mitigation required to maintain good air quality. An air
guality monitoring station has been placed at the airport and would register any anomalies. No
smelter has been identified and none analyzed.

Comment: Thereisno indication in the EI Sthat monitoring has been done to determine the pre-
mine impacts so they can be compared with the emissions expected upon commencement of this
operation.

Response: An air quality monitoring station hasrecently been installed near the project area.
Compar ative data will be available and is discussed in the M onitoring section of Chapter Two
of the FEIS.

OTHER QUESTIONS

Comment: How can we justify destroying the environment for the sole benefit of a private
corporation and never see the land restored?



Response: Nothing in the EI S suggests that the “ environment” would “be destroyed” asa
result of thisproject. Nor isthereevidenceto suggest that the land would never berestored
following mining. Thelaws, regulations, policies, and plans discussed in Chapter One provide
the basisfor the decision making regarding this plan of operations.

Comment: The DEISinadequately discusses the effects of the Nicore mine in relation to past,
present, and future mining and related activities in the Rough and Ready watershed. In
particular, present and future mining and related activities in the Rough and Ready water shed.
In particular, there is a absence of discussion of the potential scope of the Nicore project over
time, and the extent of the patent for which Nicore has applied.

Response: These discussionsareincluded in the EISin the sectionson project history,
Affected Environment, and the Environmental Consequences. The EISdisclosesthat Nicore
has applied for a patent, but goeson to explain that the patent application is beyond the scope
of thisElS. The Chapter Three map of known laterite depositsis used asthe basisfor
cumulative effects analysis.

Comment: The NICORE EIS should be withdrawn and replaced with an adequate analysis.
Develop data which discloses the abundance, location and surface coverage of mining claims on
Federal land within the analysis area and areas affecting the analysis area. Petition the EPA to
direct state-delegated authorities to prohibit all new or additional pollution discharges from
mineral mining operations into waters on Federal land. Withdraw from mineral entry and
exploration all roadless areas, areas of ecological significance, and riparian conservation
areasin and surrounding the analysis area, subject to valid and existing rights.

Response: The abundance, location, and surface cover age of mining claimswith known nickel
content are mapped and evaluated through the cumulative effects. Changing state actionsare
outside the scope of thisanalysis. Mineral withdrawal isaddressed in the SDEIS and FEIS as
outside the scope of thisanalysis.

Comment: The DEISfailsto consider the large number of existing mining claims and to evaluate
mineral miningina cluster analysis.

Response: Mining claims may exist for yearswithout any activity (other than annual
assessment work) or significant surface disturbance. It would be more appropriateto
consider the number of claimswith active operations within the water shed. No other Plans of
Operationsare approved in theanalysisarea. Cluster analysisisgenerally used to classify
individuals (e.g. medical cases, plants, etc) into groups or communities, and variation within
them. Itisunclear how cluster analysisrelatesto mining claimsand “mineral” mining,
particularly since no variables wer e identified. Thistype of multi-variate statistical analysisis
not needed to make a reasoned and informed decision.

Comment: A detailed and readable map of the existing network of all roads should be included

in a supplemental DEIS. All roadsincluding Forest Service, BLM, and private roads, should be
included regardless of whether the roads are maintained, abandoned or otherwisein disrepair.

B - 60



Response: The maps show all roadsthat could be part of the project. The existing condition
map showstheinventoried roadson federal lands. A detailed road log, describing the
condition of theroads, isin the AnalysisFiles. Forest Service Road Management Objectives
aresummarized in the EIS and discussed in mor e detail in the Analysis Files.

Comment: The DEIS needs to explain further the existence and reclamation of the roads.

Response: Most of the roads west of Highway 199 in the project area were built to samplethe
nickel laterite. Notable exceptionsincluderesidential roadson private land, and the M cGrew
Trail and Wimer Roads wer e part of a wagon route between the coast and the Rogue Valley.
The FEISincludes discussion about the need for stormproofing and closur e of identified roads
in the area, and reclamation discussed in Chapter Two of the EISincludesrehabilitation of the
haul route.

Comment: The DEIS needs to study the legality of the existing roads.

Response: Thisquestion isaddressed in the EIS, noting that the mining roads were likely
constructed with little Forest Service oversight, that documents about the original road
construction are not available, and that no evidence that the roads were built illegally exists.
Roads on the National Forest belong to the US Gover nment unless aright-of-way or right of
owner ship has been given to others.

Comment: There is more disturbance than indicated if you consider the road construction widths
and your plan does not address restoring roads.

Response: The SDEIS and FEI Sinclude specific discussions about road construction widths
and reclamation of roads.

Comment: The DEISindicates 35 acres will be mined over a 10-year period but the acreage
does not include haul routes, stream crossings, rock and gravel pits and stockpile areas.

Response: Estimates of total areas of disturbance (including the mine sites, haul routes, and
stockpile site) arein the SDEIS and FEIS.

Comment: The DEISdoes not indicate how many miles of existing and new road will bein-
sloped by alternative. It does not display the effect of in-sloping on stream flow or sediment
delivery, and it does not address the effect of increased stream flow and sediment deposition on
the Arabis macdonaldiana occupying alluvial flats and gravel bars down stream.

Response: Page 16 of the DEIS stated that all roadswould be outsloped except on flats and
theroad to Site B. The section of road to Site B to be indoped isthe portion on the hillside
which isabout 3/4 milein length. Alternativesusing thisroad section are the Proposed
Action, 6, 7, 8, and 11. Culvertswould be placed approximately where there are existing
cross ditches and water bar s, so the stream flow would not have much change, and therefore
would have little effect on Arabis macdonaldiana.



Comment: The concept of bridges ought to be further explained in order to understand the
potential pollution they propose.

Response: Temporary bridgesare not risk-free in introducing pollution to the site. The
installation will require heavy equipment to place temporary bridges each season, and then to
lift each end while supportsare placed under the bridge. Travel on bridgeswill deposit grease
and oil on the deck which may eventually allow someto get into the water (thiswould bea
reduction of petroleum productsthat could get into the stream if there were no bridge).
Removal of temporary bridgeswill also requireacat or crane at the siteto movethebridge
and end supports. Some grease and oil on the bridge deck will most likely be washed off
during thewinter at the storage site.

Comment: The EISalso failsto describe the existing road density in the project area and the
impacts on the water quality, as well aswildlife, the existing roads are having.

Response: Existing road density isaddressed in the Fish Habitat Matrix of Factorsand
Indicators in Chapter Three and effects are discussed in a similar chart in Chapter Four.
Theexisting and predicted road density does not have a significant adver se effect on wildlife
within the area.

Comment: Cumulative effects analysis is inadequate: Pg 3-4--amount of past sediment is
unknown; pg 4-4--no other activities are known but pg 4-26 says devel opment of hundreds of
additional acresis planned; pg 4-7--effects of past activities on fish are unknown; pg 4-15--
future mining is likely to have further impacts.

Response: The cumulative effects section has been expanded to include mor e detail both in
the SDEIS and the FEIS.

Comment: We request that the DEIS present the complete results of the chemical analysis of the
samples recently gathered by the BLM from the Queen of Bronze mine drainage waters.

Response: The Queen of Bronze mineislocated in a sulfide deposit, these conditions are not
met in the Rough and Ready area and as such the infor mation would not be helpful in
comparing alter natives.

Comment: The effect of dust on plants, animals and the environment requires a detailed
analysis. Snce several methods of dust abatement may be approved, the impacts of all methods
being considered must be discussed within the DEIS.

Response: Dust abatement is expected to reduceimpacts. Water is considered the most likely
method and isanalyzed in the EIS. If the miner requests another method, appropriate
analysiswill be completed.



Comment: Rough and Ready Creek could have harlequin duck habitat. Has this watershed been
surveyed for harlequin ducks?

Response: The water shed has not been surveyed for harlequin ducks. A review of the
Siskiyou National Forest wildlife observations data base does not reveal any harlequin duck
observations on Rough and Ready Creek water shed and the species was not seen during the
1991 and 1994 stream surveys of the water shed.

Comment: The DEISfails to identify the amount of existing and potential Federal land mineral
mining. Consequently the environmental social and economic impacts of changesin Federal
land uses attributes to the NICORE POO, including the number of recreation and tourism jobs
at risk compared to the number of jobs produced by the NICORE mine.

Response: The analysis does discussthe potential cumulative effects of mining. No impactsto
recreation and tourism jobsare at risk. However, the effects of implementation on recreation
aredisplayed.

Comment: The Forest should request that the claimant demonstrate how the experimental direct
reduction technology provides NICORE with a compar ative advantage likely to last before
othersin the industry adopt the favorable technology.

Response: That isbeyond the scope of the FEIS. The ability to maintain proprietary
confidentiality is speculative.

Comment: The issue of sanitary waste facilities at the mine site was not addressed.

Response: State law requires providing latrine facilities at all locations where people are
working (thismay beincluded in Oregon DEQ Water Pollution Control Facility Permit). Page
22 of the SDEISin “4)” statesthat “ All refuse would beregularly removed from federal

land.” Thiswould include latrine wastes.

Comment: The issue of fire hazard was given only a cursory examination. The increased access
associated with the action alternativesis only likely to increase the fire hazard.

Response: The effects of implementation have been updated to include those effects.

Comment: The DEIS mentions the Mendenhall fire on page 3-8, a fuller explanation of this event
and itsrelation to proposed and historic mining in the area is necessary.

Response: The Mendenhall Fire event itself isnot related to proposed or historic mining and is
mor e fully discussed in the West Fork Watershed Analysis (which has been incorporated into
thisElS). In suppressing the 1994 fire, the Forest Service constructed afireline. Under
several of the Nicore Alternatives, thefirelineitself would be improved (road construction) to
accommodate ore haul.



Comment: The Surface Use Determination (SUD) report raises many issues and questions not
addressed in the DEIS.

Response: The Surface Use Deter mination has been published as Appendix C. Theissuesand
questionsraised are a part of the analysisand are part of the basisfor development of
Alternative9.

Comment: The discussion of irretrievable commitment of resourcesin the DEISfailed to include
the permanent change in biotic communities associated with disturbance with the project, even
after reclamation is conducted.

Response: No per manent changesin the overall biotic community is predicted to result with
the proposed distur bance/project. Change in the number of individualsand or groups of
individualsthat occupy the disturbance sitesis expected, even after reclamation is conducted.

Comment: | believe you made a mistake when you wrote the DEIS. Your overall scope was to
small, giving the impression to many people that the Rough and Ready Creek drainage is a very
small, geologically and biologically unique area. The fact is the peridotite sheet is huge,
350,000 acres or more, all of which issimilar biologically.

Response: The EI'S provides many discussions about the scale of the operation relativeto the
amount of peridotite habitat. The Rough and Ready Water shed contains habitat, particularly
in the lower reaches, which isrecognized as uniqueto thisregion.

Comment: The mapsin the Draft EIS do not indicate the topography.

Response: A topographic map has been included in the FEIS.

Comment: The DEISfailsto consider the effects of mineral mining on the economic and social
contributions of recreational opportunities.

Response: Thisisdiscussed in Chapter Four of the EIS, under the lssue: Visual Quality,
Recreation and I nter pretive Development and in the Economic Analysis.

Comment: One persistent problem throughout the DEIS wer e the vague references to various
analysis files without citing any specific page numbers in those analysisfiles or providing any
summary of the information being referred to in those files.

Response: Analysisfileinformation will be summarized in the FEIS when referenced.
Comment: The probable future impacts of road development are significant and need to be

acknowledged in the DEIS. Increased infrastructure, especially roads, changes the level and
use of an area.



Response: Increased infrastructureindeed may change thelevel and use of an area. Thisis
discussed in the EI S (see Effects on Recr eation, Residents, and Roadless Character). The
mitigation discussed for thisproject make it unlikely that use would be increased, since
bridges would be removed during periods of non-operation and roads would be gated during
periods of operation. Theroadswill likely be closed once they are no longer needed for
mining.

Comment: The section in the DEIS on the social setting ( 3-7) has failed to discuss the
educational, scientific and amenity values of the Rough and Ready Creek area. This section of
the DEIS must be expanded to reflect the breadth and depth of the social issues regarding the
Nicore Proposal.

Response: Theseissues have been discussed throughout the documentsincor porated into the
EIS, including the Wild and Scenic River study and the West Fork Watershed Analysis. The
FEIS has been expanded to summarize these discussions.

Comment: Figure 1, on the DEIS does not show Rough and Ready creek. Throughout the DEIS
the Wing and Farren ditch is misspelled (not Ferren).

Response: This misspelling has been corrected in the EIS. Rough and Ready Creek isnamed
on mapsin the FEIS.

Comment: The SDEIS should include an itemized list for the entire Rough and Ready Creek
watershed of all mining sitesincluding their area, depth, age, and reclamation method and
results. A map should also be presented in the SDEIS showing each of those mined sites.

Response: Extensive mineral sampling has occurred throughout the watershed. The
recovery/revegetation of these sitesvaries. Thesefactsaredisclosed in theEIS. An
itemized list isnot needed to differentiate between alter natives or disclose environmental
effects.

Comment: The DEISfails to evaluate the demand for, and thus, the value of preservation of
natural landscapes, compared to the contribution of the Nicore Mine and other existing and
potential mineral mining in the analysis area.

Response: Several issues addressthis subject, including wild and scenic river digibility, visual
quality, recreation, and inter pretive development, and roadless character. The effectsare
displayed in Chapter Four.

Comment: The DEISfailsto mention, let alone identify, the number of potential mining claimsin
the analysis area and surrounding areas.

Response: The EISaddressesthisin Chapter One, in the section titled The Analysis Area,
and in other descriptions of the existing condition.



Comment: The cost of Road Development and estimated to be between $527,030 and $625, 560
depending upon which action alternative is looked at. That is a high price for the American
Public to pay for the potential destruction of a pristine area that is widely know for its
botanical diversity and number of rare plants, and was found eligible for inclusion into the
National and Scenic River System, five short years ago.

Response: The American Public will not pay for the costs of road development related to
mining.

Comment: The DEISdoes not list any biologists or zoologists involved in the preparation of the
EIS why not?

Response: The Lead Biologist on this project wasinadvertently left off thelist. The FEIS
listsall of the biologistsinvolved in the project.

Comment: There should have been a date on the document. | have no idea what month it was put
out.

Response: A date (month/year) ison thefirst page (abstract) of the FEIS.
Comment: The legend map of figure 2A shows items withe very poor to no contrast.
Response: The maps have been improved in the FEIS.

Comment: The map on Figure 2 shows the proposed |ocations of the stockpile, but the other
maps for other alternatives do not show their proposed locations for the stockpile.

Response: Thishasbeen added to the SDEIS and FEIS.

Comment: EPA believes that the alternatives analysis here is very limited and does not
accomplish the purpose of the Council on Environmental Quality's (CEDE) NEPA regulations 40
CFR Part Specifically, we believe that more information needs to be gathered in order to
gener ate alternatives that truly present options that would have a range that impacts on the
environment. The following should be addressed in thefinal EIS.

1) Possible locations for siting of an alternate stock pile.

2) Afuel storage, transportation plan and a spill plan.

3) Mitigation plans for the ore stockpiling site.

4) Various approaches to mine site devel opment

5) A detailed description of water uses on site and any potential discharges.

6) Alternative access routes to the mine site.

Response: These have been added to the FEIS.

Comment: | believe that the DEIS did not adequately address fueling on the National Forest.



Response: Asdiscussed in the EIS, for the Proposed Action and full mining alter natives, fuel
would most likely be taken to the sitesin pickupsor small trucks and pumped to equipment as
needed. For the Sampling Alternative 9, fuel would be transported in containersvia
helicopter. For all action alter natives, spillsare possible. The proponent will berequired to
submit a spill plan, which will include clean-up procedures.

Comment: According to Ramp it is clear that the total ore reserves are much greater than
suggested in the DEIS

Response: Ramp’swork was used asthe basisfor cumulative effects analysis.

Comment: The details given in DEIS are much too sketchy for evaluation and seemto be
conservative in regards to ore reserves and time required to open pit the ore bodies.

Response: The analysisis based on the plan of operations submitted which only alludesto
development of 35 acres.

Comment: Alternatives should include analysis of the amount of time ore would be stockpiled.
This may be connected with the economics for the proposal. If the miner iswaiting for a time
when he can process the ore and this not in the foreseeable future, the 5-10 acre stockpile site
could be occupied for a very long time.

Response: The action alter natives require completion within a 10 year period, except for
Alternative 9, which would require completion within 5 years. Thereclamation plan would
requirereclamation of the stockpile site upon completion. In addition, no more than 40,000
tons of orewould be stockpiled at onetime.

Comment: Monument information fromthe National Geodetic Survey (NGS) data base for the
subject area project. This information should be reviewed for identifying the location and
designation of any geodetic control monuments that may be affecting the proposed project. If
there are any planned activities which will disturb or destroy survey monuments, the NGS
requires not less than 90 days notification in advance of such activitiesin order to plan for the
relocation.

Response: No monument sites are likely to be affected.

Comment: Your office could produce a more meaningful analysisif you would give the reader
some idea of the relative scale of the impact of the project compared to the environment as a
whole and other impacts. For instance: from a geographic and geologic perspective, there are
about 500 square miles or approximately 320,000 acres of ultramafic terrain in the Klamath
Range; Nicore is proposing to disturb 35 of the acres.

Response: The EI S endeavorsto share analysis of theimpacts at a variety of scales. Some of
theimpacts appear less significant when viewed at a larger scale (35 acresin relationship to
320,000). However, someimpacts would not be meaningful discussed at a larger scale, but are
significant to alocal area or situation (such as potential water temperatureincreases at ford
sites).



Comment: No comprehensive study of the biological resources of the area yet exists. The
capacity of the plants and animals to survive on serpentine soils has not been fully examined.

Response: Studiesregarding serpentine habitats have been completed as part of Forest
Planning and Water shed Analysis acrossthistype of terrain. Areas have been allocated for
protection of biological resources. Theanalysisin the EISincorporatesthese studies and
discusses how the project meetsthe Standards and Guidelines specific to land allocationsin
the analysis ar ea.

Comment: It appearsto me, in reading the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, that the
drainage below mining site B in the Woodbury Creek into the west fork in not being considered.

Response: Woodbury Creek is specifically mentioned in the SDEISand FEISand in the
Physical Scientist’s Report in the analysisfile.

Comment: If NICORE expands in the future, how is the public included in these alterations and
expansions of operations on their public land if the final EIS does not allow further public
comment in the future?

Response: Changesto any approved plan of operations (beyond what is disclosed asthe
decision in the Record of Decision) would be subject to further analysis and documentation
(level of documentation depends on the natur e of the change).

Comment: The statement that Naue Way and Airport Drive receive frequent use by heavy trucks
and equipment is questionable and needs to be referenced and qualified.

Response: No studies have been done to deter mine the use of these roads by trucksand
equipment. Thelevel of residential, agricultural, and small woodlot development in the area
would indicate that trucks and equipment are a common, if not frequent, sight on these roads.

Comment: The scope of the analysis area has been artificially and incorrectly confined to only
about 15,000 acres of the 23,000 acre water shed.

Response: The* effectsanalysis’ area varies depending on the resour ce being studied. In
many cases, enlarging the area would artificially reduce the impacts (per centage of affected
areawould become smaller). The area shown on the maps cover sthe areas where direct
impacts would occur.

Comment: The Rough and Ready Creek watershed should be closely surveyed for archaeol ogical
sites and artifacts. We have heard from three people that they have seen artifactsin the area.

Comment: The DEIS does not address the historic trails.

Response: The area was surveyed for cultural resources. Cultural resourcesarediscussed in
Chapter Four. No cultural siteswerefound in areasthat could beimpacted by the project.



Comment: The SDEIS should include an analysis by a qualified Industrial Hygienist of the
effects on human health of the dust, water quality degradation, and sound from the mining
operations.

Response: Analysisisincluded on dust, water quality, and noise, among other items. An
Industrial Hygienist isnot considered necessary to under stand or mitigate impacts.

Comment: The miner should be required to conduct a industrial hygiene study of it's mining
practices, fuel storage, and use of mining chemicals.

Response: All legal requirements (including Mine Safety and Health Act standards) will be
met as a condition of the Plan of Operations. No mining chemicals are proposed for use.

Comment: The DEISfailsto analyze the economic and social effects of restricted access to
public land related to the Nicore POO and other existing and potential mineral claims and
operations.

Response: Accessiscurrently limited by private land, road conditions, and unmaintained
stream crossings. No additional economic or social effects of restricted access ar e expected.
Potential conflicts between usersof the area are discussed in Chapter Four.

Comment: The DEISfails to analyze the historical and potential impacts of Sskiyou National
Forest and BLM mining operations which are not subject to a plan of operations approved in
advance of operation in the analysis area and surrounding area.

Response: Any operation that isnot subject to plan of operations approval would be covered
under a Notice of Intent. By definition, an activity covered under a Notice of Intent is not
expected to result in any significant disturbance of surface resour ces.

Comment: The following is an expanded description of the principle physical impacts of mining
related to the factors above, which must be considered in the Nicore DEIS mining waste, acid
drainage, metals and dissolved pollutants, transportation storm water, ground water quality,
site stability, and soils.

Response: Theseissuesare addressed in Chapter Four of the SDEIS and FEIS.

Comment: The DEISalso failsto consider the multiple factors related to mineral mining which
could have wide-scale effects individually and collectively. The DEISalso fundamentally errs
by not analyzing the individual and cumulative effects of small scale mining operations.

Response: Direct, indirect and cumulative effects are discussed throughout Chapter Four.

Comment: Why is there not a soil scientist among the list of preparers? There areissues
associated with soil chemical and physical changed that should be addressed by a qualified soil
scientist. The "Affected Environment™ and "Environmental Consegquences' section are seriously
deficient in discussion of the soil resource.



Response: The discussionsrelated to the physical environment wer e expanded in the SDEIS.
Thelist of preparersincludes specialists skilled in geology, hydrology and soil science.

Comment: We must take in consideration that the reason there are still old roadsinthisareais
because the vegetation growth of a serpentine area is so painfully slow.

Response: The El Sdisclosesthat plants grow slowly in many parts of the analysis area, that
complete restoration of vegetation isnot expected in the short term, and that roadsarelikely
to remain evident on the landscape for centuriesand may be considered an irreversible
commitment.

Comment: DEISis fine document identifying the outstanding and remarkable natural values of
Rough and Ready Creek. It also clearly points out the adver se consequences of mining laterite
within this water shed.

Response: These considerationswill be explored, and the rationale for the selected
alternative will be in the Record of Decision.

Comment: We appreciate the very readable quality of the DEIS and especially the excellent
maps.

Response: The EIS Team appreciates your comment, and has continued to striveto improve
the document and the maps.



SDEISCOMMENTSAND RESPONSES
LAWSAND POLICIES

Comment: The summary of the 1872 mining law states that “ all valuable mineral depositsin
lands belonging to the United Sates are to be free and open to exploration.” This summary
needs to show how this law actually requires the FSBLM to grant a patent to mine. Also,
exploration isto be allowed only for all valuable mineral deposits. There is considerable doubt
as to whether or not these nickel deposits are valuable, thus precluding even exploration. Snce
nickel exploration has occurred since World War 11, but have not resulted in actual mining, it
would appear that these deposits are not valuable.

Response: The patent processisnot addressed in the EISand isnot a part of the proposed
action. An economic analysisisincluded in the EIS.

Comment: The “ Decisions to Be Made” section incorrectly failsto state that the Responsible
Officials may also decide that the “ No Action” alternative isthe in the best public interest. It
also needs to state why the alternative is to be included if it is not be considered, which would
generally be a violation of NEPA and administrative law.

Response: The No Action alternativeiswithin the range of alternativesto be considered by
the decisonmakers.

Comment: The Project History section needs to outline the required steps taken by the applicant
which gives him whatever “ rights’ he has under the 1872 mining law.

Response: Under 30 USC Section 26, alocater “ shall have the exclusive right of possession
and enjoyment of all the surface included within thelines of their locations, and of all veins,
lodes, and ledges throughout their entire depth,...”. Thelocator’srights are subject to the
Surface Use Regulations of the US Forest Service (36 CFR 228) and the Bureau of Land
Management (43 CFR 3809).

Comment: Mr. Freeman has rights to use this particular access route to service his claims under
the 1872 Mining Law. A 1959 Solicitor’s Opinion held that roads built by miners without the
grant of an express right-of-way were “ roads constructed under clearly implied statutory
authority as way of necessity.” This particular access route built by Mr. Freeman’s
predecessors for the purpose of accessing the same mining claims cannot be denied. Mr.
Freeman also has rights to access his claims by means of the existing roads pursuant to the
Alaska National Interests Conservation Act.

