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4.1

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
INTRODUCTION

Chapter 4 describes the potential environmental consequences of implementing each of the
alternatives presented in Chapter 2. Pursuant to 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
1500.1(b) and 1500.4, this section summarizes the completed analysis and forms the scientific
and analytical basis for the comparison of alternatives. The alternatives described in Chapter 2
may cause, either directly or indirectly, changes in the human and natural environment. This
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) analyzes these potential changes and discloses the
effects to the decision-makers and the public. Disclosure is a fundamental goal of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). In addition, cumulative effects along with applicable
mitigation measures and irreversible and irretrievable effects also are discussed. Effects of each
action can be neutral, beneficial, and/or adverse. Effects are quantified whenever possible,
and/or are qualitatively discussed.
The individual resource discussions are generally presented by issue(s) and organized with the
presentation of the effects analysis issues and indicators for the resource; a brief methodology
for the analysis of impacts; an evaluation of the alternatives’ impacts to the resource; a
discussion of cumulative effects, irreversible and irretrievable commitments, and short-term
uses versus long-term productivity; followed by a summary of impacts by issues and indicators.
The final subsection provides a table summarizing and comparing quantitative and qualitative
impacts to each resource by alternative.
Section 4.1, Introduction, provides a brief explanation of what each resource section will
address, including a summary of incomplete and unavailable information relevant to evaluating
significant adverse impacts; the presentation of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions (RFFAs) used for the direct, indirect, and cumulative impact analyses; and a
discussion of Forest Plan Consistency and Potential Forest Plan Amendments.

4.1.1

Effects Analysis Indicators and Methodology of
Analysis

An issue is defined as a point of disagreement, debate, or dispute with a proposed activity
based on some anticipated effect. Issues are described in terms of cause and effect; that is, if
an action occurs, an impact could result. Issues are addressed by describing comparative
factors that provide a way to define, compare, and contrast the effects of the alternatives,
including No Action.
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An indicator is an element or parameter used to determine change (and the intensity of change)
in a resource (e.g., acres of wetlands disturbed). These issues and indicators are used to
predict or detect change in a resource related to causal effects of the alternatives in Chapter 4
(i.e., environmental consequences).
In addition, the analysis procedures and assumptions used to develop the current conditions
and environmental consequences are summarized in this section. Unless specifically stated
otherwise, additional supporting information, including detailed analysis procedures and
assumptions for each resource area, can be found in the Stibnite Gold Project (SGP) record.
The modeling, analysis, and unit amounts for indicators such as acreage and road miles are all
best estimates based on the latest available information. The modeling and analysis conducted
for this Draft EIS are intended to indicate relative differences among the alternatives, rather than
to predict absolute amounts of activities, outputs, or effects.

4.1.2

Incomplete and Unavailable Information

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations in 40 CFR 1502.22 provide direction
on how to address incomplete and unavailable information.
The CEQ regulations state that, “when an agency is evaluating reasonably foreseeable
significant adverse effects on the human environment in an environmental impact statement and
there is incomplete or unavailable information, the agency shall always make clear that such
information is lacking.”
This documentation complies with 40 CFR 1502.22(b)(1-4) requirements that the agency shall
develop statements for inclusion within the EIS for the following:
(1) a statement that such information is incomplete or unavailable;
(2) a statement of the relevance of the incomplete or unavailable information to evaluating
reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts on the human environment;
(3) a summary of existing credible scientific evidence which is relevant to evaluating the
reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts on the human environment, and
(4) the agency's evaluation of such impacts based upon theoretical approaches or research
methods generally accepted in the scientific community (e.g., assumptions).
Table 4.1-1 provides a summary of incomplete and unavailable information for areas where the
incomplete or unavailable information is relevant to evaluating reasonably foreseeable
significant adverse impacts on the human environment and where the information has been
deemed essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives. Not all unknown data are
considered incomplete or unavailable information. Note that baseline data collection and
refinements to the project design and evaluation are ongoing, and that project permitting is in
the early stages; therefore, the evaluation of environmental consequences continues to develop
through the NEPA process, and some data gaps may be reconciled in the Final EIS.
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Table 4.1-1

Incomplete and Unavailable Information (40 CFR 1502.22)

Description of the Information Incomplete or
Unavailable Information
(40 CFR 1502.22(b)(1))

Is the info relevant to
reasonably foreseeable
significant adverse
impacts?
(40 CFR 1502.22(b)(2))

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) fisheries
requires use of the Biotic Ligand Model to determine the projectspecific copper criteria for fish.
Lack of consideration of first flush chemistry for development rock
storage facilities (DRSF) contact water
Lack of consideration of mass loading inputs from some Idaho
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (IDPES) permitted discharges
Lack of consideration of atmospheric mercury deposition
Lack of prediction of ammonia concentrations
Assumption that post-closure runoff from DRSFs will not interact with
development rock

Uncertainties exist within the modeling results.

Yes

Yes

Is the information
essential to a
reasoned choice
among
alternatives?
Yes

Yes

Evaluation/summary of existing data which is relevant to the evaluation of impacts based
upon theoretical approaches or research methods generally accepted in the scientific
community (40 CFR 1502.22(b)(3) and (4))

The project-specific copper Biotic Ligand Model threshold will be the same for all alternatives, but without the criteria it is
unknown which alternatives will or will not meet the threshold.

Results from the Site-Wide Water Chemistry (SWWC) Model and Hydrologic Model contain some uncertainties that, at this time,
are unable to be resolved. Large modeling efforts, such as these, often require significant amounts of data, which can be difficult
and expensive to obtain. When data gaps exist, assumptions based on best available science and literature searches are
typically made.
The SWWC modeling was provided for Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, but was assumed to apply to all alternatives because only minor
changes were made to modeled features under Alternative 4.

