
 
July 14, 2025 
 
Robert Sevon 
BLM Humboldt River Field Office 
5100 East Winnemucca Blvd., Winnemucca, Nevada 89445 
 
Re: Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Spring Valley Mine 
Project, Pershing County, Nevada (DOI-BLM-NV-W010-2025-0010-EIS) 
 
Dear Mr. Sevon,  
 
Thank you for your assistance in gathering supporting technical documents regarding the proposed 
Spring Valley Mine Project (Project). Great Basin Resource Watch (GBRW) submits the following 
comments and concerns about the Final Environmental Impacts Statement (FEIS) and associated 
effect on the environment and communities. These groups hereby incorporate into the record all 
previous comments submitted regarding the Spring Valley Mine Project and related operations. 
 
BLM Use of 10-foot Groundwater Drawdown  
 
In its response to comments, BLM claims that using a 10-foot drawdown is the best possible given 
“model limitations, model uncertainty, and model error”; however, the FEIS provides no assessment 
of this uncertainty.  Absent the uncertainty analysis, the public has no way to evaluate the validity of 
this statement in the FEIS.  Drawdown maps do not show the range of uncertainty in the drawdown 
contours either, so it is not clear that the uncertainty can be illustrated.  This calls into question 
whether statements on uncertainty can be substantiated with evidence. 
 
There is reference to "sensitivity analysis” that explores how much variation exists when certain 
parameters are changed, but does not address inherent uncertainty in the model.  For a given set of 
parameters there is still an uncertainty, which is what is being referenced in the FEIS by “model 
uncertainty.”  There is no data provided to justify the position that the inherent uncertainty prevents 
the use of a drawdown criterion of less than 10 feet.  
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BLM also startes that “considering the broad regional extent of the numerical modeling domain, and 
lack of hydrogeologic data outside of the mine exploration and mining area, it is not reasonable to 
use numerical modeling to predict areas with drawdown of less than 10 feet.”  (FEIS, A-36) The 
projects that GBRW cited in comments on the DEIS that used a less than 10-foot drawdown 
analysis have just as much “broad regional extent of the numerical modeling domain,” but BLM 
does not address this and why a different standard of modeling rigor is applied.   
 
The phrase  “lack of hydrogeologic data outside of the mine exploration and mining area” is an 
admission that the baseline date is incomplete.  BLM needed to require that the data was collected to 
ensure that a complete and thorough model could be developed so that the full consequences of the 
proposed mine could be determined. 
 
BLM claims that natural fluctuations commonly exceed 10 feet particularly in fractured rock aquifer, 
and that “Drawdowns of less than 10 feet are not considered since these changes probably would 
not be measurable or distinguishable from natural seasonal and annual variations in groundwater 
levels.” (FEIS A-35)  The reality is that project drawdown would increase the time over which “these 
changes” would occur because drawdown caused by different stresses (say, changes in recharge and 
dewatering pumping) are additive. Also note that BLM relies on natural variability when choosing 
not to consider less than 10 feet of drawdown when it chose not to consider this type of variability 
in the model. 
 
The BLM provides a perfect example of why drawdown less than ten feet, or possibly no drawdown 
at all, could affect springs.  The FEIS for the Rhyolite Ridge Boron-Lithium mine states that “if the 
springs are sources from upwelling groundwater, the dewatering may decrease the amount of water 
discharged to the spring” (Rhyolite Ridge Boron-Lithium, FEIS at 4-44). If there is depressurization 
at depth but the water still discharges at the surface, but at reduced rates, the model would show no 
observable drawdown but there would be a decrease in the gradient driving the flow. Gradient is the 
pressure drop between two points; vertical gradient is the head drop between points on the vertical. 
Head is the sum of pressure and elevation of the point, and if there is more pressure at depth there 
is an upward gradient. Dewatering would decrease in pressure at depth but not on the surface; the 
decreased gradient would decrease the upward flow thereby eliminating discharge at the surface. 
 