Response: Public highways cannot be claimed on National Forest Lands after it has been
removed from the public domain. ANIL CA appliesonly to private inholdings and does not
apply to mining.

Comment: Thefirst mitigation listed states that all necessary permits would be obtained, and
lists several state permitsthat may be required (page 21). Proper permitting should be a
prerequisite to operations rather than a mitigation.



Response: Proper permitting isa prerequisite to operations. The State and other permitting
agencies areresponsibleto administer and enforce regulatory requirementswithin their
jurisdiction.

Comment: Thereisno legal authority for the statement: A mineral discovery is assumed valid
until proven otherwise.

Response: This statement appearsin the SDEIS on page 18. It isincorrect and has been
corrected in the FEIStoread: “A mining claim isassumed to be valid until proven otherwise.”
Onceaclaim islocated the courts have held that the locator may continue to work to develop
his claim and confers upon him a possessory right against all other locators. The Forest
Service does not initiate a mineral examination until the locator proposesto conduct mining
operations within an area that has been withdrawn from the mining laws or appliesfor patent.

Comment: Since the miner has not submitted a plan of operation that meets requirements of the
Forest Service's mining regulations and that provides the information necessary for the Forest

Service to prepare and EISthat complies with NEPA, the Forest Service must suspend analysis
of the Nicore mine until the needed information is provided.

Comment: Under NEPA, ore processing is clearly a connected action and therefore must be fully
addressed in the Nicore SDEIS. Mineral resources are not mined to be stockpiled. Processing
or smelting is a direct, connected, and cumulative outcome. |f smelting does not occur, thereis
no need to remove the ore.

Response: The Nicore EIS complieswith NEPA. It statesthat the ore processing facility has
not been identified, however no Plan of Operationswould be approved until the siteis
identified and any needed analysisis completed. The miner has stated that he needsa
decision from the FSand BLM regarding selected alternative in the EI S before he can
arrangefor a processing facility.

Comment: Botanical Diversity/Sensitive and Endangered Plants, Aquatic Conservation Strategy,
and Riparian Reserve Standards and Guidelines, Wild and Scenic River Eligibility. All of these
designation were put in place subsequent to the submission of the Plan of Operations and cannot
legally restrict access to the ore-body, unless the federal government chooses to pay just
compensation for the loss of Mr. Freeman’srights.

Response: Theseissuesarerelated to effects of the Plan of Operation, and have been used to
develop alternativesto reduce impactson theland. They help characterize the ecological
conditions and concernsin thearea. Indeed, Forest Service standar ds continue to become
morerestrictive over time. No law, regulation, or policy provides unrestricted accessto a
miner holding a claim, however, the Forest Serviceisrequired to minimize environmental
impacts.

Comment: Nicore must discloseit’s proprietary process to a panel of certified metallurgical
expertsin order to demonstrate that this process can indeed magically produce marketable
stainless steel directly fromthe low grade ore present in thisarea.

Response: Thereisno legal requirement of thisnature.
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MERITSOF THE ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

Comment: Although not stated in the EIS, an underlying Purpose and Need for this project isto
mine nickel ore to supply a nickel demand. If there is insufficient demand, the need for the
project islow and must be weighed against the environmental costs to this biologically diverse
area. We believe the economic viability of the project and the need for the project must be
ascertained and presented to the public before a decision to allow the mine to proceed.
Therefore, in light of the uncertain economic viability of this project, the preferred alternative 9
is a reasonable and cautious approach if the laws, regulations and policies governing the
development of a mining claimtruly prohibit the FSand BLM from denying outright the plan of
operations. We [ EPA] prefer No Action, but support the preferred alternative if the FSand BLM
give rationale on why they cannot select No Action.

Comment: Alternative 9 is the best of the action alternatives because it would have the |east
impact.

Comment: If the decision isto allow the claimant his right to mine, the only acceptable action
would be Alternative 9.

Comment: The only alternative that does not impact Rough and Ready Creek’ s outstanding
values are the no action and Alternative 9 (if equipment was required to be flown in).

Comment: The Proposed Action is unacceptable to me. The adver se environmental impacts are
adequately described in the SDEIS and are the reasons | oppose the Proposed Action.

Comment: Alternative 6 is unacceptable to me because of the new road construction and
reconstruction within a roadless area.

Comment: Alternative 7 is unacceptable to me because of the new road construction and
reconstruction within aroadlessarea. | also object to theirretrievable and irreparable
commitment of resources associated with bench road construction.

Comment: Alternative 8 is unacceptable to me because of the new road construction and
reconstruction within a roadless area, and the bench road construction.

Comment: Alternative 10 is unacceptable to me because of the new road construction and
reconstruction within a roadless area.

Comment: Alternative 11 is unacceptable to me because of the new road construction and
reconstruction within a roadless area.

Comment: Most of my concerns are well-addressed in the Preferred Alternative 9. | commend
you for this.



Comment: The main purpose of the original Proposed Action was to move the haul route away
fromresidential uses along Rough and Ready Creek Road and Naue Way. Three of the Forest
Service Alternatives (6, 9 and 11) would impact those residential neighbors much more seriously
than the Proposed Action.

Comment: Alternatives 7 and 8 are objectionable because they require construction of a new
road.

Comment: Alternative 8 does not fulfill the project purpose because it denies accessto Ste D,
where a significant portion of the ore body is found.

Comment: Alternative 10 and 11 are objectionable because they deny accessto Ste Awhere a
significant portion of the ore body isfound. These Alternatives also incorporate cable haulage
without any documentation of whether such a systemisreasonable.

Comment: The Proposed Action should be preferred because use of existing roads is less
disruptive of the environment that any of the Forest Service proposals suggesting fully
engineered roads.

Comment: | believe that ore removal via existing roads and reasonable other roads would bein
the best interest of the USFS, BLM, the public and the Nicore Project, within the confines of
existing laws.

Comment: The Forest Service evaluation of the economics of the proposed action and its
alternatives demonstrate that Nicore' s mining plan...is associated with negative present net
values. [ Therefore] the Forest Service and BLM have an affirmative duty to choose the no-
action alternative.

Comment: Alternatives 6, 7, 8, 10 and 11, as well as the Proposed Action all have inherent risks
that are too great for this sensitive and botanically rich and rare ecosystem to be viable options.

Comment: Concerning Alternative 9, while it isthe most desirable of all the action alternatives,
it seemsto methat all it doesis stall the clear decision-to adopt the no-action alternative.

Comment: | did my Ph.D. research on a group...of species...including Arabis macdonaldiana. |
consider the serpentine and peridotite areas to be one of the botanical gems of our nation. The
minerals can be found el sewhere, the rare and endemic plant species cannot. Were thisa
wartime crisis, or were our economy in a crisis, we might wish to reevaluate the costs-benefits
of mining versus not. However, considering our nation at thistime, | can see no justification for
impacting this biological treasure in this manner.

Response: These commentsrepresent public opinionsthat requireno response. Therationale
for the selected alternative will bein the Record of Decision.



Comment: All haul routes converge in the heart of the Botanical Area. Roads are not
compatible with the protection of the sensitive plants. The development and use of these roads
would fragment the botanical area into pieces, interfering with the natural life processes of
many species. Scientists fromall over the world visit the Botanical Area to study the values that
must be protected.

Response: Effects on the botanical area are disclosed in the EIS and will be considered in the
decision.

Comment: | believe the risk and consequences of POC root disease introduction are greater
than your document indicates. Based on consideration of POC alone, | believe that thereisa
good case for excluding all mining. Even your preferred alternative poses risks far beyond
those justifiable for a money-losing mining operation.

Response: The EISreflectsthe analysisdone for the project. Opposing professional opinions
arerecognized. The ROD will discussrationalefor the selected alter native.

Comment: Alternative 9 is unacceptable to me because taking ore samples will not resolve the
economic and operational uncertainties associated with the project. The range of
concentrations of mineralsis already known, and more precision will not change the
operational costs, abundant world nickel resources and resulting depressed prices.

Response: The Agency recognizesthat the concentrations of mineralsisnot subject to
change. A sensitivity analysis examines a range of operational costs. |nformation on the
abundant world nickel resourcesis part of the processrecords. Alternative9ispart of the
range of analysisdesigned to help resolve these uncertainties.

Comment: Alternative 6 also inappropriately places part of the haul route in privately owned
land. The Forest Service can neither require a private property owner to allow its property to
be used as a haul route, nor can the Forest Service condition Mr. Freeman’s rights upon
acquiescence by a private party.

Response: Under Alternatives 6 and 11, the El Sdisclosesthat if access cannot be secured by
the claimant, the agencies would be required to provide access via federal land.

Comment: Nicore has, on three occasions, informed the Forest Service the need for a 5,000 ton
bulk sample no longer exists because a sample has been successfully reduced to a high quality
alloy, and that full scale mining is not contingent upon results of a bulk sample.

Response: The bulk sampleisone alter native among a range of alternatives. The sample
alternative would remove some uncertainties associated with processing, economics, and final
product. It would allow the orderly development of mineral resourcesand allow atest to
determine feasibility of full scale development. Alternativesother than the Proposed Action
have been developed by the Forest Serviceto help resolveissues with the Proposed Action.



Comment: The SDEIS attempts to make the proposed plan of operations appear to be

unwor kable while proposing alter natives which are clearly impossible to implement. It isclear
that the purpose of the alternatives analysisis to place insurmountable obstacles in the path of
rational project development in continuing violation of the General Mining Law and the
Minerals Policy Act of 1970.

Response: The EIS analyzes arange of alternatives which respond to issueswith the
Proposed Action. The purpose and need isdescribed in the EI'S, and does not include an
obj ective to place insurmountable obstacles in the path of project development.

Comment: Alternative 9 will not resolve the uncertainties surrounding the Nicore proposal.
There are no conditions in Alternative 9 that give oversight of the bulk sample’ stests to Forest
Service and BLM mineral examiners, or that guarantee access to the information that is
necessary to determine whether Nicore' s mining operation is economically viable or reasonable.
There are no provisions in the preferred alternative that Nicore will have to provide FSand
BLM examiners the information needed to resolve other present uncertainties-including but not
limited to where and how the ore will be processed, transported, what other raw materials are
needed and whether these are available, and at what costs, and what the costs are of complying
with environmental laws. The economic and operation uncertainties surrounding the proposed
Nicore Mine are as much associated with Nicore' srefusal to disclose how and where the ore
will be processed as with the glut on the world market of much higher grade ore and the limited
market for the stainless steel that Nicore is proposing to produce.

Response: The bulk sampleisone alter native among a range of alternatives. The concept
behind the alter native has been clarified in the FEIS. The sample alter native would remove
some uncertainties associated with processing, economics, and final product. It would allow
the orderly development of mineral resources and allow atest to determine feasibility of full
scale development. The Forest Service would have full accessto information associated with
sampling. In fact, development beyond the sampling stage would be dependent upon that data.

Comment: Because the Nicore project will not meet Aquatic Conservation Srategy Objectives, it
cannot go forward.

Response: The alternatives described in the Nicore EIS provide a range of responsesto
Aquatic Conservation Strategy Objectives. None fully meet all aspects of the strategy
(including No Action). The EISincludes an evaluation of Aquatic Conservation Strategy
Objectivesrelativeto the alter natives; thisevaluation will be addressed in the Record of
Decision.

Comment: The Forest Service's Economic Report notes that the value of other resourcesin the
Rough and Ready Creek watershed includes ?potential wild and scenic river resources, the water
quality of Rough and Ready Creek and the fisheries resource? among other things. Asthe report
states, ” these values are becoming increasing scarce in the United States and consequently are
increasing in value.” Indeed, usable water comprises one of the most important parts of a
human society's resour ce base, therefore, any efforts to preserve the integrity of freshwater
suppliesisin the best interest of all segments of society. The proposed Nicore Mine and all
action alternatives places all these invaluable resources at risk.



Response: Chapter Four displaysthe range of effects of implementation. The Record of
Decision documentstherationalefor the decision.

Comment: The Nicore SDEIS demonstrates that none of the action alternatives would be
profitable even when counting only the costs of mining and processing the ore. Add to thisthe
low grade of the Rough and Ready Creek ore bodies and the fact that, despite the historic
location of a nearby smelting facility at Riddle, Oregon, none of southwestern Oregon’s nickel
laterites have been commercially devel oped.

Response: The SDEIS and FEISrecognize the effects you have stated.

Comment: The SDEISdeclaresthat 7 of 19 species would likely be adversely affected by the
Nicore Proposed Action. In other words, 37 percent of the sensitive plants species would be
adversely affected. | am not arguing that allowing the mine to proceed would necessarily cause
the listing of plants or damage to their populations. Clearly, there is some concern about the
potential for this. There are two important considerations to keep in mind: one is the potential
to contribute to a trend towards federal listing and the other is the loss of viability of the
population or species. These two phenomena are related, oneis political and the other is
ecological. The FSmight wish to manage its resourcesin such asway asto result in the listing
of 37 percent of the sensitive speciesin a given area as Endangered, but it ought never permit a
biogeographical area to suffer such as reduction in biodiversity.

Response: The effects of implementation for botanical resourcesarelisted in Chapter Four.
Therationalefor thedecision isin the Record of Decision.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED STUDY

Comment: | urge the Forest Service to withdraw areas protected for their biological values from
mining.

Comment: Under Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Sudy, the Forest
Service found that an alternative to withdraw part of all of the Rough and Ready Creek
watershed from mineral entry would not meet the purpose and need of the analysis and would be
outside the scope of project level analysis. But mineral withdrawal is just the sort of alternative
that meets the purposes of NEPA, and according to the Sskiyou National Forest Plan and other
documents, mineral withdrawal is not outside the scope of project level analysis. The Sskiyou
National Forest Plan prescribes mineral withdrawal when mitigation measures would not
adequately protect other resource values which are of greater public benefit (S& G 10-2). Also,
the Forest has declined to address mineral withdrawal at the forest planning level, stating
recently in the environmental assessment revising the SNF LRMP with regard to mining riparian
reserves that “ the option of looking at specific stream reaches for withdrawal can be considered
on an individual project basis at any time.”

Response: Withdrawal may be considered for Rough and Ready Creek or any other area.
However, it will not be considered in thisEIS, since mineral withdrawal is outside the scope of
the EIS, asdefined by the Purpose and Need.



Comment: The revised SDEIS must include an alternative that would not approve surface
disturbing activity until it is determined whether Nicore has discovered a valuable mineral.

Comment: The statement in the SDEISthat mining claims * are assumed valid until proven
otherwise” isbased on agency policy, not rules, regulations or law. This policy does not
address the 1872 Mining Law' s stipulation that the right to mine public landsis conditioned on
whether or not a valuable mineral has been discovered. Forest Service analysis and information
provided by the public demonstrate there islittle likelihood that Nicore’ s mining claims contain
avaluable mineral. Therefore, it is unreasonable for the Forest Service to hold to their
assumption of claim validity.

Response: Thiscomment reflects some people’ srequest that a mineral examination be done

to determine that a valuable mineral exists. The Forest Service does not initiate a mineral
examination until thelocator proposesto conduct mining operationswithin an areathat has
been withdrawn from the mining laws or appliesfor patent. The areas proposed for operations
have not been withdrawn from mineral entry. A validity determination isnot required to
approve aplan of operations. The No Action alternative would not approve any surface
disturbing activity and isin therange of alternatives considered. Alternative 9 reduces
impactsto a great degree, and isintended to resolve questions about the oper ation.

Comment: | do not believe that an alternative that 1) would withdraw the area from mineral
entry, 2) creates a National Conservation Area, and 3) buys out the miner’sclaimisan
inappropriate response to the Plan of Operations, especially given the questionable economics.

Response: Refer to the purpose and need of the analysislisted on page 7 of the SDEIS and
“Decisionsto be made” listed on page 8 of the SDEIS. Those alter natives you mention are
outside the scope of this purpose and need and analysis.

Comment: Since every effort should be made to protect botanical resources (per the LRMP) then
the only acceptable alternative is no action or creation of a National Conservation area with
greater protection.

Response: Thisalternative was eliminated from detailed study, asdiscussed in the EIS.
Consistency with the LRMP ispart of therequired findingsin the ROD.

Comment: | believe that the Rough and Ready Water shed would make a good Port-Orford-cedar
sanctuary--a gene pool, asit were.

Response: That comment is outside the scope of thisanalysis. Thereisan ongoing assessment
to address Port-Orford-cedar on arange-wide scale.

Comment: Modify Alternative 10 so that accessto site C isby tram. The lower terminal would
be on the powerline route in Section 14 on the south bank of the Rough and Ready Creek before
thefirst creek crossing. The tram would be about the same length as proposed to access Ste D
and could be relocated from one site to the other. The bench road, and reconstruction on the
438 road would not be required. Stream crossings would not be required.



Response: This modification was considered but not fully developed. Therange of
alternatives as described in the EI'S provide an adequate basisfor decisionmaking. The cable
option isfeasible as proposed, a feasibility study has not been completed for other sites.

Comment: The Nicore EISmust include alternatives that prescribe permanent road closures
since your own Watershed Analysis and the work of experts agree that exclusion of the vehicles
isthe preferable action.

Response: The purpose and need of thisdocument islisted in the EIS, road closureswould not
meet thisneed. Permanent road closuresare not included in any of the alter natives, but could
be analyzed in a future project that would have a purpose and need to improve water shed
condition by reducing theroad network in the West Fork.

Comment: On what basis was full scale helicopter ore haul deemed too expensive to implement
and eliminated from detailed study as an alternative, relative to the losing economic prospect of
any action alternative?

Response: Therelative haul costs of using a helicopter isabout 24 times as expensive as
hauling orein trucks (about $7.00 per ton for Alternative 7 ver sus $168 per ton for
Alternative 9). Page 19 of the SDEIS (and the FEIS) address this point under alternatives
considered, but eliminated from detailed study.

Comment: The fact that helicopter mining is extremely expensive to implement does not
constitute a denial of access.

Response: In this case, even the cheapest haul methods do not appear to be economically
viable. Helicopter haul costs about 24 times morethan using trucks. Therefore, full scaleore
haul with a helicopter would likely be so expensive asto precludethe operation. Bulk
sampling with a helicopter isreasonable, since it would move a small amount of ore (1/80th of
the full scale amount). Results from the sampling could be used to deter mine the economic
viability of full scale mining.

Comment: | question the need for the applicant to sample 5,000 tons of rock to find out if thisis
viable ore. Why can't he, or an unbiased third party, take representative samples of only a few
pounds? These samples could be packed out by a person with a backpack, a horse or a trail bike,
thus negating the need for the disturbance caused by improving old roads. It would also
alleviate the concern about the helicopter flights.

Response: A sample of thissizeisrequired to perfect the processes needed for full scale
production. Bulk samplingisacommon and accepted practice within the mining industry.



BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT/AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL
CONCERN

Comment: Why is Mr. Freeman not required to stockpile the bulk sample on his private land,
rather than damaging BLM and USFS public land?

Response: Mr. Freeman did not propose stockpiling on any land that he owns. However,
stockpiling on other private landsin the vicinity of the proposed operation was consider ed.
Stockpiling on unpatented mining claimsis consider ed an appropriate use of the BLM lands.

Comment: We also believe that regardless of the alternative chosen, Mr. Freeman should be
required to immediately remove his dwelling, outbuildings, and junkyard from the ACEC, and be
required to restore the land to its original condition.

Response: Mr. Freeman’s use and occupancy of the BLM landswithin the ACEC will be
reviewed following the issuance of the Record of Decision. Those uses and occupanciesthat
are considered reasonably incident to mining, as approved through the ROD and BLM
Approval Letter, will be allowed to continue subject to Mr. Freeman’s compliance with the
BLM Mining Claim Use and Occupancy Regulations.

Comment: The lands of the BLM ACEC appear to have no mineral deposits yet are claimed
under the 1872 Mining Law. Thus, absolutely no mining activity can occur on these lands since
thereis no possibility that the claims contain a valuable mineral deposit within the meaning of
the law.

Response: The BLM administered land within the ACEC isopen to mineral entry. Mining
claims may be located within the ACEC along with the exploration and development of those
claims. A determination of the mineral potential of the BLM landswithin the ACEC has not
been made.

Comment: The Plan of Operations submitted to the Medford District of the BLM states that
there are two possibilities for ore processing - one, transportation of the ore to an off-site
processing facility, and two, processing ore on the Rough and Read Creek ACEC utilizing an
electric arc furnace. Processing must, therefore, be fully addressed in the Nicore SDEIS, not in
a later document.

Response: Mr. Freeman withdrew hisoriginal request to place a processing facility on the
BLM land. At thistimethereisno proposal to smelt oreon either BLM or National Forest
lands.

Comment: In reference to the need to cover all the stockpiles, does thisinclude piles ready to
load into helicopters or trucks at the mine sites, and the piles before and after drying and
processing, or just the major ore pile at the stockpile locations? Would plastic be used to cover
the stockpiles? Be careful, plastic splinters easily and causes havoc further downstreamin
water sheds.

Response: All stockpileswill berequired to be covered with a cloth/canvas material that
would not deteriorate through exposure from the weather.
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Comment: All haul routes converge in the heart of the Botanical Area. Roads are not compatible
with the protection of the sensitive plants. The development and use of these roads would
fragment the botanical area into pieces, interfering with the natural life processes of many
species. Scientists fromall over the world visit the Botanical Area to study the values that must
be protected.

Response: Effects of the alter natives on the Area of Critical Environmental Concern, the
Botanical Area, and botanical resources are discussed in Chapter Four of the EIS. Rationale
for the decision will bein the Record of Decision.

Comment: Specifically where the helicopter loads will be dumped should be identified.

Response: Under Alternative 9, helicopter loadswill be placed at the stockpile site (see
Alternative 9 map for stockpilesite). A rough design for the stockpile siteisin the analysis
files.

Comment: [ The statement that] the Proposed Action may degrade scenic quality...isuntrue. Mr.
Freeman has previously agreed to locate the stockpile out of view of Highway 199 and the
Botanical Wayside. Moreover, the SDEISisincomplete because it fails to disclose that Pacific
Power and Light was allowed to construct a major power substation on BLM land within view of
199 on property just across US 199 to the east.

Response: A BLM specialist reviewing the proposed action has stated that the proposed
stockpile would be within view of a proposed trail within the ACEC and within view of
Highway 199. Mr. Freeman may have verbally agreed to locate the stockpile out of view of
Highway 199, however, his proposed action specifically identifies the location of the stockpile
near hisexisting shop and residence. The Pacific Power and Light substation isnot on BLM
administered lands.

ROAD DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT

Comment: The SDEIS needs to state what portions of the project, if any, would be paid for with
public funds, including reclamation, road improvements, mitigation, bridge and culvert
replacement, monitoring, etc. | believe the claimant should pay since the project necessitates
all of these expenses.

Response: All costs of the operation would be paid by the proponent except for Forest Service
administration of the permit and plansrequired of the proponent.

Comment: The terms“ outsloped” and “ insloped” need to be defined.

Response: Thesetermsrelateto the cross slope of theroad surface. An inslopewould be
sloped down toward the cut slope. An outslope would be sloped down toward thefill slope.

Comment: It isimperative that the USFS consult with expertsin the field of road building and
consultants from various or e truck manufacturersin order to find out what the actual
specification for mining roads would really need to be.



Response: The oretruck planned for use has been stipulated by the proponent asa Terex 25
ton articulated dump truck. The specifications of a similar truck in the Caterpillar

Per formance Handbook, Edition 27 isused. The 12 foot running surfacefor theroad is
adequate for thisvehicle, which hasa 9 foot operating width.

Comment: The construction of the bench road across the steep peridotite rock outcrop in Section
14 isvery destructive visually to thisarea. The scarswill be there for many years.
Rehabilitation would be expensive and difficult and probably not done. If you were to construct
access across this face, how about constructing a viaduct out of steel and timbers. It would be
much easier to remove afterwards, leaving minor visual scars.

Response: A viaduct isnot consider ed reasonable for thisproject. A temporary road may be
needed to set footings for such a structure, and the concrete footings and temporary road
could have mor e of an effect on the creek than the proposed road.

Comment: On page 15, the SDEIS states that “ Road grades will not exceed 25% except a few
short pitches that may be up to 30%.” These are extremely steep grades, especially if it is not to
be paved! When | create a road for land partitionsin this county | am required to surface them
with asphalt if they exceed 12 and they are never allowed to be over 18%. | have seen a lot of
18% gradient roads which are only surfaced with gravel, and they all have erosion problems,

I’ ve never seem a road much steeper than 18% unless it was called a jeep trail. 25% isway to
steep for either safety or erosion control.