Results from the SWWC Model and the Hydrologic Model contain some uncertainties that, at this time, are unable to be resolved.
Large modeling efforts, such as these, often require significant amounts of data, which can be difficult and expensive to obtain.
When data gaps exist, assumptions based on best available science and literature searches are typically made.
Possibly

Yes

The uncertainties associated with modeling assumptions can be reduced by collecting more data or by performing sensitivity
analyses, which involve modifying model input parameters to see how much they effect model outputs. The SGP proponent has
performed sensitivity analyses to address some sources of model uncertainty. Results of the sensitivity analyses have been
incorporated into the analysis for Water Quantity and Water Quality.

The Draft EIS provides a general description of SGP’s water balance.
A large component of the water balance includes groundwater
management. No aquifer pump test results have been provided for the
bedrock aquifer from which pit dewatering would occur. Rapid
infiltration basin (RIB) testing results were not available for inclusion in
the Draft EIS. Disposal of groundwater into RIBs also may be
complicated during winter operations.

Yes

Yes

In regard to dewatering rates, the Hydrologic Model provides an estimation of the water that needs to be removed from the
ground in order to maintain dry pits. The model makes assumptions (e.g. hydraulic conductivity of the bedrock) and utilizes drain
cells instead of pumping wells. In regard to the discharge rate that a RIB can manage, estimates can be made if the hydraulic
conductivity and RIB area are known. These estimates may contain uncertainties if hydraulic conductivities are assumed.
While the Draft EIS provides a general description of the water balance, additional information will be included in the Final EIS.
The methods used in the hydrologic model provide an adequate representation of the drawdown and capture zone that would be
created by networks of dewatering wells; however, there is uncertainty in dewatering rates caused by these assumptions.
Ultimately, operational dewatering rates may be higher or lower than currently predicted. This uncertainty can be addressed
through the use of a model sensitivity analysis by varying hydraulic conductivity of the bedrock aquifer to see how these changes
effect predicted dewatering rates.
Estimation of manageable groundwater disposal rates through RIBs is useful when determining the water balance for proposed
activities. Uncertainties associated with infiltration rates and operational functionality during winter can be reduced by testing RIB
capabilities. Data acquired from RIB testing were not available for inclusion in the Draft EIS; however, this information will be
included, as appropriate, in the Final EIS.

There are uncertainties regarding the hydraulic properties of pit
backfill. Groundwater flow through pit backfill may vary depending on
grain size distribution and effective porosity.

Possibly

Yes

A grain size distribution and effective porosity of the pit backfill material have been assumed for modeling purposes.
The impact of this uncertainty is the same for Alternatives 1, 3, and 4. Impacts will be different for Alternative 2 because this
alternative includes backfill of the Midnight pit and partial backfill of Hangar Flats pit at mine closure.

Information on the adequacy of the leak detection layer for Alternative
2 has not been provided. The liner/leak detection is specific to
Alternative 2.

Possibly

Yes

The functionality of the MicroDrain liner/leak detection configuration proposed under Alternative 2 is relatively new technology,
thus adequacy of performance over long time frames has not been fully described. Additional details on the functionality of the
MicroDrain liner will be considered by Idaho Department of Environmental Quality and, if available, incorporated into the Final
EIS.

Details of surface water management, discharge limits, and permitting
is not yet available.

Possibly

Possibly

Surface water management is described in general in the Draft EIS. Specific details of outfall locations and discharge limits will
be part of the IDPES Discharge Permit for the site.
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Description of the Information Incomplete or
Unavailable Information
(40 CFR 1502.22(b)(1))

Is the info relevant to
reasonably foreseeable
significant adverse
impacts?
(40 CFR 1502.22(b)(2))

Is the information
essential to a
reasoned choice
among
alternatives?

Evaluation/summary of existing data which is relevant to the evaluation of impacts based
upon theoretical approaches or research methods generally accepted in the scientific
community (40 CFR 1502.22(b)(3) and (4))

Development Rock Management Plan

Yes

Yes

The Development Rock Management Plan will provide additional clarification on handling of development rock, particularly how
potentially acid generating (PAG) rock will be handled. This could change the analysis of alternatives and the predicted water
quality impacts.

Environmental Legacy Management Plan (ELMP)

Yes

Possibly

An Environmental Legacy Management Plan (ELMP) will be prepared between the Draft and Final EIS once a Preferred
Alternative has been identified by the U.S. Forest Service (Forest Service).
The ELMP will provide additional clarification on monitoring and mitigation for site activities.

Possibly

Reclaimed stream channels in general, and stream channels created on fill in particular, would have different geomorphology and
would take some time for vegetation establishment. Additional analyses of the chances of successful reclamation is needed.
Reconstructed channels vary among alternatives and the analysis of reclaimed channels could result in changes in the analysis
between alternatives.

Constructed Channels Post-closure

Possibly

Incorporation of special status plant habitat information
(Wetlands/Riparian Areas).

Possibly

Possibly

Special status plant habitat was modeled; however, the estimated value of wetland special status plant habitat was not included
in assessment of wetland functional values in the functional assessment data.
Incorporation of special status plant habitat value into Montana Wetland Assessment Method scores will need to be performed by
the original assessors of this data and documented in an updated functional assessment report for inclusion in the Final EIS.

The aggregate source for Yellow Pine Route maintenance is unknown.