BLM admits generally that springs can be affected by less than 10-foot drawdown stating that 
“numerical models could be used to provide predictions of drawdown of less than 10 feet, and 
drawdown of less than 10 feet could impact flow in some perennial springs and streams.” (FEIS 
A-36).   As GBRW cited in its comments on the Draft EIS (GBRW p. 3) that numerous other BLM 
EIS documents for recently permitted mining operations stated the need to address less than 
10-foot drawdown impacts.  To do so an additional surface one-mile buffer around the 10-foot 
drawdown was used to try to capture those potential effects on surface waters and the wildlife 
dependent upon those surface waters.   BLM in the FEIS for Spring Valley and its response to 
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comments does not explain or provide evidence as to why the same standard of analysis is not used:  
not at least applying the one-mile buffer to determine potential impacts to surface waters. 
 
BLM also justified using the 10-foot drawdown because it has done so for 30 years. Thirty years of 
doing it wrong is not a justification to continue doing so.  
 
BLM states in the FEIS response to comments (p. A36) that “The monitoring requirements in the 
SWMMP can include a buffer of one mile (or based on topographic breaks) for a more conservative 
estimate.”  Thus, BLM is admitting that it would be better to evaluate to less than 10-foot but using 
a one-mile buffer, yet BLM does not require this in the impact analysis.  Monitoring is after the fact, 
and the FEIS should reveal the effects of the mine project to the best available science as part of the 
permitting process.  Only when the full consequences of the mine project are explored can complete 
environmental measures and mitigation plans be developed and analyzed.   
 
BLM Response to Financial Assurance Recommendations 
 
While it's noted that the specific financial assurance mechanism will be developed at a later stage, its 
existence and structure are crucial to the viability of long-term monitoring and mitigation, 
particularly given the EIS acknowledges impacts extending beyond 500 years. Given the 
unprecedented duration and potential risks to local water resources, a credible, enforceable funding 
mechanism is not ancillary but central to ensuring the effectiveness of proposed mitigation. For this 
reason, its absence from NEPA analysis limits the public’s ability to assess whether long-term 
commitments can be sustained over such a timescale. 
 
Water Resource Mitigation Measures 

The proposed mitigation remains insufficient to fully address the long-term and spatially diffuse 
impacts to local riparian ecosystems. While the plan includes mitigation for certain identified springs, 
it does not adequately account for broader hydrologic interconnectivity or delayed dewatering effects 
on more distant or upgradient spring systems, many of which play vital roles in supporting sensitive 
riparian habitats and biodiversity. 

Excluding streamflow impacts to systems such as Cottonwood Canyon, Indian Creek, Spring Valley 
Creek, and the American and South American Canyons from required mitigation overlooks the 
cumulative and potentially delayed nature of hydrologic drawdown—especially when the Final EIS 
itself acknowledges that impacts could persist or evolve for 500 years or more. These stream systems 
are not isolated, and their flow regimes are likely to be affected, directly or indirectly, by long-term 
subsurface changes. 

To ensure that impacts are effectively monitored and mitigated across the full spatial and temporal 
scale of the project, the mitigation plan should include a more robust and scientifically defensible 
monitoring network. This should involve: 
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●​ Additional monitoring wells and surface gauges at upgradient and more distant spring sites, 
beyond those currently listed in Table 4-6;​
 

●​ Baseline ecological assessments to understand the dependence of specific riparian 
communities on spring and streamflow conditions;​
 

●​ Adaptive thresholds that trigger responsive mitigation if drawdown or flow reductions 
exceed modeled projections 

A more robust monitoring network will allow for better “triggers” (downgradient monitoring) for 
mitigation needs at earlier stages in monitoring.  To achieve this groundwater level monitoring needs 
to be done between potentially affected surface waters and the groundwater pumping, so a threat is 
identified before damage is done to the surface water. Given the unprecedented timescales involved, 
early detection of unanticipated impacts is critical. A broader and more proactive monitoring 
network would not only improve confidence in the mitigation plan, but also fulfill NEPA’s 
requirement for informed decision-making and long-term environmental stewardship. 

Conclusion 
 
We look forward to BLM’s compliance with federal and state laws as noted above. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Hadder 
Executive Director, Great Basin Resource Watch 
 
Fermina Stevens 
Executive Director, Western Shoshone Defense Project 

 
Olivia Tanager 
Executive Director, Sierra Club Toiyabe Chapter 
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