Response: These are steep roads but are expected to accommodate the equipment as
discussed in the EIS. Sediment from theroadsislikely as has been disclosed.

Comment: Asto the costs associated with removing the ore, the SDEIS has both faulty premises
and gives falseimpressions. For instance, the comparison of costs of the various alter natives
assume that Mr. Freeman will be required to build fully engineered roads consistent with the
Forest Service's practice for permanent roads associated with timber harvest. Thisis
inappropriate for several reasons. One, the roads in the Proposed Action are not permanent,
nor are they intended to be permanent. They will be reclaimed and they will not be used by the
general public. Two, roads designed to be permanent such as those associated for timber
harvests are more disruptive to the environment than the temporary roads in the Proposed
Action. Three, and most importantly, the Forest Service' s own records demonstrate that its
practice is not to require fully engineered permanent forest service roads when approving
mining plans of operation. Instead, it appears that this requirement is being imposed on Mr.
Freeman solely to make the Proposed Action appear more costly than it really is.



Response: Theintent isto build very simple roadswith idea that they would not be

permanent, with the knowledge that the roads may be visible for long periods, regar dless of
who built them. The planned road widths are about the same asthe existing mining roads, and
many of them are used asis except for minor repairsand surfacing. However, some of the
mining roadsin the area are troughsthat collect and channel water. These“troughs’ would
befilled in with borrow material and the road built up with surfacing. New construction would
use borrow material over small rocks and bouldersrather than dig them out to avoid building
channels. Borrow and surfacing would build the road surface above the surface on the flatter
ground. Water barsand cross ditcheswould be built in or installed prior to winter to allow
water to crossand get off theroad surface. Detailsabout road conditions and proposed
improvementsare summarized in the EIS and available in the AnalysisFile.

MITIGATION, RECLAMATION AND MONITORING

Comment: The SDEIS acknowledges that a reclamation plan detailing how reclamation would be
accomplished isarequired part of a plan of operations, but defers development of reclamation

to final approval of a plan of operations. The proposed action’s reclamation plan only
addresses the mine sites. It does not address reclamation of the stockpile area, the roads, the
area where road surfacing material will be mined, the area of disturbance of the installation

and removal of the stream crossing structures, and the reclamation of the areas where these will
be stored.

Response: The SDEIS describes reclamation objectivesfor drainage and erosion control at
the mine sites, restoration of native vegetation at the mine and stockpile sites, and
stor mproofing and erosion control along the haul route.

Comment: What is meant by “ A full monitoring plan...” that would be devel oped under
mitigation 14. What parameters would be monitored for each of the elements listed? Who
would be responsible for such monitoring and how would it be enforced? What actions could or
would be taken in the event adver se effects wer e observed during monitoring such as the spread
of POC root disease, noxious weed invasions, mass wasting or water quality impairment as a
result of the mining activities?

Comment: The SDEIS states that a “ full monitoring plan would be devel oped for the final plan
of operations’ , then lists the elements that would be monitored. The SDEIS must discuss each
component of the monitoring plan in adequate detail so that its effectiveness in maintaining
water quality and other resources can be determined.

Response: Further discussion about monitoring has been added to the FEIS. The operator will
be responsibleto develop a detailed monitoring plan based on the infor mation provided in
Chapter Two.

Comment: If the miner’s operating period would be between June 15 and October 15, that would
allow less than three weeks to have the season’ s reclamation work finished before the winter wet
season.



Response: The operating period proposed in the Proposed Action (and for Alternative9) is
June 15 through October 15. Full scale mining alternatives described in the EIS havea more
limited operating season (June 15 to September 15). In all cases, the reclamation work for
each mine site would haveto occur during the operating season.

Comment: Another discrepancy is that seasonal bridges and/or culverts are removed by
September 15. So, does the miner drive through the creek for the last month of operation each
year?

Response: The operating season would be limited to the time that bridges and/or culverts
werein theground. Thesewould beremoved, and no access would be approved until the
following season.

Comment: Even though the proposed action calls for restoration with native vegetation, the
present diverse plant communities could never be duplicated, even by professional botanists.

Our rare, endemic plantsare rare for good reason. They don’t reproduce well, and they often
live in symbiotic relationships, which once torn apart can be difficult to put back together.

From my experience restoring logged areas, in the better soil areas more common plants come
in so thick that the slower to establish plants either don’t germinate or are stressed from
competition. And in the poor soil areas, nothing grows. It is definitely not a once-over deal.
Restoration must be an ongoing commitment. The mining pits, from what | have seen, will not be
restored in our lifetime.

Comment: Several members of the IVGC have strong horticultural skills, with hundreds of years
of combined experience. Our members have experimented with the propagation of local
plants...with poor results. The plants at Rough and Ready Creek Water shed cannot be
reintroduced successfully. Thetruly rare and fragile plant communities are lost forever when
the surface is disturbed. Dealing with serpentine soils and specialized sensitive plants makes
any reclamation effort a waste of time and effort. Far better to protect the surface from
disturbance to begin with.

Response: Thedifficulty in restoring native vegetation within the mine pitsisacknowledged in
the EIS. Thereclamation plan emphasizes minimum distur bance.

Comment: Listing three reclamation objectives does not adequately satisfy the NEPA review
process...stating that “ best management practices would be incorporated into all aspects of
road work and project design” and that such BMPs are listed in the analysis file does not
comport with the NEPA requirement that a plain and under standable statement of the mitigation
measures for the alternative be made available. How can the public assess the environmental
effects of any alternative without having a detailed reclamation plan available for review prior
to afinal decision being made on approval of any alternative?

Response: Further information about the reclamation plan isin the FEIS. Best M anagement
Practices areidentified, and the effectiveness of all mitigation measuresis assessed.



Comment: The SDEISIists possible mitigation measures, but does not discuss them in adequate
detail nor does the SDEISdiscuss or disclose the effectiveness or efficacy of the mitigation
measures, or whether they will in fact be implemented.

Response: The FEIS disclosesthe effectiveness of the mitigation measures. The Record of
Decision explicitly discuss which mitigation measureswill be adopted for the selected
alternative.

Comment: The reclamation plan isto bulldoze material that was scraped off the bank onto the
sites that will be below grade. Is there evidence that an adequate seed and bulb bank is present
and would survive a move?

Response: The stockpiling of overburden and later placement within the pitsislikely to result
in somerevegetation of plantsthat can survive disturbance. Sometreesmay be planted in the
area. Thereclamation plan acknowledges the need to respond to site conditions as the mining
progr esses.

Comment: Why is there no indication in the SDEISthat application has been filed with the
Josephine County Planning Department for a Devel opment Permit for this mining operation.
The Rural Land Development Code (RLDC) is clear about the necessity to follow very specific
procedures to develop a mining operation in the county.

Response: Mining on federal landsis not subject to a County permit. However, thereare
State and other permitting agenciesthat are responsible to administer and enfor ceregulatory
requirementswithin their jurisdiction. Required permits must be obtained before mining
begins.

PHYSICAL SETTING/WATER QUALITY ISSUES

Comment: The lack of long term seismic records or recording stations near the site area
preclude an evaluation of local seismic risk. Nonetheless, awareness of the major fault and its
potential for additional fault movement is important.

Response: The mapped fault that defines the contact between the Josephine Peridotite Sheet
and the Galice formation was discussed in the West Fork Watershed Analysis. The potential
for movement along the fault cannot be predicted and does not affect project design. No

per manent structures are proposed near the fault.

Comment: Rough and Ready Creek supplies water to the lllinois Valley and the Rogue River. As
such, it is subject to the Diack decision...that prohibits the use of surface water and the issuance
of new surface rights into Wild and Scenic Rivers.

Response: Bruce Sund, Josephine County Water Master, advised the Forest Servicethat the
Diack prohibitionswere valid until 1994, when the state decided how much water must be
retained in the creek. The Diack prohibitions no longer apply, and the state will consider the
in stream needs before granting a permit for Nicoreto use water from Rough and Ready
Creek.



Comment: Modification of stream beds and streamflows by filling necessary for equipment
crossing, and disruption of subterranean water movement by excavations for roads and mining
pits may in some situations disrupt the perched water tables and the consistent water levels that
| believe are required for maintaining some stands of POC.

Response: Under the Proposed Action, some ponding will likely occur upstream of the rock
ford crossings. Thismay inundate treeroots and potentially kill sometrees, resultingin a
small lossin stream shade. The analysis discusses ar eas on the haul route that have denser
POC populations; outside of these areas, POC does not appear to provide alot of shade (the
relationship between POC and water temperature has not been specifically established, but
therelationship between vegetation density and shade can be observed). Thereareno POC
present in theimmediate vicinity of the pits and ther efor e effectsto the species from mining
at the pitsisunlikely.

Comment: One aspect of root rot exclusion that was not considered is control of drainage from
roads, which should be directed as far as possible from POC populations.

Response: Road improvements ar e designed with consideration given to POC protection.

Comment: The SDEIS assumes that a water withdrawal permit for Rough and Ready Creek
would be granted. How will dust abatement occur if a water right is not granted?

Response: The SDEISrelied on the use of water for dust abatement because water use was
considered by the team to minimize effects on other resources (e.g. water ver sus paving,

lignin etc.). If Rough and Ready Creek isnot used for water withdrawals, an alter nate sour ce
subject to Forest Service (and possibly other agencies) approval would be used.

Comment: | feel that stream temperatures increases would be measurable in the Proposed
Action, given water withdrawal, low flow timing of operations, and fords. Alternatives6, 7, 8
and 10 may also increase water temperature.

Response: The SDEISdiscussed that that water temperatures may increase under
alternatives 6, 7, 8 and 10, but that thisincreaseisnot likely to be measurable. M easurable
increases wer e disclosed as possible under the Proposed Action. Recalculations between the
SDEIS and the FEI S haveresulted in a dramatic reduction in estimated water withdrawals.
The FEISnow reflectsthat no alternative will likely result in measur able increases to water
temperatures, given the potential effectsrelative to the proposed actions.

Comment: What chemical compound expresses alkalinity, such that it can be expressed in terms
of concentration (75-182 ppm)?

Response: HCO; (Miller, 1998).
Comment: The statements within Chapter Four that say “ decreasing low flow could exacerbate

already high water temperatures’ contradict the Chapter Two Alternative Comparison that
states that measurable increases in water temperature are not expected.



Response: The statementsare not contradictory. The analysis points out that some actions
would result in a TREND toward a higher temperature, but that these temperatures are not
likely tobe MEASURABLE. The ability to measure stream temper atur e changes and find
that they represent a statistically distinct value involves many factors, including: instrument
precision, environmental variables (stream shade, air temperatures, and flow levels) and
sample size.

Comment: | am unclear how the Outstandingly Remarkable Value represented by large substrate
will be protected if the alternatives result in sedimentation to the creek.

Response: The EIS disclosesthat the Proposed Action may result in sedimentation that will
bevisible. Alternativesthat construct the bench road may also result in sedimentation, at
least for the summer and fall months prior to winter storms. Winter storms ar e expected to
transport much of the construction debris downstream. It is possible, however, that some of
the construction debriswill be very large and remain whereit falls. However, the large
substrate is expected to dominate the area and would still be considered outstandingly
remarkable.

Comment: Regarding toxicity of the ore, the concern is not whether “ new elements would be
introduced into the watershed” but whether or not their concentrations would change such they
would become a source of toxicity.

Response: Toxicity isrelative to the affected or ganism, the path of contact (ingestion, skin
contact, airborne, etc.) and the concentration of the element(s). The existing laterite soilsare
not consider ed toxic, removing some of the soil will not increase the concentration of elements
inthearea. Excavation of the soil may expose some new surfacesto weathering. Thisissueis
discussed in the EI'S, particularly asit appliesto nickel concentrationsin thewater. In
conclusion, no adver se effects on human health or aquatic organismsis associated with the
proj ect.

Comment: The No Name Fan area isunique. The creek there lies on a bed of shifting sands that
are the source of cold spring water. It isnot stable ground and not the place for aroad. Any
roadsin this unstable area is bound to add much to the sediment load of the creek.

Response: The No Name stream channel appearsto migrate during storm events. Under the
Proposed Action, some erosion could occur during storm eventsthat overtop the banks. This
erosion will result in some sediment delivered during storm events. All other alternatives
avoid thisarea.

Comment: The potential for polluted storm run-off ssemsreal and large. Will the Nicore Mining
Area be considered a “ point source” for pollution as outlined in the Clean Water Act?

Response: The project does not fall under the point source provisions of the Clean Water Act.
With the exception of the Proposed Action, the amount of sediment ‘pollution’ associated with
the alternativesis not expected to be“real and large’.



Comment: It isnot clear how the 5,000 ton removal would affect the 4 mine sites. On page 28, it
says about 0.5 acres would be affected, and on page 41, it says 5 acres. It would be informative
to list each site and the maximum planned acreage, the sample size in terms of acres and ore
weight, the estimated number of helicopter trips and flight time, and costs.

Response: Thisinformation has been in the analysisfilesand is now published in the FEIS.
The SDEI S page 28 discussed the amount of land distur bed from sampling 5,000 tons; page 41
discussed the amount of land disturbed from both sampling and stockpiling.?

Comment: Merely acknowledging the need for a permit to pollute (p. 60) does not abdicate the
Forest Service fromits responsibility to maintain the high water quality of Rough and Ready
Creek.

Response: The EISincludes alter natives and mitigation measur esintended to protect water
quality; theresponsibility for maintaining water quality is shared by many agencies (including
the Forest Service). Theminer would ultimately beresponsible to follow all guidelines and
stipulationsin the approved Plan of Operations.

Comment: The SDEISIists vehicle and equipment washing as a mitigation measure, but does not
identify the water source, calculate the amount of water required, or disclose the impacts of
water withdrawal.

Response: Vehicle washing water requirements have been added to total withdrawalsin the
FEIS. Volume estimates of water needed for dust abatement has been corrected between the
SDEIStothe FEIS.

Comment: The SDEISin one place says that all the action alternatives are expected to maintain
in-stream flows sufficient to create and sustain riparian and aquatic habitats. Elsewhereit
states that water withdrawal for dust abatement...could exacerbate already high stream
temperatures and affect aquatic organisms. It cannot be both ways.

Response: The water withdrawal estimates have been corrected between the SDEIS and the
FEIS, resulting in a decreasein the estimated quantity of water needed. However, some of
the alternatives may still trend toward an increase in water temperature. However, in-stream
flows sufficient to create and sustain riparian and aquatic habitats would be maintained in all
alternatives.

Comment: The increased sediment from development of haul routes and from stream crossingsis
not going to be flushed out of the system in one big whoosh as the SDEIS would have the public
believe. The scenario is more likely that the sediment will fill pools, and how long it will take to
flush out of the pools, and where it will go next cannot be calculated by Forest Service models,
expectations, or assumptions. For instance, in defiance of the Sskiyou National Forest’s stream
power model, the sediment still has not flushed out of the Diving Board pool...

Thesize requirements for the stockpile site was found to be larger than discussed in the SDEIS; the FEIS discloses
that 10 acres may be needed to accommodate helicopter operations.
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Response: Sediment transport is dependant upon many variables; stream power, sediment
supply, channel roughness and frequency of flows capable of transport. Poolsfill in and riffles
aggrade when supply exceedstransport. Theanalysisfindsthat Rough and Ready is capable
of transporting therelatively minor quantities of sediment associated with Alter natives 6
though 11 (thisfinding is based on an evaluation of the project compared with the scale of the
watershed). The Proposed Action may supply sediment in excess of sediment transport, likely
resulting in local deposition. The Forest Service did not attempt to predict how long the
sediment would remain in deposited areas.

Comment: The SDEIS states that fine material is expected to have a very low clay content, and
thus would settle out of the water column rapidly. This statement is not in agreement with the
West Fork Water shed Analysis which states that “ if disturbed, serpentine soils may contribute
fines. Much of the serpentine weathersto clay.” Whether the fine sediment settles out of the
water table, or not, the discharge of sediment violates OAR 340-041-0026(3)(a)(c).

Response: The soilsin the watershed vary in their clay content. The roads and mine pits
inter sect many soil types. Observations of Rough and Ready during storm events show that
the stream is exceptionally clear, indicating the low levels of disturbance and the low

per centage of claysin transport. Discharge of sediment is permitted under Oregon statues
but the duration and percent above background isregulated.

Comment: If the water iswithdrawn for dust abatement from Rough and Ready Creek or most
any other streamin the Illinois Basin, water quality standards will be violated and the ACS
objectives will not be met. If water isnot used for dust abatement, then the SDEIS must analyze
the effects of the chosen dust abatement measures.

Response: Water withdrawals wer e recalculated; the highest estimated use is now expected
to belessthan 2% of 4 cfs (an August low flow value). Water quality standardsarenot likely
to beviolated, given the water withdrawals described in the FEIS. Water withdrawalsare
regulated by the Oregon Department of Water Resour ces.

Comment: The Forest Service's analysis of the Nicore proposal admits sediment will be
introduced into Rough and Ready Creek. The Forest Service must establish a baseline for
turbidity that the Nicore proposal can't exceed.

Response: The baselineisthat water quality currently supports beneficial uses, which isthe
standard against which sediment delivery would be measured and monitored. Thereisno
requirement to establish a baseline for turbidity.

Comment: The SDEIS does not disclose how it came to conclude that the risk of serious
hazardous fluid spill islow.

Response: Observations of various operationsover time led to this conclusion.



Comment: The physical science report excuses this violation of the Clean Water Act [ sediment
from stream crossings| by stating that the majority of the proposed crossing sites have been
used in the past and the disturbance has already occurred. While primarily two of the stream
crossings have been bladed with a bulldozer under the guise of erosion control, the other
crossings (except for Alberg Creek) have not been disturbed for many years. The last time the
approaches to crossing 5 were bulldozed, fine sediment coated the substrate below the crossing,
remaining in the creek until winter high flow flushed it out.

Response: The physical sciencereport disclosesthat sediment islikely to be delivered asa
result of road construction and use.

Comment: The Forest Service and BLM have not gathered site specific information nor
conducted studies to understand the hydrological processes that are key componentsto the
ecological/botanical, scenic/aesthetic, recreation/quality of life values and water quality. The
SDEIS s characterization of the hydrological regime of the Rough and Ready Creek water shed
is, in fact, piecemeal, not based on site specific analysis and may be inaccurate or at least
inadequate to provide the basis for the analysis of impacts.

Comment: The Watershed Analysis characterizes most parts of the Josephine ophiolite as having
shallow, rocky soils with little capacity for water storage, leaving less water for the summer low
flow season. However, this representation of geology and its effects on the hydrological regime
of the Rough and Ready Creek area may not be completely accurate. The Forest Service must
map and study the springs, fens and shallow wells of Rough and Ready Creek and address the
essential processes of infiltration and recharge of the Rough and Ready Creek aquifer.

Response: Forest Service specialists use a combination of survey data, field observations, air
photo inter pretation and professional judgementsto providethe analysisin the SDEIS. The
analysisisthought to be adequate given the scope and scale of the operation and potential
impacts.

Comment: Literature on hydrological regimesin general notes that recharge of groundwater
sourcesis never uniformly distributed, but occursin areas that are favorable for infiltration.
Where are those areas in the Rough and Ready Creek watershed, and where are they in
relationship to the proposed mine sites, haul routes, and stockpile and ore processing sites?

Response: The extensive mine sampling that has occurred within the water shed previously
does not appear to have measur ably altered hydrological conditions. Given the scale and
scope of the operation, the type of analysis suggested hereisnot necessary to under stand
effects of the alternatives. Potential risks associated with hazar dous substances leaking into
the groundwater isdiscussed in the EIS.



Comment: Along with the geology and topography of the peneplains, there is another indication
that the Rough and Ready laterite deposits may be important recharge areas. Smilar to the ore
body at Eight Dollar Mountain, the laterite soils at the proposed mine site B are also saturated
asindicated by the March 16, 1992 Nicore mining plan of operations. The Nicore plan states
that, ?[ d]uring the wet months, the laterite deposits such as the one that is the subject of this
plan of operations, become ?red bogs’ - a condition that probably occurs at all of Nicore's
proposed mine sites. One possibility is that the deep undisturbed laterite soils of the Rough and
Ready Creek watershed, covered with their native vegetation, act as a sponge promoting
infiltration to the boundary at the base of the laterite deposit and from there to fractures and
shear zones in the bed rock to be stored and emerge as springs or otherwise contribute to the
aquifer. Because alterationsin ground surface less severe than strip mining can reduce
infiltration and thereby causing a reduction of groundwater recharge, the impacts of the
proposed Nicore mine may have irreversible long term impacts on the water resources of Rough
and Ready Creek and its surrounding area.

Response: The maximum number of acres proposed for treatment is 35, roughly 6% of the
512 known acres of nickel-bearing laterite in the water shed. These 35 acres sit within a
23,000 acre watershed. Given thisscope and scale, effects on water infiltration and storage
areunlikely to have “irreversiblelong term impacts’ to water resources. Infiltration can be
expected to occur within the pits.

Comment: The SDEIS does not address the indirect effects of roads on sensitive species and
biological diversity. Roads act as interceptors of surface and subsurface water that would
normally flow down slope and in part infiltrate into soils. Road 445 for example is now a foot or
mor e below the land surface. The condition has worsened significantly in the last 12 years
despite the mining claimant's “ erosion control.” The road now acts as a stream channel
diverting natural drainage patterns. Change in drainage patterns and infiltration could affect
sensitive species or species diversity in the Rough and Ready Creek corridor. Some plant
species, while they may not be obligate hydrophytes, are still dependent on being able to send
their roots down to the water table or to the capillary fringe overlying the water table and in
order to obtain a perennial and secure supply of water. These plants are known as
phreatophytes. For instance, plants growing on Rough and Ready Creek's floodplain may be
tapping into the shallow water table. The development of the haul route may change natural
drainage patterns and impact plant communities and microhabitats. Port Orford cedar and
western azalea may fit into this category.

Response: Continued use and development of roadsin the area may affect local drainage
patternsand individual plantsor habitat. Thisisdiscussed in the EISin Chapter Four.

Comment: A characteristic of Rough and Ready Creek’s outstanding geology is the fractured
bedrock which provides for the numerous springs and seeps along its banks which maintain
summer flow and form sensitive plant wetlands. The SDEIS has not adequately addressed the
impacts of the proposed Nicore mine on this feature.



Response: The mining proposal would remove some of the ‘geologic’ material in Rough and
Ready Creek but the fractured bedrock that providesfor springsand seepsisnot likely to be
affected. Effectsfrom the operation on physical featuresand rare plantsare discussed in the
EIS.

Comment: Why hasn’t the need for permitting through the Army Corps of Engineers been
discussed inrelation to filling or altering wetlands in the project area? Must permits be
obtained from the Cor ps before the project is approved?

Response: The miner isresponsible for obtaining any needed permits. The permitsthat are
most likely to berequired arelisted in Chapter Two. The Forest Serviceand BLM are not
responsible to identify all necessary per mitsrequired by other agencies.

Comment: Has the miner provided evidence of a Water Use permit from the State of Oregon
authorizing the use of sufficient water at appropriate times of the year?

Response: A water use permit would berequired prior toremoval of water from Rough and
Ready Creek.

Comment: How will removal of vegetation and road development in riparian areas affect water
temperature in Rough and Ready Creek and itstributaries? How will the potential introduction
of POC root disease and removal of POC treesin riparian areas affect water temperatures?

Response: Thisisdiscussed in the SDEIS and FEIS. Proposed road development within
riparian areasisnot likely toresult in increased water temper atures, but fords proposed in
the Plan of Operations (Proposed Action) may result in water ponding and a trend toward
temperatureincreases. Areaswhere Port-Orford-cedar isproviding substantial shadeare
disclosed in the POC discussion in Chapter Three. Local water temperatureincreases could
occur if treesin this area became infested with root disease.

Comment: On page 62, thereis a misleading and erroneous statement “ Each CFSis equivalent
to 646,272 gallons of water.” A CFSisactually arate of flow, not a volume. On page 35,

“ Implementation of the Proposed Action could lead to the withdrawal of between 0.35 and 1.56
CFSof water each day.” This does not make sense, since cfsis not a measure of volume.

Response: The FEIS has been corrected and the estimated volume of water needed for each
alternativeisdisplayed in gallons.

Comment: On page 35, it is stated that, “ Temperature increases are not expected to be
measurable” . | strongly disagree. Streamflows are directly proportional to temperature
increases, all else being equal. And as your flow estimates make clear, when viewed in
conjunction with the data that are shown on page 47 (existing flow rates as low as 3.6 CFS), the
amount of water withdrawn for dust control is almost half the streamflow. And it would be more
than half at certain times of the year and in certain locations.