Possibly

Possibly

A borrow source has not yet been determined for Alternative 4. The analysis for the Draft EIS assumes that the borrow sources
would cover approximately the same disturbed acreage as Alternative 1.

Stability analyses and factors of safety have not been provided for all
DRSFs.

Possibly

Possibly

Due to the difference among alternatives of the placement of DRSFs, and/or the amount of material that would be in a DRSF,
analysis of differing factors of safety for each DRSF may provide additional information for a reasoned choice among alternatives.

Detailed geotechnical data has not been provided for access roads.

Possibly

Possibly

Data collection along the proposed Burntlog Route is ongoing.
The geotechnical considerations of the realignment between Alternatives 1 and 2, as well as, the engineering considerations
could result in differences among alternatives and potentially even changes in alignments. Geotechnical information for access
roads under Alternative 4 could factor into the viability of that alternative.

Detailed geotechnical data, including safety factors or assessments of
the geotechnical suitability of the location for proposed upper East
Fork South Fork Salmon River (EFSFSR) tailings storage facility (TSF)
or DRSF.

Possibly

Yes

This information is not available for Alternative 3.
This information may show a difference among alternatives, due to the different location (EFSFSR drainage) for the TSF/DRSF
that is located in the Meadow Creek valley for Alternatives 1, 2, and 4.

Emissions

Possibly

Possibly

Complete information has not been developed regarding some features of action alternatives, such as vehicle travel distances
and material handling rates. Emissions will vary among alternatives based on facility and operations/reclamation changes, such
as moving the TSF to the EFSFSR.

The location of an access road, within an Inventoried Roadless Area
(IRA), to a very-high frequency (VHF) repeater site is unknown for
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3.

Possibly

Possibly

The development of an access road to construct and maintain repeater sites within an IRA will be the same under Alternatives 1,
2, and 3. Under Alternative 4, no access would be needed because the site would be constructed and maintained using a
helicopter. The specific location of repeater sites has not been determined.

SGP-specific ethnographies were provided by the Nez Perce Tribe
and Shoshone-Paiute Tribes (in consultation with each tribe to
determine appropriate information to share). However, additional data
from ethnographies prepared by the tribes with interest in the analysis
area (Nez Perce Tribe, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, and ShoshonePaiute Tribes) are underway.

Possibly

Possibly

Additional data from ethnographies are not available for the Draft EIS. This data will be considered for Tribal Rights & Interests
and Environmental Justice in the Record of Decision. Proprietary data will be considered but not disclosed. This information could
show different impacts among alternatives to important tribal resources or areas.

Table Source: AECOM 2020
Table Notes:
1 For the purposes of this section, “reasonably foreseeable” includes impacts which have catastrophic consequences, even if their probability of occurrence is low, provided that the analysis of the impacts is supported by credible scientific evidence, is not based on pure
conjecture, and is within the rule of reason.
DRSF = development rock storage facilities; EFSFSR = East Fork South Fork Salmon River; EIS = Environmental Impact Study; ELMP = Environmental Legacy Management Plan; IDPES = Idaho Pollutant Discharge Elimination System; IRA = Inventoried Roadless Area;
NOAA = National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration; PAG = potentially acid generating; RIB = rapid infiltration basin; SWWC = Site-Wide Water Chemistry; TSF = tailings storage facility; VHF = very-high frequency
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4.1.3

Impact Assessment

The terms “effect” and “impact” are synonymous under NEPA. Effects may refer to physical,
biological, economic, social, or health-related phenomena that may be caused by any of the
alternatives. Effects may be direct, indirect, or cumulative in nature.
The word “significant” has a very particular meaning when used in a NEPA document.
Significance is defined by CEQ as a measure of the intensity and context of the effects of a
major federal action on, or the importance of that action to, the human environment.
Significance is a function of the beneficial and adverse effects of an action on the environment.
Intensity refers to the severity or level of magnitude of impact. Public health and safety,
proximity to sensitive areas, level of controversy, unique risks, or potentially precedent-setting
effects are all factors to be considered in determining intensity of effect.
Context means that the effect(s) of an action must be analyzed within a framework, or within
physical or conceptual limits. Resource disciplines; location, type, or size of area affected
(e.g., site-specific, local, regional, national); and affected interests are all elements of context
that ultimately determine significance. Both long- and short-term effects are relevant to context.

4.1.3.1

Direct and Indirect Effects

A direct effect occurs at the same time and place as the action. Indirect effects are reasonably
foreseeable effects caused by an action that occur later in time or are removed in distance but
are still reasonably likely. Indirect impacts may include growth inducing effects and other effects
related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and
related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems
(40 CFR 1508.8). Direct and indirect effects are discussed in combination under each resource.

4.1.4

Mitigation for Impacts

Where applicable, mitigation measures are proposed in this document. If residual effects remain
after the mitigation is applied, those effects are described within the impact analysis. Mitigation
measures are a means to address environmental impacts that are applied in the impact analysis
to reduce intensity or eliminate the impacts. To be adequate and effective, CEQ regulations
(40 CFR 1508.20) require that mitigation measures fit into one of five categories:
(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action;
(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementation;
(c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment;
(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance
operations during the life of the action; or
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(e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
environments.
Mitigation measures required by the Forest Service and measures committed to by Midas Gold
Idaho, Inc. (Midas Gold) as part of design features of the SGP are described in Appendix D,
Mitigation Measures and Environmental Commitments; see Table D-1 Preliminary Mitigation
Measures Required by the Forest Service and Table D-2 Mitigation Measures Proposed by
Midas Gold as Project Design Features, respectively. The impact analyses in the following
sections have taken these mitigation measures into consideration, as well as measures
routinely required through federal, state or local laws, regulations, or permitting.