Response: Water withdrawal estimates have been corrected between the SDEIS and the
FEIS, and have dramatically decreased. M easurable temperatureincreases based on water
withdrawal for dust abatement are not expected.

Comment: Page 87 makes reference to “ The presence of asbestos in the project area may not be
linked with health concernsrelated to other asbestos minerals.” However, | have receive
information from an agency of the Superfund Legisation which would question this. According
to reports, asbestos is found at dangerous levelsin virtually all the samples of serpentine. Many
miles of roads which were surfaced with crushed serpentine rock in northern California had to
be paved over with asphalt by the EPA in order to stop the dangerous levels of asbestos which
was finding its way into homes adjacent to these roads. Most disturbing, according to these
reports, it isthe high levels of a type of asbestos known as tremolite. Tremolite, associated with
serpentine rock, tendsto stay trapped in the lungs for life and is considerably more potent than
chrysotile in the devel opment of mesothelioma (a fatal form of cancer affecting the lungs).

Response: The presence of asbestiform tremolite (linked to health concerns) in the analysis
area has not been specifically field resear ched, but previous mineral sampling has not
revealed the presence of thismineral. Phone conver sations with geologic resear cher s familiar
with thearea (Dr.’s Gregory Harper and David O’Hanley) revealed that thelikelihood of this
mineral being present islow, but isgreater than zero. Therisk of exposureto tremolite that
might become air borne would berelated to (1) a source of the mineral and (2) the frequency
of interaction with airborne particles of tremolite. Road surfacing and dust abatement would
limit exposureto any airborne particles.

Comment: The nearest domestic water sourceis only about 0.25 miles below mine Ste B, not 2
miles as stated in the SDEIS. The water that feeds several domestic water sources originate at
or near mine site B and people have been drinking this water untreated with no ill effects for
many years. Those water sources have been granted water right certificates by the state and
those rights are not allowed to be injured.

Response: Background water chemistry tests on several springswere conducted in the Fall of
1998. Thesesiteswould be monitored under an approved Plan of Operations. The nickel
dissolved in the domestic water sour ces exceeds state standards, and isa condition inherent to
rocksthat arein contact with the water. The amount of nickel currently in the water isnot
associated with any health risks. The mining operation will not be allowed to result in any
increasein nickel concentrations, nor isit expected to be adver sely affected in any other way.

Comment: We reviewed the USGSreport referenced in the SDEISwhich reported on the analysis
of water samples collected in the Rough and Ready Creek Watershed. The report states that no
precipitation occurred during the time that samples were collected. However, our records show
that more than 0.8 inches of rain fell during the two day sampling period. What effect does this
unreported rainfall have on the reports conclusions? Why was this information omitted from the
report?



Response: Thelack of precipitation isa quote from page 2 of Miller, 1998. Even if rainfall did
occur, it would not likely result in enough of an increasein Rough and Ready Creek stream
flowsto have affected hisreported results.

Comment: The Water Quality - Sediment report assumes that crushed rock will be used on the
road surfaces, however the SDEIS states that native peridotite rock will not be crushed. Sois
foreign rock going to be introduced into the watershed? This discrepancy needs to be resol ved.

Response: The FEISresolvesthisdiscrepancy. Therewasarecommendation in a USGS
report (Miller 1998) to avoid use of peridotite material in road surfacing, however, thereport
also stated that even if peridotite was used, adver se effects would not be significant. Given
the potential effectson using “foreign”rock, peridotiteisa better option and would beused in
road development.

Comment: There are 3,390 round trips identified annually (page 16). Thisincludes only the
haul trucks; how many round trips will the support vehicles make annually? The table on page
83 and 85 should show all vehicle trips (not just haul trucks) for all alternatives.

Response: For the Proposed Action and Alternatives 6, 7, 8, 10 and 11, support vehiclesare
estimated to add 10 to 20 per cent mor e traffic during the activity period. Thisinformation is
now included in the EIS.

Comment: According to the SDEIS, page 48, nickel concentration in the water is elevated. What
is the standard concentration of nickel found in the water samples and what is the EPA safe
drinking water standard? How much and how fast will nickel concentration increase in our
drinking water?

Response: The existing condition is 11-33 parts per billion (ppb) in the surface water s of
Rough and Ready, according to Miller, 1998. Resultsfrom sampled springsindicate values of
30-40 ppb. The EPA does not have a national primary nor secondary drinking water
regulation for Nickel, but these values do exceed the State of Oregon ambient water
standards. These concentrations are not associated with short or long term health risks
(Kauffman, 1999). Therate of nickel concentration changein Rough and Ready Creek
following any action alter native will be monitored, but isnot expected to be measurable.

Comment: The proposed water application rate for road dust control conflicts with the POC
root disease measures.

Response: The mitigation measur es, including dust abatement, do not conflict with the disease
control strategy.



Comment: The key to under standing cumulative effects is finding the right set of resourcesto
analysis. In* Cumulative Effects of Forest Practicesin Oregon,” Robert Beschta, et al. (1995)
identified several conditions that area required for accurate analysis of cumulative water shed
effects, including: 1) accurate understandings of natural variation in environment; 2) reliable
baseline information at the local and regional scale; 3) accurate assessments of the probable
effects on key resources of past, present and future activities; 4) development of reliable models
that relate resource conditions within a dynamic spatial framework; and 5) establishment of
levels of acceptable change in the environment.

Response: Dr Beschta' srecommendations wer e followed in the EIS analysis:

1) Water shed analysisand other previouswork, along with current observations of the
existing condition provide the basisfor understanding natural variation. 2) Baseline
information has been collected in the form of level 2 fish surveys, water temperature
readings, Miller’s 1998 geochemistry study, and limited alkalinity and turbidity data collected
by Rilling and Ullian. 3) The assessment of the alter nativesis believed to be accurate and
thorough. 4) Bedload transport was modeled. 5) The levels of acceptable change areincluded
in state regulations governing water quality.

Comment: The SDEISdid not address my Quality of Life concernsin any acceptable manner.
The only attention paid to the water quality issue is the testing of three springs, at best thisis
only a beginning in addressing water quality. To my knowledge, no substantive studies have
been done on mineral contents and how it will affect the neighbor’s water quality.

Comment: Water quality isfully addressed inthe EIS. A geochemical study of the surface
water s of Rough and Ready Creek was performed by Miller, 1998 of the US Geological
Survey. Three springswere also sampled to provide baselines for monitoring. Exhaustive
testing was done on the water to determine mineral contents. Theresultswerewithin
expected rangesfor watersin contact with ultramafic rock. In general, water quality is
excellent. Nickel concentrationsare greater than the ambient water standards established by
the Oregon DEQ, however, they are not great enough to be associated with any human health
risks (Kauffman, 1999). No measurable increasesin any metalsis expected from the proj ect
(see FEIS analysis).

Comment: EISs must include the exact width of roads at various segments and how much they
would be widened, where rocks and template would come from and how that could be crushed
into fine sediment of asbestos.

Response: The analysis comparing the alter natives used an aver age 12 foot road width to
estimate impacts. The source of rock for road surfacing will be from alocal peridotite rock
pit located within the water shed (see engineering report). Thethreat of asbestiform tremolite
in associated ser pentinite exists, but isthought to be alow risk to human health (see previous
responses to questions about asbestos).

Comment: Who is Miller, 1998, who basically says “ The mining of the laterite should present no

problem to the chemical quality of the waters within the watershed? | aminterested in Miller’s
background as far as historic facilitation to assist extractive industries.
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Response: Dr. Miller isa geochemist with the US Geological Survey. Hishistory regarding
‘extractiveindustries isnot known to the US Forest Service, nor isit relevant, since he used
accepted scientific techniquesin his published analysis.

Comment: Thereisa range of estimates in various documents as to how much mining of nickel-
laterites could be reasonably foreseen to occur in the Rough and Ready watershed and vicinity.
The Physical Sciences Report by McHugh says that 93% of the water shed has
serpentine/peridotite soils. Yet the SDEIS says that 512 acres is the maximum feasible to mine.
On the top of page 6 of the Rough and Ready Creek Eligibility Study it says, “ At least 14
deposits of ancient lateritic soil containing iron and nickel are known to occur in the Rough and
Ready Watershed. These cover about 3,000 acres.”

Response: These statementsare not contradictory. Thelaterite soils are a sub-set of the
total range of ser pentine/peridotite soils. The laterites arelocated in patches scatter ed
throughout the watershed. About 512 acres of laterites similar to those proposed for mining
under the Plan of Operations were mapped by Ramp, and provide a reasonable basis for
cumulative effects analysis. Thiswas confirmed by the miner, who stated that “it would be
possible to mine up to an additional 400 acreswithin the next 50 years, depending on the
market...Thisadditional acreage would likely bein the vicinity of the 35 acres proposed for
mining at thistime.” (See Nolan 10-97 memo) Ramp also mapped other areas (including the
Rough and Ready alluvial fan) that may have lower concentrations of nickel and arefar less
likely to be mined in the foreseeable future.

Comment: Isthere evidence that the pits drain adequately, or does this reclamation plan create
ponds?

Response: The pitswould be designed to drain, rather than create ponds. During periods of
heavy precipitation, infiltration may be slower than the rate of accumulation, and water is
likely to fill a portion of the pit. To mitigate for thisrisk, an engineer would berequired to
consider including an armor ed outflow and/or drainage structure at the bottom of the pit. Any
design would be subject to approval by the Forest Service.

Comment: The SDEIS states that road development and use, pit development, and ore storage
would disturb ultramafic soils and lead to a loss of productivity. Theimplication is that the soil
is productive and that the loss of productivity would be significant. Due to the high mineral
content of the ore in the mining area, the soil’s productivity is quite low and the level of
reduction applied to such risk is practically meaningless.

Response: The EIS and incor porated documents (specifically, the West Fork Water shed
Analysis) discuss the differences between ultramafic areas and other parent materials. Site
productivity in terms of total biomass production islower within the proposed mine sites, than
non-ser pentine sites. However, serpentine sites that have been disturbed are less productive
than nondisturbed serpentine sites. Thiseffect isapparent from the extensive sampling that
has occurred; the disturbed ar eas has less vegetation and plantstend to be smaller. TheEIS
also discloses that the extent of thisloss of productivity isrelatively small, given the acres
proposed for mining compared to total acresin the water shed.
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Comment: A second paragraph refersto nine smaller tributary crossings. The SDEISallows a
false impression to be drawn...by failing to mention that all but two of these crossings are dry
during the summer months. The tributaries will not be functioning as tributaries during the time
when crossings will occur.

Response: The ninetributary crossings ar e associated with the Proposed Action. Most of
these crossingsareon Albergand No Name Creeks, or on side channels of Rough and Ready
Creek. All are mapped as perennial streams. Even if they are seasonally dry, they are part
of the stream systems and ar e subject to Riparian Reserve Standards and Guidelines.

Comment: The SDEIS states that the use of water would lead to lower flows and higher
temperatures. This statement is misleading because summer flows are already low. That fact
would not be altered whether or not the project is developed..

Response: Stream temperature and flow are directly proportional (Brown, 1972). TheEIS
statesthat high water temperature areinherent to the area and that temperature increases
(from water withdrawal) are not likely to be measurable. Because Rough and Ready Creek is
water quality limited for high temperature, even a small increase would not meet state
standards.

Comment: The SDEISfailsto identify what “ other hazardous substances’ are. Consequently,
thereis no way to know what thisrisk really is and whether the consequence of such as spill is
significant.

Response: Page 63 of the SDEI S identifies hydraulic fluids, gas and diesel asthe most likely
hazar dous substances associated with this proposed operation. The EISdisclosesthat the
significance of such a spill isrelated to many factors. Even a small spill could affect aquatic
organisms, and because at least one family drinkswater directly from the creek, a spill could
affect human health. The ElSalso statesthat groundwater may become contaminated, but
thelikelihood that downstream wells may be affected isvery low, given the underground
filtering that would occur between a spill site and residents.

Comment: Since the proposed pits are small, their six-foot deep depressions are unlikely to
destabilize large amounts of slope. Thus, proper mitigation should not be difficult to provide as
a project feature.

Response: Mine Site D isthe only site wher e stability issues are anticipated. Mitigation
discussed in Chapter Two requiresthe miner to complete a stability analysisand afinal
design to ensure slope stability at Mine Site D, if that siteisto be mined. Some alternatives
avoid minesite D entirely.



Comment: Affected Environment - There is no discussion of rainfall or other forms of
precipitation. In order to determine whether there might be a discharge from the mine pits
(which would require an NPDES permit if the discharge was to affect the water of the U.S..), net
precipitation should be determined for both average and extreme wet years (reasonable wor st
case over the life of the project).

Response: The West Fork Watershed Analysisisincorporated into thisElS. It includesa
discussion of precipitation. Average annual precipitation in thearea is65inches. The pits
would bedrained asapart of thereclamation plan (see EIS Chapter Two for details). Some
permits may berequired.

Comment: Environmental Consequences - It is stated on p. 57 that the holding capacity of the
pits could be exceeded. In addition to determining possible extreme precipitation events,
consideration should be given to using such events for design purposesin sizing pits to contain
stormwater rather than allowing a discharge (assuming no or limited infiltration).

Response: Thereclamation plan includes provisionsfor an engineered drainage design to
mitigate for therisk of their holding capacity being exceeded. The pitsarelikely to contain
water some of the time, especially during times of heavy precipitation.

Comment: The SDEIS points out that Rough and Ready Creek exceeds Sate Water Quality
standards for temperature during the summer when the flow islow. For completeness, expand
on thispoint in the FEIS. Explain that not only does it exceed the water quality standard for
temperature but that it has been legally listed asimpaired under Section 303 (d) of the Clean
Water Act. Thislisting setsinto motion legal requirements for Oregon to take actions, such as
the devel opment of total maximum daily loads that will bring the Rough and Ready Creek back
into compliance to the standard.

Response: Discussionsin the FEIS include thisinformation.
FISH AND WILDLIFE

Comment: The fact that lower Rough and Ready Creek is marginal, as opposed to optimum, for
fish habitat is a stronger reason for opposing this project, since associated activities would
more likely result in extirpation of resident populations.

Response: Mining and associated activitiesare not likely to result in extirpation of resident
fish populations. Seasonally high water temperatureisthe primary limiting factor for fish;
temperatures would not be measurably increased in any alter native, and the trend towar ds
increase can be avoided in some alter natives (see EI S discussions for mor e information).

Comment: Habitat access may also be decreased by water withdrawal if flows are below that
necessary for fish passage. Thisis not considered in the PETSfish or Aquatic Conservation
Strategy/Riparian Reserve discussions.



Response: Water withdrawal could have a seasonal influence on fish passage, however
withdrawals discussed in the FEIS are small (2% of the low flow) and are not likely to affect
fish passage.

Comment: The way the Aquatic Conservation Strategy is addressed in a compar ative fashion
does not provide information about whether any alternatives in fact meet the strategy. An
alternative may “ better meet the strategy” than another alternative, but none meet it completely.

Response: No alternative, including the “No Action”, can completely meet all Aquatic
Conservation Strategy Objectives (1-9). However, No Action and Alternative 9 best meet
the objectives, and the Proposed Action clearly would not meet the intent of the strategy.

Comment: Road construction will certainly affect the variability of floodplain innundation.
Response: Road development associated with the Proposed Action could affect floodplain
innundation. The other alternativesarelesslikely to affect floodplain innundation since they
avoid high risk areas.

Comment: The EISmust give the Riparian Reserve Standards and Guidelines which the analysis
responds to. The EIS must also state which alternatives, if any, actually meet them. It is not
adequate to assess what alter natives best meet the standards without stating whether they
actually meet them.

Response: The Riparian Reserve Standards and Guidelines have been added in the FEIS.

Comment: Both humans and wildlife are very sensitive to sound, especially at certain pitches.
Industrial noise pollution has been proven to cause serious adver se reactions with many animal
species. Birds are especially sensitive. They will not reproduce under these conditions; they
will most likely permanently leave their native habitat in the Rough and Ready Water shed.

Response: Industrial noise pollution associated with NI CORE could result in adver se
reactions by some animal species adjacent to the activity. These effectswould not likely lead
to significant impacts on any animal populations, given the scale of the proposed oper ations.

Comment: The SDEIS states that habitat for the foothill yellow-legged frog, Rana boylii, exists
within the analysis area, but that no significant effects on the species are expected. The SDEIS
does not provide any basis for this conclusion. The Forest Service has provided no information
on the status of the yellow-legged frogs in the watershed. There is no discussion on what
impacts the Nicore project may have on the frogs. The SDEIS discusses many adver se effects to
water quality and aquatic habitat. Since frogs are much more sensitive to environmental
pollution that fish, how can the SDEIS conclude that no significant effects on this species are
expected? Asthe Forest Service has not conducted surveys for the yellow-legged frog in the
water shed, and offers no analysis of their status, habitat, and populationsin relation to the
mining proposal, haul route, water withdrawal sites, etc., the analysis does not meet the intent of
NEPA.



Response: The EIS describes many activities that could have direct impacts on individual
yellow-legged frogs. These include development of stream crossings and disturbance of areas
within the Riparian Reserves. The Proposed Action would have the most widespread effects,
Alternative 9 and No Action would have the fewest effects. Significant effectsare not likely
in any alternative, given the scale of the operation in relationship to the amount of habitat in
thearea.® Surveysare not necessary to support this conclusion.

Comment: The discussion and analysis of impactsto fish and other aquatic animalsis
inadequate. Apparently the Forest Service believe that they only have to assess impacts to fish
habitat.

Response: Thediscussion and analysis of potential impactsto fish and other aquatic animals
isbased on information gathered from Level 1 stream surveys and field observations. Forest
Service specialists use a combination of survey data, field observations, air photo

inter pretation and professional judgementsto provide the analysisin the SDEIS. The analysis
isadequate given the scope and scale of the operation and potential impacts.

Comment: Without discussion, the SDEIS dismisses any significant impact to the hundreds of
vertebrate and thousands of invertebrate species that occur with the Nicore analysis area.
Won't reptiles and amphibians (including rare ones) be at increased risk of being run over by
trucks?

Response: Some reptiles, amphibians, birds and mammals may be displaced from mining
activity sitesand water crossings. I ncreased vehicle traffic would likely result in increased
mortality in some animals. However, the predicted impactsto individuals and groups of
individualsare not likely to reduce overall populations.

Comment: The statement on page 67 that “ no critical habitat of salmonids would be adversely
affected by this project” is contradicted by the matrix on page 66.

Response: Sincethe SDEISwasreleased the National Marine Fisheries Service has declared
that all federal landsidentified as Riparian Reserves adjacent to coho bearing waters as
Critical Habitat. Thisfinding isincluded in the FEIS.

Comment: The SDEIS states that unless there are hazardous material spills and high magnitude
landslides, the water quality would be expected to remain within the range that currently
supports biological and chemical integrity to support aquatic and riparian species. Thereisno
support or evidence for the Forest Service even knowing the existing condition or the range that
currently supports biological and chemical integrity, let alone evidence that this will be
maintained.

35 gnificant effects to the existing yellow-legged frog populations within the Nicore planning area are defined as
measurable effects that would likely lead to areduction in overall population size or species distribution within the area.
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Comment: The SDEIS states that water quality would be expected to remain within the range
that currently supports biological, physical and chemical integrity to support aquatic and
riparian species. First, the Forest Service has established no baseline to determine the range,
has done no studies on the adaptation of aquatic species in streams flowing through ultramafic
water sheds, and appears to know little about the aquatic species that inhabit Rough and Ready
Creek.

Response: The existing water quality isevidenced by the USFS Level |1 Stream Surveys,
site-specific USGS Baseline-Geochemical Studies, USFS Water Temperature Studies, and
field observations. The Aquatic Conservation Strategy discussions and findings are based on
the known (surveyed) condition; the potential risk of the operation, given its scale and scope;
and professional judgements.

Comment: The Forest Service and other agenciesin their emphasis on fish production numbers
ignore Rough and Ready Creek’ s value to maintaining aquatic bio-diversity. Rough and Ready
Creek’ s steelhead and cutthroat trout have adapted to survive in an environment much harsher
than those that inhabit streams which flow through a more typical geology. Fish production
numbers are not the only criteria that must be considered in determining the importance of
Rough and Ready Creek’ s fishery and the impacts of the Nicore mine.

Response: The National Marine Fisheries Service recently determined that Klamath
Mountains Steelhead Trout are genetically similar over the entire Ecologically Significant
Unit (ESU). Rough and Ready Creek populationsareincluded in the ESU. The potential
impacts of the Nicore project are discussed throughout the EIS, not just in relationship to
“fish production numbers.”

Comment: The SDEISdiscloses that bench road construction may deliver between 50 and 100
cubic yards of coarse and fine sediment is likely to enter Rough and Ready Creek. It then
excuses the...sediment...by stating the fact that Rough and Ready Creek is capable of
transporting this material through the system at high flows. However, [a pool below the
construction area] is occupied by juvenile steelhead and other aquatic species during the
summer months.

Response: The construction of the bench road may deliver coar se and fine sediment to aquatic
habitat directly adjacent to theroad. Winter high flows can be expected to transport some of
thismaterial through the system. Direct impactsto aquatic organisms, including fish, would
likely occur duringthe construction phase. The overall quality and quantity of pool habitat,
adjacent to this construction, may bereduced in terms of carrying capacity during the low
flow period prior tothefirst winter transport period.

Comment: Have any surveys been conducted within the analysis area for PETS fish species and
if so, why wasn't specific data included in the SDEIS? What are the estimated numbers of
juvenile and spawning fish present in Rough and Ready Creek and itstributaries, and what
estimated percentage would the proposed project or its alternatives reduce these numbers?
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Response: Forest Service, Region 6 Level 11 Stream Surveys wer e conducted in 1991 and
again in 1994. Specific survey datais part of the analysisfilesand was published for the West
Fork Watershed Analysis, which isincor porated by referenceinto thislS. The survey data
iIssummarized in Chapter Threeof the EIS. Juvenile numbersrelow relativeto other survey
areason the Siskiyou National Forest. Spawning surveys have not been conducted by Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife. A couple of juvenile coho salmon wer e observed last year in
theearly springin thevicinity of Seats Dam. The potential reduction in population was not
estimated for the project, rather, the trend toward maintenance of degradation of habitat was
disclosed. It isnot possibleto estimate actual losses in terms of numbers of fish.

Comment: Specific data and the results of any National Marine Fisheries Service consultation
and informal conferencing must be included in the Final EISto facilitate informed decision-
making.

Response: The National Marine Fisheries Service hasrequested the Forest Service consult on
the Preferred Alternative and not on the entirerange of alternativesidentified in the EIS.
The Preferred Alternativein the FEI'S (Alter native 9) would not affect any listed fish, so
consultation isnot required.

Comment: The cursory treatment of other wildlife speciesin the SDEISis absolutely inadequate.
An extensive industrial mining project like the Nicore project with its potential for opening up
the area to future development and consumptive industrial uses will certainly affect the habitat
and movement of other PETS and Survey and Manage species.

Response: Hundreds of vertebrate and thousands of invertebrate species may occur within
the Nicore analysis Area (see West Fork of thelllinois River Watershed Analysis 1.0). Some
habitat alternation and impactsto individualswould likely occur from any full scale mining
alternative. The cumulative effects of continued mining would impact greater number s of
animals.

Comment: Based on what survey data, studies or other information is the conclusion drawn that
there will be no impact to the del Norte salamander?

Response: No del Norte salamander habitat has been identified at the proposed mining sites.

Comment: What isthe basis for concluding that “ no wildlife species would be extirpated or
otherwise significantly affected by the project” ? How can this conclusion be drawn before
consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service?

Response: Thisconclusion isbased on professional judgement (working knowledge of
species/habitats and the proposed actions). Thereareno Listed or Proposed wildlife species
affected by the proposed actions. Consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Serviceisnot
required.

Comment: The analysis of cumulative water shed effects is extremely poor. The SDEISIamely
concludes that “ the effects of past activities on fish are unknown...the conditions for fish prior

B - 102



to construction of the diversionsis unknown.” NEPA requires the agency to provide a detailed
analysis of the environmental impacts. The Forest Service may not plead ignorance in this
matter.

Response: The effects analysisincludes existing infor mation from USFS, BLM, ODFW and
USFW. No historical datafor Rough and Ready Creek information on fish populations, prior
to the construction of diversions, isavailable.

Comment: The SDEIS states that “ the Proposed Action may adver sely affect fish and their

habitat by blocking fish passage at mainstream and South Fork crossings and degrading other
habitat features.” However, no explanation is given of what other habitat features might be
degraded and how. During the summer months when the Proposed Action utilizes these

crossings, the interference with fish passage is nonexistent. Because the lower portion of Rough
and Ready Creek goes dry in the summer months, there will be no impact to fish passage.
Response: Thelower portion of Rough and Ready Creek, in the vicinity of the crossings, does
not go dry every year. The other habitat featuresarelisted in the Matrix of Factorsand
Indicators. The Proposed Action may degrade many of these features.

PORT ORFORD CEDAR

Comment: Modification of stream beds and streamflows by filling necessary for equipment

crossing, and disruption of subterranean water movement by excavations for roads and mining

pits may in some situations disrupt the perched water tables and the consistent water levels that

| believe are required for maintaining some stands of POC. unlikely, bridges & culvertsin some

alternatives. Your document needs to consider the indirect consequences of the loss of POC,

which will produce even more changein several resources that you consider separately as items

of concern. The document partially makes this point in item 8, page 77, but it needs to be made

more completely and widely. Theseimpacts are:

1. POC probably affects the soil chemistry and shade sufficiently that its loss may produce
changes in the vegetation composition, increasing likelihood of entry of weeds.

2. POC produces much of the shade for streams, and most of the rot-resistant large wood for
habitat.

3. POC produces calciumrich litter in a landscape where Ca deficiency may be a major cause
of plant exclusion and poor growth.

4. POC ishighly valued for aesthetics.

5. POC provides habitat for martens.

Response: These benefitsare discussed in the FEIS. High quality habitat for marten does not
exist in theanalysisarea, nor have marten sightings been documented within the ar ea.

Comment: Your statement on page 41 that the preferred alternative has no more risk of fungal
entry than no action seemsincorrect to me. Even the exploratory ore removal that your
preferred alternative allows carries with it substantial risk, associated with movement of
equipment to and from the mining sites. All measures necessary for full scale mining should be
applied to Alt. 9.
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Response: Currently, thearea isopen and used by the public without regard to Port-Orford-
cedar (seethe EISfor a description of the accessin the area; some roads are not currently
passable with a passenger vehicle, but can be accessed with motor bikes, pack stock, or
hiking). The FEIS containsa POC Root Disease Containment Strategy for the Preferred
Alternative. Thisstrategy doesnot include some measuresthat would apply to other

alter natives, because Alter native 9 does not allow traffic on the roads (except for limited use
of Road 461 for equipment transport - vehicle washing would berequired for the few trips
allowed on thisroad).

Comment: Many of the measures that you list for reducing risk are appropriate for any
operation around POC, but the efficacy of these measures remains largely unproven. These
measur es should be required and enforced rigorously, but the measures are no guarantee of
excluding the disease. Decisions should be and based on losses if the disease is introduced, not
on the assumption that it will not be introduced.

Response: Agreed. The EIS acknowledgesthese facts.

Comment: Operating periods should be determined by current road conditions-if thereis any
mud, then operations should stop, no exceptions. No operations should be considered between
September 15 and June 15.

Response: June 1 thru Sept. 30 isconsidered the dry season. The Disease Containment
Strategy recognizes wet weather can occur during these months. The vehicles equipment
permitted in the project area will have been washed. Sincethere are no known infestations
within the area, any mud sufficient to adhereto tiresisunlikely to be carrying spores.
Further restrictions on operating season are part of full scale mining alter natives, given other
r esour ce concerns.

Comment: On pages 16 and 23, using rock free of root rot and weed seeds is discussed, but how
will such rock be produced? Steam sterilization is the only method | can think of to assure that.

Response: Rock sourcesthat areroot rot and noxious weed free would berequired. Some
sources are available within the analysis ar ea.

Comment: On page 23, use of water for dust abatement is discussed. How will such water be
determined to be disease-free?

Response: The water must come from a sour ce that is considered free of the disease (such as
Rough and Ready Creek).

Comment: One aspect of root rot exclusion that was not considered is control of drainage from
roads, which should be directed as far as possible from POC populations.

Response: Page 16 of the SDEI S discussesthisissue. Site” B” includesinsloping and ditching
to control water flow away from POC. The FEIS discussesthe affects of outsloping the
roads.



Comment: All restrictions [related to root disease] should be applied to all operations, not just
mining. Ste restoration should include planting of POC, using root resistant stock if it becomes
available.

Response: The No Action alternativeisthe only alternative where all restrictionswill not be
applied. Theareadisturbed at the mine sitesdo not have POC growing on them. Road
restoration may include treeplanting with Port-Orford-cedar.

Comment: | question two statements on page 50. POC probably does not grow on dry sites
within the study area, is there evidence to the contrary? And | wonder how a calculation was
done that found only 7% of the range of POC affected by root rot - that seems like a highly
under stated figure.

Response: Referenceto dry site POC has been omitted from the EIS. The 7 percent figure
came from a comparison of total acreage of federal landswith POC (cited in a 1994 letter to
Region 5 and 6 Regional Foresters) and monitoring data published annually.

Comment: One more comment about POC sanitation. Get rid of that misleading word. You are
not removing anything that is disease, but killing the resource that you are claiming to protect.
While in some circumstances it may be an effective tool, when applied in excess it destroys what
you are trying to save.

Response: Silviculturetexts define sanitation as’ the elimination of treesthat have been
attacked or appear in imminent danger of attack by insects or pathogensin order to prevent
these agents from spreading to other trees’ (Smith 1962, Daniel et al. 1979). Such a
treatment would be applied only where necessary, and isnot included in the Preferred
Alternative.

Comment: | believe the risk and consequences of POC root disease introduction are greater
than your document indicates. Based on consideration of POC alone, | believe that thereisa
good case for excluding all mining. Even your preferred alternative poses risks far beyond
those justifiable for a money-losing mining operation.

Response: Thiscomment will be considered in the final decision with rationale discussed in the
Record of Decision.

Comment: The SDEIS states that all action alternatives include a Root Disease Containment
Strategy but does not address the effectiveness of these measures or which ones will be
implemented.

Comment: The SDEISmerely lists mitigation measures for POC but fails to analyze the

measures in detail and explain their effectiveness. The SDEISrelies on mitigation measures
whose efficacy is unknown and whose effectiveness experts have questioned.
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Response: Effectiveness of POC disease management techniques has been documented in the
annual Siskiyou POC Monitoring reports. Results from thesereports has been used to draft
a Range Wide Study Assessment (dueto be published in June 1999). The FEISincludesa
specific POC Root Disease Containment Strategy for the Preferred Alternative.

Comment: The SDEIS states that Clorox may be used to control root disease but provides no
discussion regarding the effectiveness of using Clorox, the environmental impacts of Clorox, or
at what concentrations the chemical will be used.

Response: Clorox isrecognized as a potential part of the Disease Containment Strategy.
Test on efficacy have shown that mortality of zoospores occur at concentrations of 1gal/1000
galswater. Asof August 4, 1998 Clorox isaregistered pesticidein Oregon for control of
P.lateralsis. Clorox would not be used if washing isdone with a clean water sour ce.

Comment: The SDEISIists vehicle and equipment washing as a mitigation measure, but does not
identify the water source, calculate the amount of water required, or disclose the impacts of
water withdrawal.

Response: Thisissueisaddressed in the POC Root Disease Containment Strategy for the
Preferred Alternative (Appendix J). Vehicle and equipment washing for the Preferred
Alternative would occur at a commer cial wash site off federal lands. No impactsto federal
lands are expected. If afull scale mining alter native wer e selected, disease free water would
berequired and any water sour ce would be subject to Agency approval.

Comment: The loss of Port-Orford-cedar from serpentine streamsisan irreversible and
irretrievable commitment of resources. Without taking the required hard look at the values of
Port-Orford-cedar and the irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources that its loss
from sensitive habitats constitutes, the FSis not meeting the intent of NEPA. Please incorporate
work from the Sx Rivers National Forest, the West Fork Water shed Analysis and other
documents from the Siskiyou National Forest to develop an understanding of POC.

Response: Thisanalysisincorporatesinformation from the West Fork Illinois Water shed
Analysis and monitoring results. Wholesale loss of Port-Orford-cedar from serpentine
streamsisnot an outcome predicted in thisEIS. Even if root disease were introduced into the
water shed, the effects would not be expected to constitute an irreversible or irretrievable
commitment of resour ces.

Comment: The SDEIS states that the mitigation for unauthorized vehicle traffic to the north side
of Rough and Ready Creek would be eliminated by gating the access roads, but provides no
supporting evidence that gates will eliminate unauthorized traffic.

Response: Gate closures have been both effective and ineffective. Placement and strength of

gates areimportant factorsin temporary or seasonal road closures. Monitoring and
enforcement are other important factors.
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Comment: Port-Orford-cedar found along the mainstem of Rough and Ready Creek and the
Forksis often associated with springs and seeps and their diverse plant communities which
often harbor rare and sensitive species. If the cedar islost to the root disease, will these
habitats persist? The SDEIS does not make the connection between Rough and Ready’s
outstandingly remarkable botanical streamside habitat values and the benefits of large and/or
firmly rooted Port-Orford-cedar.

Response: Theseissuesare addressed in the EIS. Effectswould be greatest in particular
locationsthat are avoided in many of the alter natives.

Comment: It is stated on page 23 that equipment could be cleaned, perhaps with Clorox to help
prevent spread of POC Root Disease. Thisis unacceptable--who will oversee this equipment
washing? Are we to expect that the Forest Service will keep an inspector at the beginning of the
road to inspect each vehicle to make sure that it passes muster?

Response: Compliance with Plan of Oper ations stipulations, including equipment and vehicle
washing, would berequired, and the miner would be responsibleto fulfill any requirements.
Periodic ingpections would occur to ensure compliance with mitigation measures. The miner
could be shut down if requirements wer e not met.

Comment: The proposed water application rate for road dust control conflicts with the POC
root disease measures.

Response: Watering theroad for dust abatement isnot considered a conflict. Roadswill not
be muddied through the dust abatement.

Comment: The SDEIS states that Clorox may be used to control POC root disease. But we were
sent a letter by Mr. King, dated July 29, 1998 that states that bleach is not a registered pesticide
and the FS cannot recommend its use.

Comment: Clorox isbeing suggested for use in vehicle washing to lessen chances of spreading
root disease. Isthisokayed for use as a pesticide?

Response: Clorox wasregister asa pesticide in Oregon August 4, 1998.

Comment: Many of the measures that you list for reducing risk are appropriate for any
operation around POC, but the efficacy of these measures remains largely unproven. These
measur es should be required and enforced rigorously, but the measures are no guarantee of
excluding the disease. Decisions should be and based on losses if the disease is introduced, not
on the assumption that it will not be introduced.

Response: Root diseaseisa major issue and will be an important aspect of the decision. The

El S acknowledgesthe efficacy of mitigation measures are unproven. The Record of Decision
statestherationale for alternative selection.
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Comment: The SDEIS does not address the impact of the potential 1oss of Port-Orford-cedar
from the botanical areas due to the mining operation. How will the loss of ecological benefits
provided by Prot-Orford-cedar affect other plant speciesin the Botanical areas?

Response: Port-Orford-cedar (POC) inthebotanical areaisat risk of root disease
introduction regardless of alternative (including No Action). The mining Plan of Operations
will include a POC Disease Control Strategy, which will reduce, but not eliminate therisk of
introduction from mining. The ElSdiscussesthe placeswithin the project area that are at
greatest risk, and would have the greatest impact if the POC became diseased. The“No
Name Fan” (one of these places) iswithin the Botanical Area. The non-miningrisk isalso
being assessed with the Botanical Area Management Plan. An analysisto determinethe
relationship between POC and rare plant speciesis also ongoing; it hasnot revealed any co-
dependent relationships between POC and rare plants, although they may occupy similar
habitats.

NOXIOUSWEEDS

Comment: | am concerned about the spread of noxious weeds from the mining operation. The
volunteersin the Illinois Valley could not keep up with pulling the star thistleif it increases due
to the operation. Where would the helicopters fly in and out from? The runways of the IV
Airport are infested with star thistle. Vehicles and equipment transported there could easily
spread star thistle to sample sites deep within the watershed. The present star thistle program
does not have the manpower to pull noxious weeds from the airport area.

Comment: | believeit will be virtually impossible to prevent the spread of Sar Thistleinto this
water shed.

Response: The EI S disclosesthat all alternatives (including No Action) may spread exotic
plant species, including noxious weeds. Mitigation common to all action alternativesincludes
monitoring and eradication of noxious weeds at the mine site, stockpile site, and along the haul
routes. However, since accessisnot restricted in the lower reaches of the water shed, noxious
weeds arelikely to beintroduced and spread, but the infestations are likely to be small, dueto
the serpentine influence.

Comment: The SDEIS does not analyze the risk of spreading noxious weeds associated with
helicopter use.

Response: Noxious weeds may be brought in by helicopter operations, however, the likelihood
isreduced by thefact that the helicopter does not land at the mine sites.
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BOTANICAL DIVERSITY/SENSITIVE PLANTS

Comment: What happened to Liliumvollmeri? Lilium bolanderi? Juniperus communis frankii?
These plants were not listed as sensitive in the EIS

Response: These species may occur within the analysis area, but are not a survey and
manage, special status species, sensitive, threatened or endangered. Thus, they are not
discussed specifically.

Comment: In the Botanical Biological Evaluation, Darlingtonia is not mentioned. Isn't it listed
as endangered? Please provide documentation and address all applicable management policies
for the protection of Darlingtonia bogs. Include site-specific locations within the EISarea and
mitigation measures.

Response: Darlingtonia californica is not a sensitive plant. The biological evaluation analysis
includes only sensitive and listed plants. Darlingtonia will be protected by avoiding fen ar eas.
The key component for conservation isto maintain the hydrological integrity of thefensasis
discussed in the EIS.

Comment: The SDEIS states that “ bulbs of Calochortus howellii that may be affected by the
proposal would be harvested and replanted.” Digging up the bulbs of a species the USFish and
Wildlife Service is considering for listing under the ESA cannot be defined as protecting,
preserving, and enhancing the species. Thereis no discussion of the survival rate of
transplanted bulbs of C. howellii, and the costs of this mitigation measure. The SDEISfailsto
provide any information on whether replanting C. howellii bulbs has been successful and if so,
how long the transplants have survived, survival rates, and under what conditions.

Response: Dr. Frank Lang suggested that C. howellii may be replanted. Thereplanting could
occur in an area protected from human disturbance, or anursery or other site elsewhere. The
Forest Service does not have infor mation on the success of thistype of operation, and would
monitor thereplanting. C. howellii would not be removed from areasthat are not directly
affected by the selected alternative.

Comment: The Draft Fen Conservation Agreement states that the greatest threat to the
serpentine fen speciesis from commercial mining in and adjacent to their habitat. It noted that
“ due to the great expense of extraction facilities, it is likely that all of the nickel laterite
depositsin an area may be mined as part of one operation.” Thisis not disclosed inthe EIS,

Response: The Draft Fen Agreement isincor porated into thisanalysisand will be followed.
The quote regarding the mining of all the depositsisnot cited, however, the EI S contains
discussion about the “ great expense’” and concer ns about economic viability. Thereareno
proposalsto “mineall the nickel laterite deposits,” however, the analysis does consider the
potential cumulative effects from mining the known, similar deposits within the Rough and
Ready Creek watershed. The EIS disclosesthat continued threatsto rare plants, including
fen species, could occur with the mining of the 512 acres mapped by Ramp.
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Comment: The Botanical Area may also be a significant site for non-vascular plants (given the
findings of the Oregon State University Lichen and Bryophyte Study Group; significant finds
included 1. two locations of Bryoria tortuosa, a Survey and Manage Species and 2. Lecidea
deldes, a crustose lichen threatened with extirpation throughout its range). Effects of dust, air
pollution, and other factors on non-vascular plants must be addressed in the EIS.

Response: These effects are addressed in Chapter Four of the FEIS. Dust and air pollution
will not beincreased enough to have measurable effects.

Comment: The narrow analysis of the SDEI S obfuscates the potential impact to the rare and
sensitive wetland dependent species and their habitat, including those species that the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service would like to avoid listing under the ESA. The SDEIS only states that the
?critical fen” from the draft agreement is not on any of the proposed haul routes and that, while
the haul route comes close to a fen where Viola primulifolia ssp. occidentalis occurs, it isnot a
?critical fen” . The SNF Plan's S& Gs for Botanical Areas, however, does not restrict protection
and preservation of botanical featuresto only ?critical fens’. The SDEIS does not acknowledge
potential reduction in the flow of springs which provide the water source for Darlingtonia fens
(see discussion above) and the direct impacts on species from impacts on wetlands.

Response: The biological evaluation for plantsdiscussesriparian areas and that the
hydrological integrity of theriparian areaswill not be compromised. By concentrating on the
protection of critical key habitat and conservation of wetlands, therare plantsthat occupy it
should continueto thrive.

Comment: [ The Watershed Analysis stated that] a more complete map of wet areas and
intermittent streams is needed to help identify/quantify available rare plant habitat and
associated protection/conservation areas.

Response: The Forest Service has pursued mapping these areas. Satellite imagery has been
used to identify wetlands, however, the process has not been perfected sufficiently to
determine what species of rare plants are within the wetlands.

Comment: Port-Orford-cedar found along the mainstem of Rough and Ready Creek and the
Forksis often associated with springs and seeps and their diverse plant communities which
often harbor rare and sensitive species. |If the cedar islost to the root disease, will these
habitats persist?

Response: Yes, the habitats should persist regardless of whether POC root diseaseis
introduced into thearea or not. The EISdisclosesthe placesthat would be most affected if
root disease was introduced into the area. However, effectsfrom death of individual POC
treesare not known, but are unlikely to affect the viability of any rare plant species. The
approved plan of operations and the selected alter native will protect key habitats.

Comment: The Forest Service recommends, but does not explain, what avoiding road impacts to

Darlingtonia fens entails. The Forest Service must discuss the extent to which the adverse
affects can be avoided by the mitigation measures.
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Response: New roadswill berouted away from fens and will not come within 80 feet of any
fen. Thisisexpected to maintain hydrological integrity of thefens. The EIS discloses that
small wetlands may already be affected by disruption of drainage dueto existing roads.
Continued use and development of roads may affect local drainage patterns and individual
plantsor habitat, however no “critical fens” areat risk. Thisisdiscussed in the EISin
Chapter Four.

Comment: The last sentence in the Chapter Three discussion of sensitive plants says that surveys
for certain survey and manage species would occur once a haul route is selected. This seemsto
imply that the No Action Alternative is not being seriously considered.

Response: Therewas no intention to imply that No Action isnot being considered. The
alternativesvary in terms of what Survey and Manage requirementsapply. Depending on
the choice of alternative, Survey and Manage will be carried out appropriately. If No Action
is selected, no Survey and Manage requirementswould apply.

Comment: The USFish and Wildlife Service sent a species|list dated March 31, 1998 for the
proposed SDEIS project area in response to a request fromthe Forest Service. The DEIS
found, based on the species list and other information, that alternatives proposed by the plan
“may affect or are likely to adversely affect” a federally listed species Arabis macdonaldiana
(flower). Assuch the Forest Service should initiate Section 7 consultation pursuant to the Act
prior to issuing the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

Response: The Forest Service has not initiated consultation since the Preferred Alternative
has a No Affect finding. If thisfinding should change, consultation will beinitiated and
completed prior to any decisions.

Comment: Chapter 4, page 70 states that “ Cumulative impacts are not precisely known since the
population distribution on all laterite deposits have not been inventoried.” A complete
inventory of the flower [ Arabis macdonaldiana] needs to be indicated on a map showing the
general locations of the two newly discovered populations as well as the previously recorded
populations so that an estimate of the cumulative effect to the species can be adequately
assessed.

Response: A completeinventory of all laterites has not been done, and will not be done for
thisanalysis. All areasthat could be affected by the proposed plan of operations have been
surveyed and all PETS plant species have been mapped. Further surveyswould be
accomplished aspart of any future analysisregarding laterite mining in the water shed.
Given the economic analysis, continued mining of these depositsis certainly not a forgone
conclusion.

Comment: Figure 19 [of the SDEIY displays the number of sites documented within 100 feet of
the haul routes or within the mine sites themselves. A map should accompany a table that
displays the general locations of the flower in relation to the haul routes. It should be
accompanied by a detailed discussion of the potential impacts to the flower.
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Comment: The table in Appendix B indicates that Alternatives 6, 7, and 8 would each impact 5
populations of the flower and Alternative 10 would impact 3 populations of the flower. The
Environmental Consequences section of the SDEIS should indicate the number of plantsin each
population that would be impacted, what kind of impact the plants and population as a wholeis
likely to incur under each alternative.

Response: The specific nature of effectsis discussed in Chapter Four and in the Biological
Evaluation. Maps showing the locations of PETS species are not published but arein the
analysisfiles. The numbersof plants at each site varies.

Comment: On page 16 [ of Appendix B] it states that “ suitable habitat for Arabis macdonaldiana
will be identified and no impacts allowed.” On page 13 it states that the plant “ may be
affected.” The Forest Service needs to explain what kind of impacts may adversely affect the
plant and the details of the proposed avoidance measures so that the USFW can assess the
possible impacts to these species.

Response: Some alter natives“ May Affect” Arabis macdonaldiana, because the haul route
goesthrough or near known populations. Mitigation would require botanical assistance in
road lay out to avoid as many of the plantsas possible. The Preferred Alternative SQwould
have No Effect on the plant.

WILD AND SCENIC RIVER

Comment: The bench road in itself is a permanent defacement of the scenic attributes of a
riparian area and will degrade Wild and Scenic River Eligibility.

Response: The scenic resour ce was not an attribute having outstandingly remarkable value,
nor do roads necessarily conflict with the Scenic River classification. In itself, the bench road
isunlikely to affect the éigibility of Rough and Ready Creek.

Comment: Alternative 11 is unacceptable to me because the permanent bridge will degrade the
Wild and Scenic Eligibility of the creek.

Response: The bridge proposed in Alternative 11 would not affect the eligibility of Rough and
Ready Creek.

Comment: The Forest Service must study the suitability of Rough and Ready Creek prior to
issuing a record of decision that would impact, in any way, the land and water resour ces of
Rough and Ready Creek and its corridor. Thisincludes|and use outside the corridor that
affects corridor and river values. The SDEIS analysis of the impacts of the proposed Nicore
Mine on Rough and Ready Creek’ s Wild and Scenic River values and classification will be
seriously flawed until these [values and classification] have been subjected to the NEPA
process. Only the selection to No Action or possibly the preferred alternative precludes the
need for Wild and Scenic River NEPA analysis.
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Response: Asdiscussed in the EIS, the Forest Service must protect identified outstandingly
remarkable values and potential classification until such timethat the Rough and Ready
Creek has been found unsuitable or ismade part of the Wild and Scenic River System by
Congress. If an alternative is chosen that would not protect the values or classification (some
may not - see the Wild and Scenic River Eligibility issue discussion in Chapter Four), no
mining would occur until the Suitability Study and any other needed analysisisdone. The
Suitability Study will likely be part of the next Forest Plan revision (scheduled for 2002).

Comment: The Forest Service is also bound by the June 1991 Final Settlement Agreement with
American Rivers, et al. which requires that upon determination of eligibility...the Forest will
initiate the process to amend the Forest Plan to protect and manage the streams for their
outstandingly remarkable values and potential classification. In order to comply with this
Settlement Agreement, the Rough and Ready Creek watershed and surrounding area should be
withdrawn from mineral entry so that the validity of the mining claims that are the primary
threat to Rough and Ready Creek's values and classification can be determined.

Response: Effects on Wild and Scenic River eligibility are disclosed in the EIS and do not
necessarily lead to a conclusion that the area must be withdrawn from mineral entry to
protect the eligibility of Rough and Ready Creek, nor iswithdrawal mentioned in the
Settlement Agreement. The potential classification and outstandingly remar kable values will
be protected pending a deter mination of Wild and Scenic River Suitability (likely will be done
during the Forest Plan revision scheduled for 2002). Preferred Alternative 9 does not
degrade outstandingly remarkable values or the potential classification of Rough and Ready
Creek.

ECONOMIC VIABILITY

Comment: [ The United States Department of the Interior believes] that the FEIS needs to
demonstrate that nickel can be economically recovered from project ores using existing
metallurgy and facilities. The FEISneedsto use a rigorous model to estimate the economic
viability of the project. The citation of a few general references, which suggest the project is
uneconomic, isinsufficient as metal prices are difficult to predict. The USGSbelieves that the
AME Economics 1998 quote in the SDEISthat cobalt may fall to $10 per pound is speculative
and weak evidence that the project lacks economic viability.