4.1.5

Cumulative Effects

In accordance with NEPA and the CEQ guidelines, cumulative effects are to be analyzed as a
component of any project undergoing a NEPA analysis. Cumulative effects are additive or
interactive effects that would result from the incremental impact of the proposed action [or
alternatives] 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
(40 CFR 1508.7). Interactive effects may be either greater or less than the sum of the individual
effects; thus, the action’s contribution to the cumulative case could increase or decrease the net
effects. It also requires a logical connection with the potential effects of the proposed action.
This means that the specific past, present or RFFA must have potential interactive, additive,
and/or combined effects with direct and indirect impacts on a specific resource resulting from
the alternatives. This definition helps identify the projects, actions, and events that could interact
or combine with the SGP to produce cumulative effects.
The analysis considers effects of past, present, and RFFAs that are determined to be relevant
because the effects of these actions could increase or change in combination with the direct and
indirect effects of the proposal action or its alternatives. Relevant cumulative effects typically
result from human activities, climate change, and natural trends which produce effects that
accumulate within the temporal and geographic boundaries of the effects of the proposed
project. The purpose of cumulative effects analysis is to document the consideration of the
context and intensity of the effects of a proposed project, particularly whether the action is
related to other actions with individually insignificant but potentially cumulatively significant
impacts (40 CFR 1508.27(b)(7)).
Therefore, cumulative impacts are assessed by combining the potential environmental impacts
of the alternatives with the impacts of other actions that have occurred in the past, are currently
occurring, or are proposed in the future in the vicinity of the project area. The actions considered
in the cumulative impact analysis may vary from those of the proposed project in nature,
magnitude, and duration. These actions are considered based on their likelihood of occurrence,
and only projects with either ongoing or reasonably foreseeable impacts are identified. In
summary, cumulative impacts are past and present actions (baseline conditions) impacts plus
reasonably foreseeable actions impacts plus SGP impacts.
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If SGP impacts to a resource are identified as minor or not significant, it is unlikely that the SGP
impacts would contribute to cumulative effects. Also, any positive or beneficial effects that would
reduce impacts from past projects (e.g., reclaiming fish habitat, water quality improvement) are
identified as beneficial cumulative impacts. Note that if the SGP may contribute to an impact to
a resource some distance from the SGP area but could not be reasonably measured at that
distance, those projects, actions, or events would not be considered in this analysis.
Past, present, and RFFAs considered in the cumulative effects analysis are discussed below.
Cumulative effects are described in a separate subsection in each resource section for the
alternatives, based on applicable RFFAs discussed in Section 4.1.5.2, Reasonably Foreseeable
Future Actions and evaluated as being “reasonably foreseeable.”

4.1.5.1

Past and Present Actions

Past actions include activities that may have been initiated in the past but also could involve
present operations such as mineral exploration, infrastructure development, and non-mining
related actions. They may have lingering effects in degrading the environment or may influence
trends in the physical, biological, or social environment.
Present actions include mining projects and their related activities that may have just come
online or are currently underway and are causing impacts. They also may include other nonmining related projects currently in progress, such as timber sales or vegetation treatment;
recreation; other utility lines (e.g., powerlines) and roads; maintenance and use of the existing
transportation network; urban development in Valley County; private land development and
uses; and sand and gravel extraction.
Past and present actions that have an interactive, synergistic, and/or additive effect (per 40 CFR
1508.7) with a specific resource (such as lingering effects or influencing trends) in the SGP area
are described below:
Mineral Exploration and Mining Activities – Past and present mineral exploration and mining
have occurred in the vicinity of the mine site, including prospecting, exploration, underground
mining, and open pit mining. To support past mining, other related activities occurred in the
vicinity, including: ore milling and processing, tailings disposal, smelting, heap leaching of ore,
spent heap leach ore disposal, development rock disposal, hydropower generation, water
retention dam construction, saw mill operations, electric power transmission line construction,
and occupancy by thousands of people in housing camps and later in the town of Stibnite.
Two major periods of mineral exploration, development, and operations have occurred in the
past century, and have left behind substantial environmental impacts. Between the mid-1920s
and the 1950s, the area was mined for gold, silver, antimony, and tungsten mineralized
materials by both underground and, later, open pit mining methods. The second period of major
activity started with exploration activities in 1974 and was followed by open pit mining and
seasonal on-off heap leaching and one-time heap leaching from 1982 to 1997, with ore provided
by multiple operators from several locations, and processed in adjacent heap leaching facilities
(Forest Service 2015).
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The mining, milling and processing activities created numerous legacy impacts including
underground mine workings, multiple open pits, development rock dumps, tailings deposits,
heap leach pads, spent heap leach ore piles, a mill and smelter site, three town sites, camp
sites, a ruptured water dam (with its associated erosion and downstream sedimentation), haul
roads, an abandoned water diversion tunnel, and an airstrip.
Other past and/or present mining projects considered in the cumulative effects analysis include:
•

Fourth of July Mine – Located in Government Creek on National Forest System (NFS)
land, Fourth of July Mine has been inactive (Forest Service 2012).

•

Camp Bird Mine – Located in Logan Creek on private land, Camp Bird Mine has been
inactive for more than 30 years (Forest Service 2012).

•

Valley County Quarry Development – Development and operation of an aggregate
source to support the road maintenance activities on McCall-Stibnite Road (County
Road [CR] 50-412), Johnson Creek Road (CR 10-413), and other backcountry roads as
determined by Valley County (Forest Service 2017).