Comment: The USGSbelievesit is extremely unlikely that these deposits are economically
viable because 1) the tonnage of oreis significantly less than any operating laterite deposit, 2)
the ore grades are below those of virtually all operating laterite deposits, and 3) the critical
infrastructure needed to develop these depositsis not present. The FEISshould provide a
realistic economic model prior to development. It is needed to access that the ore deposits are
sufficient for a successful project.
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Response: The economic analysis has been updated and additional sensitivity analyses are
included. Thereferenceto cobalt isto usetoday’spricesfor cobalt. Alternative 9isintended
to allow the proponent to provide a realistic economic model prior to full scale development.

Comment: Concerning the Nicore project, | question the legal basis of considering economics,
profitability, or feasibility as a factor in determining minability. Thereis already reasonable
evidence the Nicore ore or “ dirt” isvaluable in relation to the documented tests (* batch™)
already performed.

Response: Economicsisdiscussed in the EIS, with the conclusion that the proposed mining
may not be economical. Alternative 9isdesigned to resolveissues with the economic viability
of the operation.

Comment: The mining operation isin direct conflict with the overall strategy for economic
development in the Illinois Valley.

Response: The proponent has not characterized his plan as having any relationship to the
overall strategy for economic development in thelllinoisValley. Potential effects on tourism,
Inter pretive Development, residents, and economic development are discussed. The Strategic
Plan does not directly influence management on federal lands.

Comment: The FEIS needs to compl ete the reference to the expanding production capacity at
Voisey Bay by noting that the Project has no current production and some serious devel opment
issues have been encountered. The comments about global resources need to be expanded. The
implication that the world has plentiful supply of nickel and therefore, this deposit should not be
mined, needs to be rigorously supported in the FEIS

Response: The FEISincludesthesereferences; Appendix | containsthe full Economic
Analysis prepared by the Forest Service.

Comment: The focus of NEPA is environmental analysis, not an analysis of the economics of the
Proposed Action. NEPA does not require the agency to examine the economic consequences of
itsactions. In response to Mr. Freeman’s request that the Forest Service articulate under what
authority the SDEISwas expanded to include an analysis of the economics of his proposal, the
Forest Service gave Mr. Freeman a copy of Chapter 1900 of the Forest Service Manual. Section
1970.1 lists seven different statutes or regulations which the Manual asserts authorizes or
requires the Forest Service to engage in an economic analysis of Forest Service decision-
making. Each of these requirements relate to the economics of proposals which lie within the
economic discretion of the Forest. In the present case, Mr. Freeman has a right to access his
ore, and the Forest Service must allow him access regardless of what the Forest Service believes
about the economics of his proposal.

Response: The proponent has no absolute “right” of accessunder any law, regulation, or

policy. Forest Service policy in NEPA clearly allows economic considerationsin the analysis
and selection of an alternative.
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Comment: The economic analysis used in the SDEISis flawed. One, it relies on reports which
were both paid for and submitted by the Nature Conservancy-an organization which has made
quite clear that it is opposed to the project. The SDEIS[and reports] fails to recognize the full
value of the nickel laterite ore. Instead, they focus only on the nickel content and ignore
completely two other valuable materials which Mr. Freeman proposes to extract fromthe ore:
both iron and chromium. No one who has concluded that the project is not economic has
calculated the value of the iron and chromium content of the ore which will be extracted in
addition to the nickel.

Response: The analysis has been redonein the FEISto include the values you suggest. Mr.
Freeman has had the opportunity to input hisown analysisand or factorsinto the analysis, but
has not provided any written input.

Comment: Several comparisons have been made of Mr. Freeman’s proposal to the Riddle
project. Thisisfaulty because that plant used an antiquated process from the 1920s which
failed to use both the iron and chromium, but instead simply discarded those elements.
Freeman’s proposal will be able to take advantage of the iron and chromium, rather than
discard them as waste.

Response: Thisfact isrecognized in the FEIS. However, the proponent has not identified
wher e the orewould be processed, leading to uncertaintiesin the analysis.

Comment: The SDEISrecognizes that nickel prices have fallen since the Plan of Operations was
first filed in 1992. If the Plan of Operation were approved in a timely manner when nickel
prices were higher, Mr. Freeman'’s proposal would have had even more economic benefit. If
approval of the plan of operationsis affected by lower nickel prices, the Forest Service should
recognize that approval will place Mr. Freeman in a better position if nickel pricesrise.

Response: A sensitivity analysisfor the price of nickel isincluded in the FEIS. The breakeven
point (the price at which costs equal revenue) for the price of nickel and associated minerals
such ascobalt and iron variesfor the different alternatives. The proposed action's costs
would equal itsrevenue when the world market is $3.75/pound for the price of nickel and
associated minerals. In contrast, Alternative 7's breakeven point isat $4.02 per pound. If and
when the price for nickel and associated mineralswould reach $5.54/pound, the proponent
would receive a reasonable rate of return for theinvestment on all alternatives. Within the
last five years, nickel did reach a price of $3.73/pound in 1995. However, asnoted above, the
price hasfallen significantly to $1.95/pound in August, 1998 (lowest in a decade) and long term
trends are not expected to exceed $3.00 per pound (Anaconda Media Release, 17th July

1998).

Comment: The SUD “ evaluation” was performed by personnel who were not qualified to make
such economic determinations. Their work was based on data and information that wasin error,
out-dated, and supplied by individuals and groups that opposed the project. Information
relating to favorable project economics was discussed with the Illinois Valley District Ranger

on Nov. 10, 1998, but this information was ignored.
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Response: The Surface Use Deter mination (SUD) was performed by an experienced Forest
Service Mining Engineer. Information related to basic economic analysiswasrequested from
Mr. Freeman, but has not been provided to date. Mr. Freeman provided an oral evaluation of
the economic analysiswhen the SDEISwas already at the printer. No written evaluation has
been provided.

Comment: The SDEISalso gives a falseimpression. For instance, the table on page 81 shows
the preferred alternative (#9) to have haul costs of $840,000 and compares that to the Proposed
Action’s haul costs of $2,080,000. At fist blush, it appears that the Preferred Alternative is more
economic than the Proposed Action, that is, until one remembers that the amount of ore being
hauled in the Preferred Alternative is much smaller that in the Proposed Action. The Preferred
Alternative ...result[s] in a cost of $168 per ton, the Proposed Action...result[ ] in a cost of
$5.20 per ton.

Response: An additional economic criteria of benefit/cost ratiosisincluded in the FEIS. This
criteriarevealsthe average marginal costs and benefitsfor the alternatives.

Comment: | urge the Forest Service to require that each pit site to be disturbed by mining be
economically productive in its own right; any requests for mining at sites that would produce a
loss should be rejected even if overall permission is given.

Response: The economic analysisreflectsthe effects of the project asawhole. Individual
parts of theanalysisareincluded, but do not need to be discussed individually because all sites
have similar economic effects; based on the economic analysis none of the siteswould produce
a profit.

Comment: ...Even if Nicore could capture 100 percent of the US market for 414 stainless steel,
thereis not enough of a market in the USto make the construction of a steel mill viable. The US
production of the 414 stainless steel in 1996 was 25,000 NT. According to Barrick, a production
of at least 250,000 to 300,000 NT per year would have to be produced by a new steel mill to
gener ate adequate return on a new steel mill today.

Response: Chapter Four of the SDEIS and FEIS state “the size of the ore body isfar smaller
than other similar ore bodies considered for commercial use (page 81).”

Comment: The analysis does not take into consideration the full costs of the mining operation.
For instance, the cost of compliance with environmental regulations does not appear to have
been considered. The SDEISprovides a list of some of the state permits that Nicore may be
required to obtain, but it does not associate any costs with acquiring and complying with the
permits. The expenditures of acquiring the permits may be considerable.

Response: The estimated cost associated with the mitigation measures ar e discussed in
Chapter Two of the FEIS. The economic analysisin the FEI S takes into account the costs
associated with the mitigation measures and environmental requirementsin each alter native.

Comment: The SDEISincorrectly states that the No Action Alternative has a present net value of
zero. The No Action has a large positive present net value as evidenced in the October 19, 1998
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Nicore Economics Report by King.

Response: The analysisrecognizesthe positive environmental effectsrelativeto other
alternatives associated with the No Action alternative.

Comment: The cost of complying with NEPA should be factored into determining the
profitability of the proposed mine. While the taxpayer has paid the expense, preparation of an
ElSisrequired in order to comply with NEPA, an environmental law, and is therefore a cost of
developing the mine.

Response: The economic analysisin the FEIS takesinto account the expense of EIS
prepar ation.

EFFECTSON RESIDENTS

Comment: The use of heavy lift helicopters, along with the great number of round trips proposed
by this alternative will cause great distress and disruption to the lives of anyone within a few
miles radius of their operation. Limiting flight to daylight hoursis simply not acceptable,
considering that it is daylight in the summer from 5AM to 10PM. A more reasonable time slot
would be from 8AM to 5PM.

Comment: The hours of helicopter operation should be limited to only a few hours a day, the
minimum altitude of flights should be increased by several thousand feet over the existing
residential community, and the helicopter flight paths need to be shown on a map.

Response: Operationswould berestricted to between 7 am and 7 pm (see mitigation in
Chapter Two). All flightswould berouted to avoid residences and would not come within
1,000 feet of any residence. A map of theflight lineisin the FEIS.

Comment: The SDEIS continues to falsely state that only residents in the 4 to 22 homes within
0.5 miles of the haul route will be affected. 1t would be better to use a 5 mile distance to identify
the affected population.

Response: The SDEIS does not state that only residents within 0.5 mileswill be affected. It
statesthat people living within 100 feet of the haul route would “ suffer the greatest impacts’
and “the closest mine siteto any residenceis 0.5 miles.”

Comment: The ambient noise levels that you reported in your noise study indicated that it is
extremely quiet along the haul route. Off-site truck noise exempt from the Oregon DEQ
maximum noise limit part of the regulation, but must be included in the “ ambient degradation”
criteria where the increase in the hourly L10 and L50 sound levels are evaluated [ OAR 340-35-
035 (1) (B) (ii)].

Response: Thisisconsidered intheEIS.
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Comment: The noise levels from the hauling operation alone may exceed the Oregon DEQ noise
limits of 10 dBA above the existing ambient levels.

Response: The noise analysisfindsthat thisisunlikely, yet possible. 1f monitoring shows that
noise standar ds ar e exceeded, the oper ation would be modified to reduce the impacts.

Comment: Assuming attenuation only due to distance, the noise level radiating fromthe
excavation, crushing, screening, loading or other operations at the site to any residence within
9.5 mileswill be above 45 dBA, which may exceed the DEQ noise limits.

Response: 45 dBA isNOT above DEQ allowable statistical noise level shown in OAR 340-35-
035, table 8.

Comment: The SDEIS states that “ Noise levels during the operations would be measured and
recorded by the operator, as per OAR 34-035 (3) and (4).” | would like to know the operator’s
under standing of the noise regulation. What measurements would he take and how will he use
them? How is he planning to measure the existing noise level? How often will measurements be
made, and what will happen if he is out of compliance? How islegal compliance going to be
assured? None of thisisoutlined in OAR 34-035 (3) and (4).

Response: Thereisno way to measurethe “operator’s understanding” of the noise
regulations. However, sound measur ement procedures, with monitoring and reporting
requirements are outlined in the OAR 340-35-035 (3) and (4). The operator will berequired
to follow these regulations whenever any measurements are performed. The Forest Service
will provide some oversight in the administration of the Plan of Operations, but ultimately,
compliance with noise standardsrests with the operator as per mitted through the Oregon
Dept. Of Environmental Quality.

Comment: The noise issues should be addressed before the operation beginsto determineifitis
practical to mine the site, or if the mitigation required make it not cost-effective.

Response: The noiseissue has been addressed extensively. Mitigation measureswill be
required to ensurethat the operation complieswith all applicable noiseregulations. Cost isa
factor, but not to the extent that it would allow non-compliance with applicable noise
regulations.

Comment: The noise issues should be addressed befor e the operation begins to determine if the
hours of operation need to be restricted so that the operation isin compliance with the noise
regulations.

Comment: The noise issues should be addressed befor e the operation begins to determine what

mitigation is required for the excavating, blasting, screening, loading, and hauling operations.
Barriers, quieter equipment, or a limit on numbers of trucks may be required.
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Response: The noiseissue was examined in detailed and mitigation measuresfor each
alter native have been designed to ensure compliance with the applicable noise regulations.
Noise levelswill be monitored, with arequirement that activities be modified if noise
regulations are exceeded. Blasting isnot expected in this operation.

Comment: In the July 29, 1998 noise study, Mr. Cooley repeatedly uses the phrase “ heavily
screened by vegetation” to describe the path between noise sources and receivers. | would like
to point out that attenuation due to vegetation isfinite. It would be helpful to see the analysis
that brought him to his conclusions.

Response: Mr. Cooley isaforester who isfamiliar with the proposed operation, and has
surveyed the vegetation along the haul routes. Mr. Cooley also reviewed the locations of
residences near the Nicore proposal. The phrase “heavily screened by vegetation” isa
generalization that describe conifer ous vegetation between the mining sites and the private
residences. Cooley agreesthat vegetation has a finite effect on noise dissemination.

Comment: Helicopterswithin 1000 feet of a noise sensitive receiver may be out of compliance.
How did Mr. Cooley arrive at a distance of 1000 feet? Maybe it should be greater....

Response: The standard of 1000 feet was based on consider ations of safety and noise control
with safety being the main factor. It isthe closest we would approve helicopter near private
dwellings. The operator may choose to stay much farther away and will in most cases.

Comment: In the July 29, 1998 Noise Study, Mr. Cooley states that Table 8 of OAR 340-35-035
applies to new industrial and commercial operations and it is a generous standard. In Appendix
A of the Noise Sudy, Mr. Cooley states that noise from helicoptersis not controlled by the DEQ
Noise Regulation. Mr. Cooley seems to also say that OAR 340-35-030 applies to motor vehicles
and that motor vehicles are exempt from OAR 340-35-035. He should familiarize himself with
the ambient degradation rule in OAR 340-35-035 (1) (B) (i) and (ii).

Response: Mr. Cooley’s noise analysis has been corrected to say that since the FAA does not
have pre-emptive noiseregulationsthat apply to helicopters, state standards (including OAR
330-35-035) are applicable.

Comment: It isdifficult to monitor for compliance when you do not know what the noise limits
are. No ambient measurements have been made.

Response: Ambient (background) noise levels would be established prior to operations. Since
ambient levels change with seasons, weather, development, and vegetative growth, it seems
most prudent to measurethem near the time of operations, rather than what could beyearsin
advance.
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Comment: | disagree with Mr. Cooley’ s assertion that the noise generated by any of the
proposed alternatives will be within the Oregon DEQ. Based on the limited information in the
DEIS, SDEIS and the Noise Study, the noise level radiating form the proposed operation will
very likely exceed the DEQ noise regulations, even with the mitigation measures. The noise
impacts should be addressed before mining begins, because the mitigation will effect the mining
operation.

Response: Werespect your opinion, however, Cooley’sjudgement isthat noise impacts will
be within state standards. Mitigation measures, including monitoring, are expected to ensure
that standardswill be met. The operator isresponsible for meeting all applicable regulations.

Comment: We are convinced that comprehensive field study by independent acoustical and bio-
acoustical expertsisthe only option that you have in order to be able to make any credible
statements about the acoustical behavior of the area in question. This study must include any
residential areas within a reasonable distance (at least 5 miles for helicopters) of any proposed
mining related activities. Theteamof engineers should be commissioned to create an
acoustical attenuation map of the area surrounding the proposed mining, haul route, stockpile
area, and other places where noise may be generated. The equipment used by these experts must
be capable of accurately simulating and measuring sound levels in the frequency range between
5 Hz. o frequencies beyond the hearing range of humans and animals. We are sure that
institutions such as Cal Tech, MIT, etc. will be more than happy to recommend qualified experts
capable of these tasks. A map displaying the background ambient noise must first be plotted.
Next, by simulating noise generated by each piece of equipment, an attenuation plot fromall
locations must be measured radially, plotting the attenuation rate in every direction by distance
until the noise level reaches the average background ambient noise level. Calculations and
further measurements would need to be made in order to predict every possible combination of
beat frequencies. These plots must continue in distance until the simulated beat noise level
coincides with the average background ambient noise level. Bear in mind that nearby residents
will not tolerate any significant increase in the present average ambient noise level. Rest
assured that definitive legal action will be taken if any environmental degradation occurs.

Response: Additional field studies are not necessary to compar e the effects of noise between
alternatives, nor would it be prudent or justifiable to spend limited public funds on such a

process. The operator isresponsibleto comply with the applicable regulationsthat control
noise. The ElISincludes mitigation, including monitoring to assure that regulations are met.

Comment: Large pieces of earth moving equipment gener ate tremendous amounts of low
frequency energy. When multiple pieces of equipment are operated and/or moving in the same
general vicinity, the sounds combine in very unpredictable ways producing beat frequencies.
These beat frequencies, when caused by the interference of high level low frequency sources,
can result in extremely high sound pressure levels in the subsonic and very low frequency range.
These sounds can travel for over 10 miles. Humans exposed to moderate sound pressure levels
experience extreme anxiety, often accompanied by nausea and unpredictable behavior.
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Response: Theidea that “humans exposed to moder ate sound pressure levels experience
anxiety, often accompanied by nausea and unpredictable behavior” isnot supported by
observation or studies (the comment did not include references to studies we could check).
The project isnot expected to generate such extreme noise asto traumatize anyone.

Comment: Part of Nicore's supplemental proposal must include an exact listing of every piece of
equipment that he intends to use (including audible signaling devices, generators, and all
others). Thislist must include the following information as applicable: equipment description,
manufacturer, model number, capacity, weight, factory certified information concerning
emissions, and recommended maintenance schedul es.

Response: The analysisisbased on the equipment list included in the Proposed Plan of
Operations (discussed in general termsin the EIS). Theinformation requested in this
comment is not necessary to compar e and analyze alter natives and disclose effects.

Comment: The SDEIS does not analyze noise disturbance from helicopter flights on recreation.
Helicopter noise will degrade recreation experiences for hikers, swimmers, and tourists.

Response: The SDEIS discussed thisimpact in the Chapter Four section on recreation
impacts.

RECREATION, VISUAL QUALITY AND INTERPRETIVE DEVELOPMENT

Comment: While gating roads may constitute mitigation, it is unconscionable that the public will
be denied access to a recreational area during the prime season for recreating. Helicopter use
aswell asthe haul trucks will effectively eliminate non-motorized use of these roads. These
impacts should be described under a section on recreation impacts. | do not believe that
improving motorized access, when accompanied by the mining operation and involving gated
roads, will improve the recreational experience for some people. It isalso inconceivable that
hiking, biking, and horseback riding would still occur with ore trucks constantly using the
roads.

Response: Helicopter use would not eliminate non-motorized use of all the roads (hiking,
biking, horseback riding). It may affect a person’s enjoyment of these activities at certain
placesor certain timesof theday. Safety issueswould be addressed through closur e of areas
that may be exposed to helicopter hazard. Gating roads has been recommended as mitigation
for safety and POC root diseasein alter nativesthat haul ore (except for the Proposed
Action).

Comment: Why is the Visual Quality Objective “ Modification” ?

Response: Visual Quality Objectives are assigned during the Forest Planning process. They
will be reconsidered in the Forest Plan revision scheduled for 2002.
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ROADLESSCHARACTER

Comment: The Roadless Area discussion under the comparison of environmental impacts for no
action should state that although the roadless area contains several roads, they are not all
passable.

Response: This section has been edited to accommodate your concern.

Comment: The Roadless Character issue should include the fact that “ unwanted traffic’ and
“ adverse environmental impacts’ includeillegal activities and trashing of the area, resulting in
additional public expense to patrol and remove trash.

Response: Any time an area is made mor e accessible, the possibility of illegal activities and
littering exists. Theroadless character section of the FEIS has been expanded to include this
fact.

Comment: Road construction and reconstruction within a roadless area are contrary to the
purposes for which the roadless designation was made.

Response: Asdescribed on page 55 of the SDEI'S, the South Kalmiopsis Roadless Area was
studied (for addition to wilderness) in the 1970'sand 1980's. It wasnot added to wildernessin
the 1984 Oregon Wilderness Act. The 1989 Siskiyou National Forest Plan allocated thisarea
to non-Wildernessuses. Thereisno current “designation” as*“roadless’ in the Forest Plan.

Comment: The SDEISanalysis of the South Kalmiopsis Roadless Area does not reflect the
awareness of the numerous ecological and amenity values of roadless areas. The Forest Service
must provide a meaningful analysis of the roadless area issue, one that takes seriously the
irretrievable and irreversible commitment of resources in devel oping any of the proposed mine
sites or putting one blade to any road in the RARE |1 area or uninventoried roadless areas
adjacent to the South Kalmiopsis. It needs to take a hard look at the consequences and impacts
of the Nicore mine on the area’ s wilderness character.

Response: Theroadless character issue has been broadened to include ecological and amenity
values of roadless ar eas.

Comment: The roadless character referenceis misleading. The area was inventoried for RARE
Il but was congressionally mandated for multiple use. The plan of operations iswithin the South
Kalmiopsis Multiple Use Area. Mr. Freeman’s proposal includes areas that has[sic] existing
mining roads and is not roadless.

Response: Theroadless character discussion in Chapter Three discloses the facts that mining

roads exist within the area and the area was allocated to various non-wilderness usesin 1989.
Roadless character remains an issue people ar e concer ned about.
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GENERAL QUESTIONS and CONCERNS

Comment: In addition, the potential impacts of haul route development, ore stockpiling and
processing, and future strip mining on the aquifer underlying the Rough and Ready Creek
floodplain and alluvial benches must be addressed in the EIS. A revised draft EISaddressing
the effects of full-scale mining including, but not limited to, the 512 acres of nickel-bearing
laterite in the Rough and Creek Watershed is required. Full-scale mining includes the
stockpiling and drying of the ore produced from the strip mines and extension and additions to
the proposed haul route, as well as smelting and disposal of slag wastes.

Response: The smelting and disposal of slag waste analysisis addressed on page 88 of the
SDEIS. Theassumptionsfor the cumulative effects analysis and results are found on page 56
of the SDEIS. Morelandswere not considered dueto the even lower mineral content of sites
outside of the 512 acres.

Comment: How much lateritic soilswill be excavated to obtain the 5,000-ton sample?

Response: The SDEIS stated that Alternative 9 would excavate up to 0.5 acres. Thevolume
of soil to be mined isabout 2,000 cubic yards.

Comment: In which way does the Forest Service feel that the Nicore mining operations meet the
guidelines established under NEPA Sec 101 (b) (2), “ to fulfill the responsibility for each
generation as trustee of the environment for succeeding generations?” The goal established
under NEPA Sec 101 (b) (2) to “ Assure for all Americans...esthetically and culturally pleasing
surroundings...,” | have not found this issue addressed in the SDEIS.

Response: The purpose and need, and decisionsto be made for thisanalysisislisted on pages
7 and 8 of the SDEIS and included in the FEIS. Therationalefor the decision isin the Record
of Decision.

Comment: It isindicated that the miner would be permitted to use Proposed Action access routes
to walk tracked vehicles to the mine sites for sampling. Snce this access involves crossing
sensitive areas and making stream crossings, | would favor that all equipment be brought into
the area via helicopter.

Response: Alternative 9 was modified in the FEISto eliminate all stream crossings. Heavy
equipment could bewalked into Mine Site B, using Roads 461 and 445 (Rock Creek Route),

but the number of tripswould be limited and only minor road improvement would be approved.
Equipment would be required to be flown in to all other mine sites. Accessfor personnel

would be limited to non-motorized or aerial transportation.

Comment: The public opposition to the proposed Nicore Mine is substantial and growing.
Would a prudent individual expend time and resour ces to devel op a sub-marginal mining
operation to produce a product with little or no demand - especially when the mine has the
added liability of significant opposition from the public and adjacent property owners?
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Comment: Isthe miner aware of the economic conclusions regarding his proposed project and if
so, what is his response?

Response: The operator, by submission of the Plan of Operation has shown hisintent to
develop the mineral resource. The miner isaware of the public comments and the economic
analysis. Hisofficial response (via hisattorney Stephens) ison record and available for public
review.

Comment: Will uncertainties about mitigation measures, such as what methods of dust
abatement Nicore proposes, and what the source of water will be (if water is needed), and
whether it will violate state water regulations be answered by the bulk sample? Will
uncertainties about reclamation be addressed by the preferred alternative?

Response: Alternative 9 will not resolve all uncertaintieswith the analysis.

Comment: Why is Alternative 9 even included, |et alone preferred, when the miner apparently
has no interest in taking such a sample.