•

Walker Millsite – Located in Logan Creek on private land, the plan of operations
approved in 1990 included a 50 ton per day ball mill and gravity milling process with the
following components: a 50-foot by 100-foot by 8-foot-deep tailings impoundment,
1,000 feet of access road, a water transmission line, and explosives magazine. The
millsite on NFS land has been reclaimed (Forest Service 2012).

•

Golden Hand No. 1 and No. 2 Lode Mining Claims – Located in the Big Creek
drainage on 1,309 acres of NFS land, approximately 19 miles north of Yellow Pine, the
plan of operations included drilling operations, trenching and sampling, and reopening
the caved Ella Mine adit. The project also would include the collection of subsurface
geological information to prepare for a new mineral examination. The claims encompass
approximately 20 acres each and are adjacent to Coin Creek (Forest Service 2012).

•

Cinnabar Mine – Located 15 miles east of Yellow Pine and approximately 50 acres in
extent, most of the mining occurred during the 1950s. No reclamation has been
performed at the site and contaminants of concern include mercury, methylmercury, and
arsenic (EPA 2020).

Exploration activities for potential future mining development have been occurring for the last
decade and are ongoing at or within the vicinity of the SGP. Affiliates of Midas Gold initiated
mineral exploration activities in 2009 as part of the Golden Meadows Exploration Project to
better define the mineral deposit potential for the area. Activities associated with the Golden
Meadows Exploration Project included the use of the existing road network, and construction of
several temporary roads to access drill sites, drill pad construction, drilling on both NFS and
private lands, and reclamation (Forest Service 2015). The following is a brief summary of the
activities:
•

Midas Gold Exploratory Drilling (2009-2012) –Exploratory drilling consisting of
approximately 6 to 122 drill pads mostly occurred on private land. Crews were housed
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on private property in Yellow Pine. All equipment was staged on private property and
drilling activities generally occurred 24 hours per day. Water withdrawal sites included
existing sediment retention ponds and streams. Private and Forest Service temporary
roads were used and/or authorized to access drill pads located on NFS lands. Road
maintenance was needed to open the existing roads. For winter activities, chained
rubber-tired vehicle, helicopter, snowcat, or snowmobile provided access. Where drill
pads were located next to roads, some snow plowing occurred at select locations.
During snow-free periods, access occurred by helicopter, and where there was
authorized access on NFS land or on private land, rubber-tired vehicles also were used
for access. Midas Gold also drilled 16 new groundwater alluvial and bedrock monitoring
wells on 8 pads in 2012 (Forest Service 2015).
•

Monitoring Wells for the Golden Meadows Project (2013) – Midas Gold drilled four
new groundwater alluvial and bedrock monitoring wells on two pads in 2013. Exploration
drilling was conducted in 26 drill areas within NFS land. Twenty-four of the drill areas
were accessed by helicopter (i.e., for transport of equipment and crew) and contained
temporary helicopter-supported drill pads. No temporary roads were needed for these 24
drill areas (Forest Service 2015).

•

Midas Gold Baseline Studies (2013-2017) – Baseline data collection studies including
water quality, fishery surveys, wildlife surveys, and vegetation mapping were conducted
(Forest Service 2015).

•

Winter Geotechnical Study (2017) – Exploration drilling was conducted in 26 drill areas
within NFS land. Twenty-four of the drill areas were accessed by helicopter (i.e., for
transport of equipment and crew) and contain temporary helicopter-supported drill pads.
No temporary roads were needed for these 24 drill areas (Forest Service 2015).

•

Geotechnical Studies along Meadow Creek (2017) – Geotechnical study field work
program was conducted in support of feasibility level engineering work on the proposed
tailings impoundment and impoundment dam foundation conditions. Midas Gold utilized
a track mounted Cone-Penetrometer Test rig to access eight locations along Meadow
Creek in September/October 2017 (Forest Service 2015).

•

Operations Exploratory Drilling (2016-2019) – In addition to exploratory drilling for the
winter geotechnical study in 2017, expansion of an existing borrow source on NFS land
just east of the camp and shop area also occurred. The borrow material supplied
approximately 7,000 cubic yards of crushed rock to support the exploration program,
including road maintenance and site reclamation activities and also was used by
previous operators and the Forest Service. Approximately 141,000 gallons of fuel
(diesel, gasoline, and jet fuel) per calendar year was transported on existing Valley
County roads to the fuel storage facility (located on private land) (Forest Service 2015).

•

Exploration and Geotechnical Drilling (2018) – Midas Gold drilled 62 exploration and
geotechnical drilling pads within the project area. Fifty-six of the pads are tracksupported and the remaining six are helicopter-supported. None of the pads are steep
slope drill pads. The 62 proposed pads are located in the vicinities of the following water
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bodies: Upper East Fork South Fork Salmon River, Meadow Creek, Middle East Fork
South Fork Salmon River, Lower East Fork South Fork Salmon River, Upper Meadow
Creek, and West End Creek (HDR 2017).
•

On-going Monitoring for Golden Meadows Project – Monitoring for weeds, water
quality, minerals and geology, access and haul route water quality monitoring,
monitoring of water quality best management practices and project standard operating
procedures associated with haul and access road use, wildlife and rare plants continue
to be conducted (Forest Service 2015).

•

Burntlog Route Geophysical Investigation Field Work (2020-2021) – Midas Gold
collected geophysical data at proposed rock quarries, bridge abutments, cut slopes, and
soil nail/mechanically stabilized earth wall locations using four methods including a
Dynamic Cone Penetrometer Test, a track mounted excavator, a truck/track mounted
hollow stem auger/core rig, and a helicopter assisted casing advancer/core drill rig.
Midas Gold is investigating 24 locations by drilling or excavating 40 borings/test pits
along the proposed Burntlog Route. The geophysical investigation field work will last
approximately 40 days. Nearly half of the locations are situated along the existing
Burntlog Road and the remaining sites are located along the proposed new alignment of
the Burntlog Route between Trapper Creek and Stibnite (Midas Gold 2019). (Refer to
Table 4.1-2 in Section 4.1.5.2, Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions for additional
detail.)

Transportation Projects – Road maintenance, improvement projects, airstrip operations and
maintenance, and culvert and bridge replacements have occurred in the past and are expected
to continue in the future. Installation or improvement of culverts and bridges may impact aquatic
habitat due to construction-related effects and erosion. Maintenance of existing roadways,
culverts, and bridges will likely be short-term, while new roadways, culverts, and bridges would
have a larger effect. More information regarding current and future road maintenance and
airstrip operations are provided below:
•

Road Maintenance of NFS Roads – Thunder Mountain Road (National Forest System
Road 50375) and Meadow Creek Lookout Road (National Forest System Road 51290)
are both NFS maintenance level 2 roads that received maintenance in 2014 and are on
a regular maintenance schedule. Road maintenance activities include blading, slough
removal, and culvert cleaning. It is assumed that private landowners on private lands
keep roads open and maintained to meet their needs.

•

Road Maintenance of County Roads –Warren Profile Gap Road (CR 50-340) and the
road to the Big Creek Trailhead are currently maintained by Valley County under a
cooperative agreement; both roads are on an annual or biannual maintenance schedule.
Road maintenance activities include blading, slough removal, and culvert cleaning.
Smith Creek and Pueblo Summit Roads have not received any maintenance for years
(Forest Service 2016).
o

McCall-Stibnite Road (CR 50-412) is currently maintained by Valley County under a
cooperative agreement, on a regular maintenance schedule. There is an agreement
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between Valley County and Midas Gold to allow Midas Gold to provide maintenance
along the road from Yellow Pine to Midas Gold's property, “the road will be
continuously maintained during the open period. Maintenance will, in all respect, be
subject to review and approval by the Valley County Road Superintendent. The
Owner/Contractor will abide by the Schedule 8: Payette National Forest; Road
Maintenance Best Management Practices. During winter operations the
Owner/Contractor will maintain a vehicle and trailer parking and turn around area at
Profile Creek and Stibnite. The Owner/Contractor will place a temporary Valley
County owned and signed gate above the Profile Creek Road during the Spring
Breakup to prohibit any full-size vehicles from entering the Yellow Pine-Stibnite
Road, unless otherwise authorized. All-terrain vehicles (ATV), utility-terrain vehicles
and snow mobile access on the Yellow Pine-Stibnite Road will still be permitted for
the public at large during this temporary travel restriction.”
•

The Idaho Transportation Department (ITD), Division of Aeronautics maintains and
operates the Johnson Creek, Warm Springs, and Bruce Meadows airstrips which are
located on NFS land.

Mine Closure and Reclamation – Closure and reclamation of Hecla and SMI mining and
processing facilities located in the headwaters of EFSFSR and Sugar Creek occurred between
1993 and 2000. Several Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act Removal Actions also were conducted in the same area by the Forest Service,
Environmental Protection Agency, and Exxon-Mobil Corporation to minimize risks to human
health and the environment from legacy mining and processing activities during the 1930s, 40s,
and 50s.
Recreation and Tourism – Past and present recreation and tourism activities include sport
hunting, fishing, trapping, boating and river recreation, camping, hiking, backpacking,
outfitter/guide operations, tourist services – Big Creek Lodge, Elk Springs Outfitters, and Juniper
Mountain Outfitters. These activities take place primarily from late spring to late fall, and there
may be small plane, helicopter, and vehicle traffic associated with access.
Infrastructure Development – Past and present community infrastructure projects include the
transmission line upgrades in the West Central Mountain Electric Plan 2014, which follows the
general location of the SGP upgraded transmission line route (Idaho Power Company [IPCo]
2014).
Water Diversions and Hydro Power Projects – There are eight water diversions on federal and
private lands in vicinity of the SGP area. There also are three residential, small-scale
hydroelectric operations (0.4 to 0.9 cubic feet per second permitted), and one hydroelectric
operation at Big Creek Lodge.
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Wildland Fire, Noxious Weed Control, and Firewood Harvest – There have been numerous
wildland fires in vicinity of the SGP area and it is likely more will occur in the future. Past fires
within the headwaters of the EFSFSR and Sugar Creek include: Indian Creek Point
(12,204 acres); Tamarack (2,348 acres); Bishop Creek (2,610 acres); Cascade Complex
(299,930 acres); Thunder City (13,263 acres). Removal of firewood for non-commercial use has
occurred in the past and is expected to continue in the future on NFS land, in compliance with
general permit requirements for the Payette National Forest. Several noxious weed species
have been identified in the vicinity of the SGP including spotted knapweed, Canada thistle,
yellow toadflax, and rush skeletonweed. Treatment of noxious weeds occurs regularly
throughout the area. Treatments include chemical spraying and pulling. Main areas of treatment
for noxious weeds include Chamberlain area, Beaver Creek, and Big Creek trails, and along
road access areas.
Forest Management - These activities include easements and other management actions.
There are several easements in the SGP area and vicinity that are granted and maintained by
the Forest Service including: Road Right-of-Way, Forest Road and Trail Act (FRTA) on McCallStibnite Road (CR 50-412), Road Right-of-Way and Linear Utility easement to the IPCo. The
Yellow Pine Blowdown Project near Yellow Pine was conducted to remove down material from
camping and recreating areas, reduce the risk of insect outbreak, and to reduce the fuel loading
to help to ensure the safety of the Yellow Pine community.
Commercial and Subsistence Harvest of Fish and Wildlife – Past and present harvest of fish
and wildlife for recreational and subsistence purposes puts some degree of pressure on those
resources. Legal hunting, fishing, and trapping has occurred and is currently occurring in the
SGP area and vicinity. Fish and wildlife resources are managed by the Idaho Department of
Fish and Game and federal agencies to maintain sustainable populations. Managers use
management tools such as harvest limits and areas open and closed to sport and commercial
harvest of fish and wildlife to maintain sustainable resources and allocate harvest. Section 4.12,
Fish Resources and Fish Habitat and Section 4.13, Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat describe historic
trends for area wildlife and fish populations.