Response: The miner has not said he hasno interest in taking a bulk sample. Bulk sampling
was part of the original Plan of Operations provided to the Forest Servicein 1992. Bulk
sampling is an accepted industry practice. The miner has said that the likelihood of full scale
mining is not dependent on theresults of the sample. Alternative 9isincluded asone of a
range of optionsfor orderly and reasonable development of minerals.

Comment: | have seen in other literature that one goal of the miner isto make a stainless steel
alloy directly fromthe ore, utilizing the nickel, chrome and iron in the ore. | do not know
whether this processis proven but | expect it has not been done on a production basis. Control
of the process could be quite tricky to produce a uniform product that could be sold in the

mar ket place.

Response: The uncertainties associated with the smeltingisrecognized in the EIS. The bulk
sample (Alter native 9) would be used in a test to define the plant’s design and smelting
process.

Comment: Would a contract for ore processing still need to be signed before any Nicore project
related activities could begin also apply to Alternative 9?

Response: Yes.
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Comment: The Forest could consider a prudent compromise. The proponent would collaborate
with the Forest, the public and appropriate scientists in developing a sampling and testing
protocol that will resolve the critical economic and operation questions at a much smaller scale.
The Forest could allow the sample to be taken with a pick and shovel or with small equipment
slung in by helicopter, and the ore transported with pack animals or by helicopter. The
community could beinvited to help dig. These test would provide data to develop a
mathematical model that would demonstrate how the ore would meet the metallurgical feed
reguirements and cost structure of existing or modified smelter operations and quantify the
costs associated with other significant processes involved in beneficiation of the ore.

Response: Alternative 9 isdesigned to meet the needs discussed in thiscomment. A sampling
and testing protocol would be devised in cooper ation between the proponent and the Forest.
Theminer could decide to allow the community to help dig, but thiswould not berequired in
Alternative 9.

Comment: [Given] the amount of ore to be extracted in the Proposed Action and more economic
reduction processes, the choice of a smelter will be easily made. Aslong asthe Plan of
Operation is still pending, no smelting facility will contract to process the ore. The Forest
Service' srequest that a smelter be identified first gets the cart before the horse. Mr. Freeman
has no interest in stockpiling ore that cannot be smelted, but arrangements for smelting cannot
be made until the Plan of Operations is approved.

Response: Contracts may have contingencies that would include approval of a plan of
operation. No contact with the Forest Service from any smelter hasoccurred during this
analysis, nor has Mr. Freeman identified any potential smelter owners.

Comment: | do not feel that it is particulary relevant that the majority of comments on the
January 1998 DEIS consisted of form |etters generated by environmental groups. This sentence
appears to denigrate the validity of such comments.

Response: Thereisno intention to denigrate the form letters.

Comment: The EIS should include not only how many trips the ore trucks will make annually,
but how many they will make daily and hourly.

Response: Assuming 100 workdays per year (June 15 to September 15, averaging about 6
days per week), there would be between 19 and 57 round trips per day. Assuming a 12-hour
wor kday, there would be between 2 and 5 round trips per hour. Fewer tripsper day or hour
would be associated with the Proposed Action than other full mining alter natives, since the
oper ating season would be extended to October 15.

Comment: The Mendenhall firebreak is not drivable and was never a road.
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Response: The Mendenhall Fireline was considered a road in calculating miles of new
construction in the SDEIS. However, in responseto this comment, we have reconsidered the
status of thefireline. The milesof new road construction in Alternatives 6, 7, and 8 now
include the Mendenhall Fireline.

Comment: If parts of Rough and Ready are helicopter mined, the Forest Service will be deciding
to use hundreds of thousands of gallons of acute toxicity, Jet A fuel. The fuel use should be seen
as a drain on a non-renewable resource.

Response: The EIS estimates the amount of flight time for the helicopter (120 hours) and
disclosesthat thisisnot an unusual energy requirement.

Comment: | encourage you to improve your maps. Provide names to creeks named in your
discussions. Add names to topographic features named in the text. Add a scaleto all the maps.

Comment: The maps do not provide a clear enough picture of the analysisareas. The scaleis
inadequate to clearly define the proposed routes, crossings, and other features. Streams, creeks,
forks, springs, roads, fords, bridges, fans and floodplains are referenced throughout the EIS but
area not labeled or discernible no the maps. A topographic map is necessary for the public to
under stand the character of the land and the potential environmental impacts of the
alternatives.

Response: The maps have been improved in the FEIS to reflect many of these suggestions.

Comment: | do not like the size and shape of the analysis area. The area must include all of the
Rough and Ready Creek watersheds, all of the South Kalmiopsis Roadless Area, all of the
Illinois River drainage, all property of Walt Freeman and his blood relatives, all claims of
Freeman and his family in the Klamath Sskiyou Bioregion, and all of the Josephine Ultramafic
sheet.

Response: The* effectsanalysis’ area varies depending on the resour ce being studied. In
many cases, enlarging the area would artificially reduce the impacts (per centage of affected
areawould become smaller). The area shown on the maps cover sthe areas where direct
impacts would occur.

Comment: Thereisa need to clarify discrepancies between descriptions of Alternative 9. Is PA
the preferred alternative?

Response: Alternative 9 isthe preferred alternativein the SDEIS. It isalwaysreferred to as
Alternative 9 or The Preferred Alternative. “PA” isthe Proposed Action, also described as
the miner’s proposed Plan of Operations.

Comment: Why is Nicore allowed 5 years to complete the sampling process? We feel that time
frame should be more like six months.

Response: Fiveyearsisareasonable time frameto allow Nicore to sample the mine sites,
process the sample, and consider theresults.
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Comment: The Forest Service has not attempted to fill the data gaps identified by the West Fork
Illinois River Watershed Analysis. The Water shed Analysis does not adequately characterize the
hydrological regime and resource of the Rough and Ready Creek watershed. Under the
Northwest Forest Plan, project planning is dependent on Watershed Analysis for information
concerning the important physical and biological processesin a watershed.

Response: The Watershed Analysiswas used asthe basisfor Chapter Three, Affected
Environment and isincor porated by reference.

Comment: How many similarly situated mining claims exist in the analysis area and the greater
area surrounding it? Who holds these claims? What is the likelihood of their devel opment, and
how much will this likelihood be increased by a successful Nicore operation?

Response: No other mining claimsin the Rough and Ready Creek area have been proposed
for development. If Nicoreis successful, there are about 500 acres of lateriteswith similar
nickel concentrations within the Rough and Ready Creek watershed. Therearealso laterite
deposits under claim in the vicinities of Eight Dollar Mountain and Gasquet Mountain (see
Nolan memo, 10-97).

Comment: Blasting has not been mentioned very often in the SDEIS, but in order to excavateto a
depth of 12 feet, | am assuming that explosives will be used to break the bedrock.

Response: Blasting as a method to excavate ore has not been suggested or proposed in any
alternative. The mining would remove soils, not bedrock.

Comment: The Energy section needs to consider the energy requirement for a smelter. What is
the energy requirement for an economically feasible mining operation?

Response: Thisissuewill be considered if and when a smelter is proposed.

Comment: The miner asserts that the FS has stalled him. The chronology of eventsin the SDEIS
indicates that the miner first attempted to avoid the EIS process and that the FShas had to
make multiple requests for more specific information.

Response: The decisions made for this project will consider the information provided by the
miner. Theanalysis hasbeen astimely aspossible.

Comment: Most topics under “ Other Effects’ in the SDEISwere under the heading “ Non-
significant Effects’ inthe DEIS. Isit safe to now conclude the Nicore project’ simpact on these
topics has some effect while the significance or insignificance of the effects cannot be stated in
an encompassing way covering all these topics.

Response: The section on other effects discusses topics above and beyond those issues that
drove the analysis and alter native development.
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Comment: Please clarify stipulations related to herbicides and pesticides, cultural resources
and survey monuments.

Response: No herbicidesor pesticides are proposed as part of thisproject. Cultural resource
surveys have been completed and no resour ceswould be affected by the project. If cultural
resour ces are found at any time during operations, a Forest Serviceor BLM ar chaeologist
would deter mine appropriate mitigation. No survey monumentswould be affected by the
proj ect.

Comment: The Project History failed to mention that the project started many years earlier than
1992. The development of these claims has been ongoing on a continuous basis since 1970. The
SDEISfails to mention that these claims were subjected to extensive testing in the 1970's.

Response: The project history section has been expanded to consider your comment.

Comment: The SDEIS should include recognition that many of the roads in the Proposed Action
were developed for mining purposes and are currently in existence.

Response: Thispoint has been madein several placesin the EIS, including Chapter Three,
Existing Condition, and in Chapter One, under a discussion about the analysis area.

Comment: The Project History states that the Nicore Plan of Operation was modified in 1996,
although it does not state how it was modified. We are unaware of how the Plan of Operations
was modified.

Response: The project history section has been edited to correct thisinadvertent error. The
“paper trail” of modified Plans of Operations, requests for information and responsesto those
requests, and other information is confusing and lendsitself toerrors.

Comment: The original proposal included washed rock crossings because the FS suggested this
formof crossing. Itisunfair to criticize the proponent for including within the proposal a
condition required by the FS. Mr. Freeman has repeatedly expressed his willingnessto install
bridges or culverts or any other reasonable stream crossing facility.

Response: Forest Service personnel discussed washed rock crossingswith Mr. Freeman, but
never required them. Mr. Freeman included the washed rock crossingsin his Plan of
Operations. Thealternativesare not intended to becritical of theinitial proposal, rather to
explore various waysto reduce environmental impacts.

Comment: The SDEIS does an adequate job displaying the impacts from various access/mine
development alter natives and the range of alter natives appears to cover the reasonable access
options quite well.

Response: Thank you for your comment.

Comments: There should be a list of references cited, not just contents of the analysisfile.
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Response: Referencescited arelisted in the FEIS.

Comment: The owners or backers of Nicore should reimburse the USFSfor all of the DEISand
DEIS expenses, before the next step istaken. This would show the miner’ s good faith that his
plan will be successful.

Response: Forest Service policy isto pay for required environmental analysisunlessa mine
proponent offersto pay.

Comment: We still believe that the mining plan of operation is not serious and therefore the EIS
work should be suspended until the miner submits a valid mining plan that addresses all of the
shortcomings identified in the Surface Use Determination report.

Response: Upon acceptance of a mining plan of operation the Forest Serviceisrequired to
perform an environmental analysis and develop alternativesto the plan based on issues raised
by the public and within the agency. Issuesraised in the Surface Use Determination are
included in the environmental analysis, and form part of the basisfor developing Alter native
0.

Comment: How can the Forest Service go forward with the EISwhen it is not even known if the
mining claims are placers or lodes?

Response: Thelocation of a mining claim isnot required to process a Plan of Operation.

Comment: What is the basis for allowing 5,000 tons of ore sample. Why not just buy ore on the
open market if the purposeisto test the process, not the ore.

Response: The purpose of the sampling isto test the concentration process and specific
chemical characteristics of the ore that may affect processing. Thisisa standard practice
used to modify processing to attain the most efficient recovery.

Comment: The miner has not provided detailed information about the Nicore project asis
required by the NEPA and 36 CFR 228 regulations. Please note that under 36 CFR 228.3(a), the
FSdescribe mining operations to include all functions, works, and activities in connection with
prospecting, exploration, development mining or processing of mineral resources, and all uses
reasonably incident thereto, including roads and other means of access on lands subject to
regulation in this part, regardless of whether said operations take place on or off mining

clams’.

Response: The Forest Serviceand BLM arerequired to analyze activities and connected
actionsthat occur on FS System lands. The processing oper ationsthat occur on federal lands
(FSand BLM) arealso being addressed. None of the action alter natives would occur until
the processing was fully analyzed asrequired. When a smelter or test plant isproposed, any
further analysisthat is necessary would be completed.

Comment: Environmental analysis should include what the chances are of a helicopter accident,
and the costs to the environment or human life.
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Response: Our nation has adopted industrial regulations and standardsfor the use of
helicopters. These will be followed for the project. The environmental effects of a spill of ore
from the helicopter isdiscussed in the FEIS.

Comment: It would be informative to list each site and the maximum planned acreage, the
sample size in terms of acres and ore weight, the estimated number of helicopter trips and flight
time, and costs.

Response: Thisinformation issummarized in the EIS and included in the Cost Documentation
report in the Analysis File.

Comment: The mention of 25 ton ore trucks has been made at most of the meetings. We would
like to suggest that in all further discussions, that you state both the load capacity of the truck,
and the Gross Vehicle Weight.

Response: The 25 tonsistheload capacity. The Gross Vehicle Weight isabout 96,300 Ibs. (a
Terex truck has been specified, the weight is of a comparable truck in the Caterpillar
Per formance Handbook, Edition 27).

Comment: A tablein the SDEIS notes that the roads to all four mine sites are currently
impassable by vehicles. These certainly do not meet the definition of roads used in the RARE ||
evaluation.

Response: The El Sdisclosesthat the roads arelow standard, and are not passablein spots
dueto stream crossings and disrepair. The roadless portion has not changed since RARE I1.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Office of the Under Secretary for

& Oceans and Atmosphere
Stares of ¥ Washington, D.C. 20230

January 29, 1998

Ms. Mary Zuschlag

Illinois Valley Ranger District
26568 Redwood Highway

Cave Junction, Oregon 97523

Dear Ms. Zuschlag:

Enclosed are comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for NICORE Mining Plan of Operations Siskiyou National
Forest Cave Junction, Oregon. We hope our comments will assist
yvou. Thank you for giving us an opportunity to review this
document .

Sincerely,
S g TN ey

Susan B. Fruchter
Acting NEPA Coordlnator

Enclogsure

| @ Printed on Recycled Paper



MEMORANDUM FOR: Susan B. Fruchter
Acting NEPA Coordinator

FROM:; Charles W. Challstrom
Acting Director, National Geodetic Survey

SUBJECT: DEIS-9801-09-NICORE Mining Plan of Operations Siskiyou
National Forest Cave Junction, Oregon

The subject statement has been reviewed within the areas of the National Geodetic Survey’s
(NGS) responsibility and expertise and in terms of the impact of the proposed actions on NGS
activities and projects.

All available geodetic control information about horizontal and vertical geodetic control
monuments in the subject area is contained on the NGS home page at the following Internet
World Wide Web address: http://www.ngs.noaa.gov. After entering the NGS home page,
please access the topic “Products and Services” and then access the menu item “Data Sheet.”
This menu item will allow you to directly access geodetic control monument information from
the NGS data base for the subject area project. This information should be reviewed for
identifying the location and designation of any geodetic control monuments that may be
attected by the proposed project.

If there are any planned activities which will disturb or destroy these monuments, NGS

requires not less than 90 days’ notification in advance of such activities in order to plan for
their relocation. NGS recommends that funding for this project includes the cost ot any
relocation(s) required.

For further information about these monuments, please contact Rick Yorczyk; SSMC3,
NOAA, N/NGS; 1315 East West Highway; Silver Spring, Maryland 20910;
telephone: 301-713-3230 x142; fax: 301-713-4175.



3 % . | |
& & UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
oS _ REGION10
A paot® 1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Reply To
Attn Of: ECO-088

-Mary Zuschlag

District Ranger

Illinois Valley Ranger District
26568 Redwood Highway

Cave Junction, Oregon 97523

Dear Ms. Zuschlag:

The Environmental Protection Agency has received the Nicore Mining Plan of Operations
draft EIS (draft EIS) for review in accordance with our responsibilities under the National
Environmental Policy Act and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. The draft EIS presents five
alternatives for mining nickel laterite at a 35 acre site in the Siskiyou National Forest Medford
District of the Bureau of Land Management, Josephine County, Oregon. '

Based on our review, we have rated the draft EIS EO-2 (Enwronmental Objections
Insufficient Information). Our primary objections are related to a lack of information about the
alternatives, the potential cumulative impacts of additional mine patents in the area, a failure to meet
the intent of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy in the President’s Forest Plan, a lack of a detailed

reclamation plan, a lack of a monitoring plan and potential sediment 1mpacts to Rough and Ready
Creek. Detailed comments are enclosed on these subjects.

An explanation of the EPA rating system for draft EIS’s is enclosed for your reference. If

-you have questions regarding our review, please contact John Bregar 1n our Office of Ecosystems
and Communities at (206) 553-1984.

Rlchard B. Parkin, Manager

Geographic Implementation Unit
Office of Ecosystems and Communities

6 Printed on Recycled Paper



Detailed Comments on the Nicore Mining Plan of Operations
Environmental Impact Statement

Alternatives Analysis

The draft EIS presents five alternatives to meet the purpose and need, all of which are based on
variations on the road configuration in Alternative 1. EPA believes that the alternatives analysis
here is very limited and does not accomplish the purposes of the Council on Environmental

- Quality’s (CEQ) NEPA regulations at 40 CFR Part 1500-1504. Specifically, we believe that
more information needs to be gathered in order to generate alternatives that truly present options
that would have a range of impacts on the environment. '

The following should be addressed in the final EIS:
1) Possible locations for siting of an alternate stock pile.
2) A tuel storage, transportation plan and a spill plan.
3) Maitigation plans for the ore stockpiling site.
4) Various approaches to mine site development.
5) A detailed description of water uses on site and any potential discharges.
6) Alternative access routes to the mine site.

In addition, the section entitled “Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study’
provides no justification of why the seemingly viable alternatives discussed therein are
eliminated. This explanation is a requirement found at 14 CFR 1502.14(a).

Cumulative Impacts

A cumulative impact as defined by the CEQ is, “the impact on the environment which results
from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person
undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.”

In the draft EIS on page 4-26, there is reference to a 4 ,000 acre Patent Application submitted by
the applicant. The EIS states,

“Some people believe the high acreage in the patent application indicates that the miner

wishes to develop a much larger mine than disclosed at this time. However, no evidence
exists to substantiate this concern. The miner has indicated that should this operation

prove successful, development of hundreds of acres accessed from the existing roads
may follow.”

It would appear, based on the miner’s intent, that indeed there is evidence to substantiate a
concern here. A patent, if issued, would create the potential for a large cumulative impact related



to this project.

The Rough and Ready Watershed is well known for its seclusion and roadless character. We
believe the Forest Service has an obligation under NEPA to disclose the fact that if the miner is
successful with his current claim, he will continue to mine in this area. If this is the case, there
appears to be a direct link between the proposed action and the impacts of future mining if a
larger patent were to be issued. This future impact should be disclosed during this EIS process.

Consistency with the Forest Plan

The proposed action would construct approximately .5 miles of new road in Riparian Reserves,
which would violate the intent of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy and the Riparian Reserve
Standards and Guidelines in the President’s Forest Plan. Pages 4-18 to 4-21 in the draft EIS
acknowledge this point. EPA strongly encourages the Forest Service to re-think this approach
and exercise as much deterence as possible toward the goals of the Aquatic Conservation
Strategy. The fact that Rough and Ready Creek is a unique and valuable resource known for its
pristine, clear tlowing waters and the project site is within the South Kalmiopsis Inventoried

Roadless Area emphasizes the need to ensure that the purposes of the President’s Forest Plan are
upheld.

- Mitigation, Monitoring and Reclamation

The dratt EIS 1s deficient in the areas of mitigation, monitoring and reclamation. The final EIS
should mclude a reclamation plan which includes appropriate measures to ensure that post
mining impacts will be minimized as much as possible. The final EIS should also indicate how
much bond money will be posted to fund reclamation. '

A monitoring plan should also be included in the final EIS that clearly states when monitoring
~ will occur, what parameters will be monitored, where monitoring sites will be and a commitment
to steps that will be taken 1f monitoring indicates that there is a problem.

Sediment

The draft EIS indicates on page 4-3 that the amount of sediment introduced into the Rough and

~ Ready watershed is not known, yet in the same paragraph and on the table on page 3-3, the

- amount of sediment in the creek is considered optimum. The final EIS should clarify this
confusing point. ' '

Rough and Ready Creek 1s on the Oregon 303(d) list of impaired water bodies due to
temperatures that exceed State water quality standards. The EIS should not assume increases in
sediment yield will not affect stream temperature (page 4-5, figure 15); it is possible that
sediment delivery will further degrade water quality. The EIS must state that the mining

~ operation will comply with the TMDL for Rough and Ready Creek when it is completed by the
Department of Environmental Quality. Further, the EIS must demonstrate that the mining
operation will not exacerbate the existing temperature problem in the creek.



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Rating System for
Draft Environmental Impact Statements
Definitions and Follow-Up Action¥*

Environmental IgEact of the Action

LO - - Lack of Objections

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) review has not identified any potential
environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have
disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with no
more than minor changes to the proposal.

EC - - Environmental Concerns

The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be aveided in crder to
tully protect the environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred
alternative or application of mitigation measures that can reduce these impacts.

EO - - Environmental Objections

The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided in
order to provide adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require
substantial changes to the preferred alternative or consideration of some other project
alternative (1ncluding the no-action alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to work with
the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EU - - Environmentally Unsatisfactory

The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient
magnitude that they are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or
environmental quality. EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the
potentlal unsatisfactory lmpacts are not corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be
recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ}.

Adequacy of the Impact Statement
Category 1 - - Adequate

EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact({s) of the
preferred alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or
action. No further analysis of data collection is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the
addition of clarifying language or information.

Category 2 - - Insufficient Information

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess
environmental 1mpacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the
EPA reviewer has identified new reasonaby available alternatives that are within the spectrum of
alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the environmental impacts of the
action. The identified additional information, data, analyses or discussion should be included
in the final EIS. |

Category 3 - - Inadequate

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant
environmental impacts of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasoconably available
alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which
should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA
believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of such a
magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that
the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act and or
Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public comment in

a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved,
this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

* From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the
Environment. February, 1987.
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March 12, 1998

Mary Zuschlag, District Ranger
lllinois Valley Ranger District
26568 Redwood Highway
Cave Junction, Oregon 97523

Dear Ms. Zuschlag:

This letter is written in response to your request for comments regarding
the draft EIS concerning mining access and operation in the Rough and
Ready Creek drainage in the Siskiyou National Forest. Oregon Parks and
Recreation Department (OPRD) is concerned that additional truck traffic
due to mining access near Rough and Ready State Natural Area will
result in further deterioration of the site. We are also concerned about the
impacts to the larger, botanically-significant and sensitive area.

OPRD would like to our register concern that the proposed mining
operations may negatively impact the Rough and Ready State Natural
Area, and to recommend that the USFS withdraw the area in question
from mining. If the USFS decides to allow the mining activity, we request
the following mitigating actions be required of the mining operation.

1. As a natural interpretive site, the truck traffic associated with a
mining operation could be quite disruptive from both a site and
noise perspective. We request that the number of truck trips per
day be limited and that scheduling of these trips be tightly
controlled through your permit process. We recommend that truck

trips be limited to weekdays only.

2. Dust associated with both the truck traffic and overall mining
activity could have negative effects on the highway traffic,
recreational users of the site and the health of the plants in areas
where dust would fall. Dust abatement should be strictly monitored

and controlled.

3. Proposed stockpiles could significantly detract from the natural
beauty and interpretive potential of the site. We propose that the
piles be very low profile, used for short term storage only, be
|oeatad™wel| away from the creek, and be covered with either
earthtone colored tarps or vegetation.

Oregon

PARKS AND

e,

RECREATION

DEPARTMENT

OFFICE OF THE
DIRECTOR

1115 Commercial St. NE
Salem, OR 97310-1001
(503) 378-5019

FAX (503) 378-8936



4. Clearing areas for future mining should be postponed as long as
possible to limit the number of impacted areas at any one time.

5. Overall visual effects of the operation should be considered from
the highway, the OPRD Natural Site and from other vantage points
and corridors.

OPRD has had mining operations adjacent to its properties over the
years, and our overall experience has been that the operations do
negatively impact the recreational experience, unless the operation is
adequately mitigated and managed to keep the visual, noise and dust
Intrusions to a very low level.

Thank you for your opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

(RS

Robert L. Meinen
Director

C Andy LaTomme, Area 4 Manager
Brent Siebold, Valley of the Rogue State Park
Matt Craddock, Medford District Office, BLM
(3040 biddle Rd. Mdfd OR 97504)
Nan Evans, OPRD Policy and Planning
Kathy Schutt, OPRD Planning and Resource Management
Jay Schleier, OPRD Natural Resource Management Coordinator



Water Resources Department

942 SW 6th Street
Suite E

John A. Kitzhaber, M.D., Governor Grants Pass, OR 97526
(541) 471-2886

FAX (541) 471-2876

MEMORANDUM

TO: Mary Zuschlag, District Ranger
Illinois Valley Ranger District
26568 Redwood Highway
Cave Junction OR 97523

FROM: Bruce R. Sund ﬁs

Watermaster, District 14

DATE: March 20, 1998

SUBJECT:  Nicore Mining Plan of Operations
Draft EIS

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your Draft EIS. Just a few notes.
On page 2-3, Mitigation Included in Alternatives to the Proposed Action should read:

1) f) Oregon Water Resources Permit or Limited Licenses to withdraw water from Rough and
Ready Creek (for use in dust abatement and other road activities).

On page 3-2, Water Quantity. Our department has made a number of streamflow measurements
during 1997 and will be doing the same this year.

Thanks again. Please let me know if we can be of assistance.

BRS:ar



Department of Environmental Quality
Western Region

Salem Office
ohn A. Kitzhaber, M.D., Governor
john A. Kitzhaber, M.D., Governo 750 Front St. NE
Suite 120
May 11, 1998 _ Salem, OR 97310

(503) 378-8240
(503) 378-3684 TTY

Mary Zuschlag
District Ranger
Ilhinois Valley Ranger District

26568 Redwood Highway
Cave Junction, Oregon 97523

RE: Nicore Mining Plan of Operations - Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms. Zuschlag:

As the Department of Environmental Quality, Western Region, Water Quality Senior
Hydrogeologist, I was requested to review the Nicore Mining Plan of Operations - Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). I have refrained from discussing the merits of the
report, except as they refer to policies outlined in the State’s Groundwater Protection Act (ORS

468B.150-190) and Groundwater Quality Protection Administrative Rules (OAR 340-40).

Due to other commitments, I was not able to review the specific guidelines delineated in the
Siskiyou National Forest Plan, the Medford BLM District Resource Management Plan, or the
Northwest Forest Plan, as they refer to the Nicore Project location. Nor did I have an opportunity
to review files at the district ranger station in Cave Junction.

From my perspective as a hydrogeologist, the primary default issue with the EIS was that the
plan failed to delineate those activities required to insure groundwater quality would be
protected. In particular:

1. The five acres set aside for ore drying will require enhanced institutional controls to
prevent spills, an impermeable surface pad, leachate collection and treatment, and
groundwater monitoring to assure and confirm no adverse impacts at these locations.

2. Those areas designated for ore and overburden removal require hydrogeologic
characterizations to evaluate potential adverse impacts to groundwater quality due to

infiltration and seepage.

3. The delicate balance between groundwater recharge from streams, as well as
discharge to streams along select areas of the project was not investigated.

DEQ/WVR-101 8-97



Mary Zuschlag
May 11, 1998
Page 2

4. The proposed seasonal method of operation and the annual bridge and culvert
installation and removal activities imply that surface water quality could be
aggravated by this methodology, as opposed to more permanent structures. A
correlation of the options would be advantageous.

Albeit some of these 1ssues may be addressed later, as a function of Nicore’s NPDES or WPCF
permit requirements, the likelithood of adverse groundwater impacts should be referenced in the

EIS.

Thank you for the extended opportunity to submit these comments. Please feel free to call or
write me to discuss any specifics relative to Oregon’s Groundwater Quality protection rules,
regulations or guidelines as they pertain to this (or any other) project. I can be reached in the

Salem office at (503) 378-8240, extension 240.

Sincerely,

Jagk Arendt, R.G.
Waler Quality Senior Hydrogeologist
estern Region - Salem Office

JJA:j)C
x:\Jarendt\Nicore EIS comments

cc: Dennis Belsky - DEQ, Medford Office
Jon Gasik - DEQ, Medford Office



Congress of the Anited States

Elaghington, HBE 20515
May 20, 1998

Mr. Mike Dombeck

Chief

USDA - Forest Service

|4th and Independence Avenue, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20090

Dear Chief Dombeck:

We are writing to ask that you take a number of actions with regard to mining claims in the
Rough & Ready Creek Watershed on the Siskiyou National Forest. We are convinced that this
outstanding natural area is inappropriately threatened by the proposed Nicore mimng proposal.

First, we request that the Forest Service discontinuc public funding of the Nicore Environmental
Impact Staternent until such time as the mining claims are subject to a validity examination.

And second, we ask that the area encompassed by the South Kalmiopsis roadless area, the Rough
and Ready Botanical Area, and the Rough and Ready Area of Cntical Environmental Concern be

withdrawn from mineral entry.

As you know, in January the Forest Service released a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the Nicore mining proposal to mine nickel and chromium for the manufacture of stainless steel.

How or where this processing would take place has thus far not been disclosed.

Rough & Ready Creek flows into the [llinois Wild and Scenic River, and the Creck itself was
found eligible for Wild and Scenic River status in 1993. The Outstanding Remarkable Values

identified on Rough & Ready Creek include hydrological, geological, wildlife, and botanical
characteristics. The watershed 1s renowned for its botanical diversity and high concentrations of

rare plants. Both the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management have documented the
unique nature of this public land with their designations of the Rough & Ready Botanical Area
and the Rough & Ready Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) respectively.

Indecd, the Forest Service has already acted to protect this unique landscapc by establishing thus
area as off limits to timber harvest in the National Forest Plan. In addition, residents living next

to the project obtain drinking water either directly from Rough & Ready Creek or via ditch
recharge of shallow wells. Clearly, 8 mine of this character threatens the exact resources the

agency has already found critical to protect.

The proposed plan of operation would build some 14 miles of road through the Botanical Area,
ACEC, roadless area, and riparian reserves. It would involve construction of six crossing of the
" mainstem Rough & Ready Creek, and 10 crossings of its tributaries. [t proposes to stockpile the
ore in the Area of Critical Environmental Concern. It would initially excavate 35 acres at four
separate pit sites all in the South Kalmiopsis roadless area, with the possibility of future
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Mr. Mike Dombeck
May 20, 1998
Page 2

development and expansion of these sites due to the massive extent of the mining claims.

Again, we ask you to withdraw this remarkable area from mineral entry. A watershed analysis
completed by the Forest Service for the West Fork subbasin, which includes the Rough & Ready

Creek watershed, found that this area ranks number one in the State of Oregon for botanical

my

diversity.

We were surprised to learn that the Forest Service decided to proceed with the environmental

review of this proposal at public expense, especially when the project so clearly conflicts with
the management priorities already established, and wherc there has been no validity examination.

These costs should be paid by the mining claimant, not the taxpayer. At a time when the Forest
Service 18 actually requiring peoplc to pay for the privilege of hiking on a National Forest trail, it
is indefensible that moncy can be found to expedite an environmentally disastrous mining

proposal.

As you know only too well, the mining law puts the agency in the difficult position of treating
mining as a use Which must be accommodated at the expense of whatever public or ecological
values exist at the same place. That does not, however, prevent you, and for that matter, us, from

using every possible authonty ta prevent this project from going forward. That is our intent, and
we ask that it be the Forest Service’s, as well.

Thank you for your attention to our request. We look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

./

Senator Ron y&er;__ - Rep. Peter DeFanio

4‘4/“,1“")4.- %M%«W

Rep. E w/abeth Furse Rep. Earl Blumenauer

Rep. Darlene Hoolcy'
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COVIMERCE
Office of the Under Secretary for

Oceans and Atmosphere

Tares of ¥ Washington, D.C. 20230

December 10, 1998

Mr. Joel T. King

District Ranger

Illinois Valley Ranger District
26568 Redwood Highway

Cave Junction, Oregon 97523

Dear Mr. King:

Enclosed are comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for Nicore Mining Plan of Operations Siskiyou National Forest,
Josephine County, Oregon. We hope our comments will assist you.
Thank you for giving us an opportunity to review this document.

Sincerely,

sd@gtﬁvc\f@ﬁr

Susan B. Fruchter
Actlng NEPA Coordinator

Enclogure

@ Printed on Recycled Paper



MEMORANDUM FOR: Susan B. Fruchter
Acting NEPA Coordinator

FROM: Charles W. Challstrom
Acting Director, National Geodetic Survey

SUBJECT: DEIS-9811-05 - Nicore Mining Plan of Operations Siskiyou
National Forest, Josephine County, Oregon

The subject statement has been reviewed within the areas of the National Geodetic Survey’s
(NGS) responsibility and expertise and in terms of the impact of the proposed actions on NGS
activities and projects.

All available geodetic control information about horizontal and vertical geodetic control
monuments 1n the subject area is contained on the NGS home page at the following Internet
World Wide Web address: http://www.ngs.noaa.gov. After entering the NGS home page,
please access the topic "Products and Services" and then access the menu item "Data Sheet.”
This menu item will allow you to directly access geodetic control monument information from
the NGS data base for the subject area project. This information should be reviewed for
identifying the location and designation of any geodetic control monuments that may be
atfected by the proposed project.

If there are any planned activities which will disturb or destroy these monuments, NGS
requires not less than 90 days’ notification in advance of such activities in order to plan for
their relocation. NGS recommends that funding for this project includes the cost of any
relocation(s) required.

For further information about these monuments, please contact Rick Yorczyk; SSMC3,
NOAA, N/NGS; 1315 East West Highway; Silver Spring, Maryland 20910;
telephone: 301-713-3230 x142; fax: 301-713-4175.



United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
500 NE Multnomah Street, Suite 356
Portland, Oregon 97232-2036

IN REPLY REFER TO:

ER 98/0773 February 2, 1999

J. Michael Lunn, Forest Supervisor

Siskiyou National Forest
P.O. Box 440
Grants Pass, Oregon 97528

Dear Mr. Lunn:

The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the Nicore Mining Plan of Operations (Project), Siskiyou National
Forest, Josephine County, Oregon. The following comments are provided for your information
and use when preparing the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

Page 28. Alternative 9 - Preferred The Department believes the preferred alternative would
result in the mimimum amount of disturbance from road construction.

The FEIS needs to demonstrate that nickel can be economically recovered from Project ores using
existing metallurgy and facilities.

Page 57. Slope Stability Since the proposed pits are small, their six-foot deep depressions are
unlikely to destabilize large amounts of slope. Thus, proper mitigation should not be difficult to
provide as a Project feature.

Page 60. Stream Crossings, Paragraph In the first sentence, the words “are likely” is incongruent
to the preceding context. They should be changed in the FEIS to read: “...are not likely to meet
state standards.”

Pages 81 and 82. Economic Viability The FEIS needs to use a rigorous model to estimate the
economic viability of the Project. The citation of a few general references in the SDEIS, which
suggest the Project is uneconomic, is insufficient as metal prices are difficult to predict. The U.S.
Geological Survey (USGS) believes the AME Minerals Economics 1998 quote in the SDEIS that
cobalt may fall to $10 per pound is speculative and weak evidence that the Project lacks economic
viability. However, other references which have not been cited, predict that cobalt prices will rise.
For example, some analysts assert that if the Republic of the Congo situation continues to
deteriorate, cobalt prices could increase significantly.



J. Michael Lunn, Forest Supervisor 2
Siskiyou National Forest

In addition, the comments about global resources needs to be expanded. The implication that the
world has plentiful supply of nickel and, therefore, this deposit should not be mined, needs to be
rigorous supported in the FEIS. The FEIS also needs to complete the reference to the expanding
production capacity at Voisey Bay by noting that Project has no current production and some

serious development issues has been encountered.

Even with the revisions in the above paragraphs, the USGS believes it is extremely unlikely that
these deposits are economically viable because 1) the tonnage of ore is significantly less than any
operating laterite deposit, 2) the ore grades are below those of virtually all operating laterite
deposits, and 3) the critical infrastructure needed to develop these deposits is not present. The
FEIS should provide a realistic economic model prior to development. It is needed to access that

the ore deposits are sufficient for a successful Project.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this DEIS.

incerely,

e

Preston Sleeger
Regional Environmental Officer
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FISH & WILDLIFE
SERVICE

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Southwest Oregon Field Office
2900 NW Stewart Parkway
Roseburg, Oregon 97470
541/957-3474 FAX: 541/957-3475

Reply To: 8330.0102 (99)
Log#: 1-5-99-TA-010
X.Ref.: 1-7-98-SP-153

January 28, 1999

Joel T. King, District Ranger
[llinois Valley Ranger District

26568 Redwood Highway
Cave Junction, Oregon 97523

RE: Comments on the Nicore Mining Plan of Operations (Plan) Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (SDEIS)

Dear Mr. King:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Plan SDEIS. These comments are provided to help identify

~1ssues associated with the project that may atfect species that have been federally listed as threatened or
endangered pursuant to the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act).

(eneral Comments:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) sent a species list dated March 31, 1998 for the proposed SDEIS
project area in response to a request from the Forest Service. The SDEIS found, based on the species list and
other information, that alternatives proposed by the Plan “may affect or are likely to adversely affect” a federally
listed species, Arabis McDonaldiana (flower). As such, the Forest Service should initiate Section 7 consultation
pursuant to the Act (consultation) prior to issuing the final Environmental Impact Statement.

Specific Comments:

Chapter 4, page 70, paragraph 6. “Cumulative Impacts are not precisely known since the population distribution
on all laterite deposits have not been inventoried.” A complete inventory of the flower needs to be indicated on a
map showing the general locations of the two newly discovered populations as well as the previously recorded
populations so that an estimate of the cumulative effect to the species can be adequately assessed.

Chapter 4, page 70, paragraph 7. “[The table], Figure 19 displays the number of sites documented within 100 feet
of the haul routes, or within the mine sites themselves.” The Environmental Consequences section should, at
some place, address the specific nature of direct and indirect effects to the flower by alternative as was done in
the discussion of the federally listed fish species. This discussion is not presented in the document except to say
that there may be adverse effects. The table, Figure 19, does not specifically address the flower. A map should
accompany a table that displays the general locations of the flower in relation to the haul routes. It should be
accompanied by a detailed discussion of the potential impacts to the flower. '

printed on recycled paper



Chapter 4, page 71, paragraph 4. The Environmental Consequences section of the document needs to explain
what kind of direct, indirect and cumulative impacts are specific to individuals and populations of the flower.

Appendix B, page 5, line 2 (below 1* table). Information from The NICORE Sensitive Plants Biological
Evaluation of January 26, 1998 should be included in the SDEIS Biological Assessment.

Appendix B, page 13, line 1: “The proposed action and alternatives 6,7,8 and 10 May Affect - Likely to
Adversely affect individuals or habitat...” This section proposes measures to reduce effects to a level of “may
affect - not likely to adversely affect” by rerouting the roads in alternatives 6, 7 and 8 from mining site C to
mining site A. “May affect” actions still require consultation with the Service. The Service must evaluate those
measures and the Forest Service’s Biological Assessment should provide information regarding how occupied
and unoccupied suitable habitat will be avoided.

Appendix B, page 16, line 4. “Suitable habitat for Arabis McDonaldiana will be identified and no impacts
allowed.” This 1s 1n conflict with the statement from Appendix B, page 13 (above) stating that the plant “may be
affected”. The Forest Service will need to explain what kind of impacts may adversely affect the plant and the
details of the proposed avoidance measures in the Biological Assessment and Appendix to the SDEIS so that the

Service can assess the possible impacts to these species.

Appendix B, page 18, row 1. The table indicates that alternatives 6,7, and 8 would each impact 5 populations of
the flower and alternative 10 would impact 3 populations of the flower. The Environmental Consequences
section of the SDEIS should indicate the number of plants in each population that would be impacted and what
kind of impact the plants and population as a whole is likely to incur under each specific alternative.

Appendix B, page 24, row 1. The table lists three populations of the flower that potentially may be impacted.
This appears to conflict with the table in Appendix B, page 18 that indicates that three of the alternatives would
impact 5 populations of the flower. '

Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on this SDEIS. You may initiate consultation for the
flower by written request to Russ Peterson, State Supervisor, at the Service’s Oregon State Office at 503/231-
6179. If you have any further questions please contact me, Craig Tuss at 541/957-3470.

Sincerely,

, o A e

Craig Tus
Field Supervisor

CC: Andy Robinson, FWS-OSO, Portland, OR (e)
Office Files, FWS-OSO, Portland, OR (¢)
Merle Richmond, FWS-RO, Portland, OR (e)

Nicore.wpd
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 10
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98101

February 4, 1999

Reply To
Attn Of: ECO-088

Joel T. King, District Ranger
[llino1s Valley Ranger District
Siskiyou National Forest

26568 Redwood Highway

Cave Junction, OR 97523

Re: Nicore Mining Plan of Operations Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Mr. King:

We have received and reviewed, in accordance with our responsibilities under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act (CAA), the Nicore Mining
Plan ot Operations supplemental dratt environmental impact statement (EIS) for mining of nickel
laterite on 35 acres of land over the next 10 years 1in the Rough and Ready Creek Watershed.

We have rated the EIS as EC-2, (Environmental Concerns - Insufficient Information). We
are concerned with mining in the Rough and Ready watershed because of the unique ecological
values of the area. We understand this 1s one of the most botanically diverse areas in Oregon. We
also understand that many scientists and visitors come to study and enjoy this area. This area 1s
eligible for Wild and Scenic River designation, has high visual quality and roadless characteristics.
In addition, we are concerned about the cumulative impacts should the mine prove successful. The
miner says, he may develop hundreds of more acres within the 4000 acre patent (p. 88). Information
is needed in the draft EIS on monitoring plan, mitigation plans

We are concerned with a mining project in such an environmentally sensitive area, especially
if 1t 1s determined that this will not be an economically viable project because of the low price of
nickel on the world market. Although not stated in the EIS, an underlying Purpose and Need tor this
project is to mine nickel ore to supply a nickel demand. If there 1s insufficient demand, the need tor
the project 1s low and must be weighed against the environmental costs to this biologically diverse
area. We believe the economic viability of the project and the need ftor the project must be
ascertained and presented to the public before a decision to allow the mine to proceed. Therefore, in
light of the uncertain economic viability of this project, the preferred alternative (alternative 9) is a
reasonable and cautious approach if the laws, regulations, and policies governing the development of
such a mining claim truly prohibit the Forest Service (FS) and Bureau of Land Managment (BLM)
from denying outright the plan of operation (no action).
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An explanation of the EPA rating system for draft EISs is enclosed for your reference.
This rating and a summary of these comments will be published in the Federal Register. If you

have questions, please contact Andy Smith in our Office of Ecosystems and Communities at
(206) 553-1750.

Sincerely,
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Richard B. Parkin, Manager
Geographic Implementation Unit

enclosure



Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Detailed Comments on
Nicore Mining Plan of Operations Supplemental Dratt Environmental Impact Statement

General Comments

The supplemental draft EIS does an adequate job displaying impacts trom the various
access/mine development alternatives and the range of alternatives appears to cover the
reasonable access options quite well. However, 1t 1s lacking some information as indicated
below. We prefer the No-Action alternative but support the preferred alternative 1f the FS and
BLM give rationale on why they can not select the No-Action alternative.

- Please be more specific with the statement on page 28 for the preferred alternative.
“Once the miner completed the sampling, he could submit a new Plan of Operations, with
additional economic and operational analysis based on the findings of the sample processing.
That plan would be subject to appropriate environmental analysis.” We would like to be sure
that the appropriate environmental analysis would be done under NEPA with the requisite public
involvement and environmental impact analysis. '

Specific Comments

Reclamation and Monitoring Plans - The reclamation plan is a required part or the Plan of
Operation and will be included prior to final approval (p. 21). A full monitoring plan would be
develop for the final plan or operation (p. 24). Both of these plans need to be 1n this
supplemental draft EIS. It will be too late for public review by the time the Plan of Operation
becomes final. -

Water Quality - The supplementary draft EIS points out that Rough and Ready Creek exceeds
State water quality standards for temperature during the summer when the tlow 1s low. For
completeness, expand on this point in the final EIS. Explain that not only does 1t exceed the
water quality standard for temperature but that 1s has been legally listed as impaired under
Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act. This listing sets into motion legal requirements for _
Oregon to take actions, such as the development of Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs), that
will bring the Rough and Ready Creek back into compliance to the standard. Withdrawing water
for dust abatement may degrade the water quality further. The EIS should state that the mining
operation for each alternative will comply with the TMDL when it is completed and in the
meantime will not further degrade the water quality. The EIS must explain the steps that will be
taken to avoid further degradation of temperature conditions in the stream. We are pleased to
read that Nicore intends to obtain the necessary permits from the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality. This should help ensure no further degradation of water quality and
comphance with any future TMDL requirements.



Adfectcd Enviconment = There 15 no discussion of cuinfall ot other fomms of precipianon. o
order try determing whether thera rmght be a discharge froom the ming pics (which would requine
an MPDES permit if the discharpe was o waters of the 1050, mel precipitaiion shoalol T=e
deterimined For both average and extreme wet years {reasenahle worst case over the Lte of the
project.

Environmental Conscquencey - It 1s stated onopo 57 that the helding capawity of the pifs could he
eaceeded. [ addition o determining possible extrems precipitation events. consideratien should
be @iven o using such events for design purposes m stzimg pits Lo contaln storm waker tather than
ullevwaamg a discharge Cassuming o or bmited infiltation ).

Referenves - Cther than the Jisr of f1les avialable, thece are no cefeérnces aited an a kibloueraphy.
For instance, there 15 o celation for the reference on p. 82 1w AME Mincrul Economics | 998,



SUMMARY OF THE EPA RATING SYSTEM
FOR DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS:
DEFINITIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTION ™

VA 1
LO--Lack of Objections

The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring
substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities with

no more than minor changes to the proposal.
EC--Environmental Concerns

The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order
to provide adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require
substantial changes to the preferred alternative or consideration of some other project
alternative (including the no action alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to
work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EQO--Environmental Objections

The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided
in order to provide adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may
require substantial changes to the preferred alternative or consideration of some other
project alternative (including the no-acttion alternative or a new alternative). EPA
intends to work with the Tead agency to reduce these impacts.

EU--Environmentally Unsatisfactory

The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient
magnitude that they are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare
or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these
impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS
stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ.

Adequacy of the Impact Statement
Category I--Adequate

EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the
preferred alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project
or action. No further analysis or data collection is necessary, but the reviewer may
suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

Category 2--Insufficient Information

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA fully assess
environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment,
or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available alternatives that are within
the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the
environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data,
analyses, or discussion should be included in the final EIS.

)
Category 3--Inadequate

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant
environmental impacts of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably
available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of aiternatives analyzed in the
draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data,
analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full public
review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the
purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and
made available for public comment in a suppliemental or revised draft E£IS. On the basis
of the potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for
referral to the CEQ. - |

*From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting
the Environment | |



GREG WALDEN

2D DisTRICT, OREGON

Congress of the United States
PHouse of Repregentatives
dlaghington, DL 205153702

February 8, 1999

Joel King
26568 Redwood Highway
Cave Junction, Oregon 97523

Dear Joel:

Thank you for contacting me regarding the Rough & Ready Cresk controversvy. 1
appreciate hearing your insights into this matter.

As you know, the proposed Nicore mine along the Rough and Ready Creek in the
Siskiyou National Forest has inspired concern about the environmental impact
of the project. The mine, which will draw nickel, chromium and iron ore from
the soil, was first proposed in 1992, and will cover a total of 35 acres. If
approved, Nicore will be the sole nickel mine 1in the United States.

I support a fair and responsible solution that will balance environmental
concerns with the contract rights of the mine’s owner. Further, I believe any
decision regarding Nicore’s proposal should be made in accordance with the
General Mining Law of 1872 and current environmental regulations. Please rest
assured that I will continue to monitor this matter as it continues to

develop.

Thanks again for contacting me. Please Keep in touch.

Sincerely,

GREG WALDEN
Member of Conb

GW/jte



	Appendix B - Cover Page
	Index to Appendix B - Comments and Responses
	Appendix B -  Public Comments and Responses and Letters From Elected Officials and Agencies
	Introduction
	DEIS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
	Law and Policies
	Plan of Operation
	Road Design
	Merits of the Alternatives
	Mitigation, Monitoring and Reclamation
	Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Detailed Study
	Physical Setting - Rock, Soils and Water
	Hazardous Materials
	Fish and Wildlife
	Noxious Weeds
	Port-Orford_cedar Root Disease
	Botanical Diversity and Sensitive Plants
	Northwest Forest Plan/Aquatic Conservation Strategy
	Wild and Scenic River
	Economics
	Effects on Residents
	Visual Quality, Recreation, Interpretive Development
	Roadless Character
	Other Questions

	SDEIS Comments and Responses
	Law and Policies
	Merits of the Alternatives Considered
	Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Detailed Study
	Bureau of Land Management/Area of Critical Environmental Concern
	Road Design and Development
	Mitigation, Reclamation and Monitoring
	Physical Setting/Water Quality Issues
	Fish and Wildlife
	Port-Orford_cedar
	Noxious Weeds
	Botanical Diversity/Sensitive Plants
	Wild and Scenic River
	Economic Viability
	Effects on Residents
	Recreation, Visual Quality and Interpretive Development
	Roadless Character
	General Questions and Concerns

	Letters from Agencies and Elected Officials