4.1.5.2

Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions

For the EIS analysis, determination of RFFAs involved the identification of permit applications
for the Forest Service and Valley County, existing plans, and scoping comments to assess
which potential projects or activities are reasonably likely to occur in the SGP area that would
result in overlapping effects, both spatially and temporally, with the alternatives. The evaluation
of RFFAs also considers the likelihood of the action moving forward.
NEPA requires analysis of “reasonably foreseeable” future actions and does not require
speculation about unknown future events. Therefore, the cumulative effects analysis is generally
limited to projects with known locations and descriptions, usually those for which a permit
application has been filed or other public announcement made with enough detail to allow for
comparison provided. Projects with known locations and descriptions that have been considered
as “reasonably foreseeable” include the continuation of present actions such as recreation
activities, mine exploration activities, private land development and uses, and timber sales.
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Table 4.1-2 provides a detailed list of the RFFAs considered in the cumulative analysis and
Figure 4.1-1 shows the location of these RFFAs. Figure 4.1-1 also shows relevant RFFAs and
historic fire boundaries that might be reasonably expected to contribute measurably to
cumulative effects from the SGP for one or more resources (e.g., watersheds, transportation
routes). Individual resource sections discuss a cumulative analysis area specific to that resource
and, therefore, may not consider all of the RFFAs shown in Figure 4.1-1, or in certain cases
may consider an area larger than shown (e.g., airsheds).
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Figure Source: AECOM 2020

Figure 4.1-1 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions
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Table 4.1-2

Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions in the Vicinity of the SGP Area

Project or
Activity Name
South Fork
Restoration and
Access Management
Plan (RAMP)

Forest Service
Document/
District
EA
(PNF SOPA, BNF
SOPA)

Brief Description
- Recreation management
- Watershed management
- Road management
This project will address both restoration and public and private access
needs to determine the minimum road system, improve watershed
condition, provide ATV and motorcycle trail opportunities, and provide
dispersed camping and parking opportunities.
The project includes numerous actions relating to watershed restoration,
motorized and non-motorized access, and improvements of recreation
facilities within the South Fork Salmon River (SFSR) watershed within a
329,000-acre project area.
http://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=51257

Approximate
Construction/
Operation Dates
In Progress:
Objection Period Legal Notice:
12/18/2019
Expected Decision: 11/2020
Expected Implementation:
12/2020

East Fork Salmon
River Restoration
and Access
Management Plan
(RAMP)

(PNF)

Scoping for the East Fork Salmon River (EFSR) RAMP is on hold until late
2020/early 2021. The spatial extent of the EFSR RAMP could include
Yellow Pine, Big Creek, and Thunder Mountain within the PNF. The
purpose of the EFSR RAMP is travel management. The Forest Service
would conduct travel planning to identify a Minimum Road System (MRS)
(36 CFR 212 Subpart A) and the routes open for public use (36 CFR 212
Subpart B).

Expected scoping: spring 2021

Granite Meadows

EIS (PNF SOPA)

- Recreation management
- Wildlife, fish, rare plants
- Forest products
- Vegetation management (other than forest products)
- Fuels management
- Watershed management
- Road management
This is the fifth project within the PNF’s Collaborative Forest Landscape
Restoration Program. Proposed treatments include timber harvest, thinning,
prescribed fire, road treatments and road decommissioning, watershed
improvement and restoration treatments, and recreation improvements.
Coordination with existing permittees on grazing schedules also would be
included to meet the purpose and need related to fuels reduction.

In Progress:
Estimated DEIS NOA in
Federal Register 12/2020
Expected Decision: 9/2021
Expected Implementation:
10/2021
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Project or
Activity Name

Forest Service
Document/
District

Brief Description

Approximate
Construction/
Operation Dates

The Granite Meadows Project area totals approximately 83,000 acres and
includes approximately 70,000 acres of NFS lands within the New Meadows
and McCall Ranger Districts on the PNF. Additionally, the project area
includes approximately 7,000 acres of state land and 6,000 acres of private
land. The project is located in the Hard Creek, Hartsell Creek-North Fork
Payette River, Elk Creek-Little Salmon River, Lower Meadows Valley-Little
Salmon River, Round Valley Creek-Little Salmon River, Sixmile Creek-Little
Salmon River, Box Creek-North Fork Payette River, Fisher Creek, and
Payette Lake subwatersheds with the Little Salmon and North Fork of the
Payette subbasins.
http://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=54029
Big Creek Hazardous
Fuel Reduction

EA
(Big Creek Road
Plan of Operations
EA; PNF SOPA)

- Fuels management
Community protection for Edwardsburg/Big Creek area using commercial
and noncommercial treatments and prescription fire to reduce hazardous
fuels. Treatments are on Forest Service lands along public roads and
adjacent to private property, outside of wilderness.
The project would create an area of reduced wildfire risk and fire
severity/intensity on NFS lands around Big Creek and Edwardsburg and
private property using commercial timber harvest, understory treatment, and
prescribed burning.
Approximately 10,600 acres would be treated with this project in one of the
following manners:
• Approximately 2,250 acres of mechanical treatments consisting of
commercial and noncommercial thinning, using tractor, jammer or skyline
systems, or mastication.
• Approximately 550 acres of non-commercial thinning within Riparian
Conservation Areas using hand treatments and pile burning.
• Approximately 7,800 acres of natural fuel prescribed fire burn blocks. Less
than 1 mile of temporary road could be constructed to facilitate equipment
access and product removal and would be reclaimed after vegetation
management treatments were completed.
http://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=54260

In Progress:
Objection Period Legal Notice:
04/17/2020
Expected Decision: 10/2020
Expected Implementation:
11/2020

Burntlog Route
Geophysical
Investigation

CE (BNF SOPA)

- Minerals and geology
The purpose of the investigation is to collect crucial geophysical data along
the existing Burnt Log Road and proposed new alignment between Trapper
Creek and Stibnite.

In Progress:
Scoping Start: 02/10/2020
Expected Decision: 09/2020
Expected Implementation:
05/2021
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Project or
Activity Name

Forest Service
Document/
District

Brief Description

Approximate
Construction/
Operation Dates

SH 55 Banks Beach
Parking Study

ITD and FHWAWFLHD

Safety and operational improvement at the Banks Beach picnic area,
located at milepost 77.9 on the west side of SH 55 (approximately 1 mile
south of the intersection of SH 55 and Banks-Lowman Road).

Alternatives Analysis, Public
Notification, and Design: 2020

SH 55 Smiths Ferry
Improvements

ITD

Safety improvement on SH 55 from Smiths Ferry to Round Valley. The
project is expected to take 2 to 2.5 years to construct (four or five spring
and fall blasting periods).

Construction to begin: Fall 2020

Morgan Ridge
Exploratory Drilling
Plan of Operations

EA
(PNF SOPA)

A plan of operations is being considered to conduct exploratory drilling for
locatable minerals from four drill pads, including six 1,500-foot core holes
and the use/repair of 3.1 miles of existing routes as temporary road for
motorized vehicle access.
http://www.fs.fed.us/nepa/nepa_project_exp.php?project=49889

On hold

Wildlife Conservation
Strategy

EIS
(Forest Plan
Amendment) 101
(PNF SOPA)

- Land management planning
- Wildlife, Fish, Rare plants
Short- and long-term management strategies and priorities for maintaining
and restoring habitats associated with terrestrial wildlife species.
http://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=28633

On hold

Table Source: FHWA 2020, Forest Service 2018, 2020a and 2020b, ITD 2020
Table Notes:
ATV = all-terrain vehicle; BNF = Boise National Forest; CE = Categorical Exemption; EA = Environmental Assessment; EFSR = East Fork Salmon River; EIS =
Environmental Impact Statement; FHWA-WFLHD = Federal Highway Administration, Western Federal Lands Highway Division; IPCo = Idaho Power Company;
ITD = Idaho Transportation Department; NFS = National Forest System; NOA = Notice of Availability; PNF = Payette National Forest; RAMP = Restoration and
Access Management Plan; SFSR = South Fork Salmon River; SOPA = Schedule of Proposed Actions
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4.1.6

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of
Public Resources

The CEQ regulations require an evaluation of “any irreversible or irretrievable commitments of
resources which would be involved in the proposal should it be implemented” (40 CFR
1502.16).
A commitment of resources is irreversible when the impacts of the SGP would limit the future
options for use of the resource. This applies primarily to non-renewable resources or to
processes or resources that are renewable over long periods of time.
A commitment of resources is irretrievable when the impacts of the SGP would result in a loss
of production or use of renewable resources. These opportunities are foregone for the period of
the SGP, during which the resource cannot be used. These decisions are reversible, but the
utilization opportunities foregone are irretrievable.

4.1.7

Short-term Uses versus Long-term Productivity

The CEQ regulations require an evaluation of environmental sustainability considering the
relationship between short-term uses of the environment and the maintenance and
enhancement of long-term productivity (40 CFR 1502.16). Each resource section provides a
brief discussion of the short-term effects of the SGP versus the maintenance and enhancement
of potential long-term productivity of each resource in its analysis area.

4.1.8

Forest Plan Consistency and Potential
Amendments

The 2003 Payette National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Payette Forest Plan)
and 2010 Boise National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Boise Forest Plan)
provide guidance for the management of lands and activities within each respective National
Forest. The Forest Plans accomplish this by establishing desired conditions, goals, objectives,
standards, and guidelines. Desired conditions, goals, and objectives are applicable on a forestwide basis. Standards and guidelines are either applicable on a forest-wide basis or by specific
management areas.
A review of all standards in the Forest Plans within forest-wide and specific management areas
was conducted to identify aspects of the Forest Plans where the proposed activities of the SGP
were found to be inconsistent with relevant standards and for which amendments are proposed.
The purpose of the amendments is to ensure consistency between the SGP and the Forest
Plans. A total of 5 Payette Forest Plan and 9 Boise Forest Plan standards were identified where
a project-specific amendment would be required. For additional details on the project-specific
amendments and their specific rationale, see Appendix A Forest Plan Consistency and Land
and Resource Management Plan Amendments.

Stibnite Gold Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

4.1-20

