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Chapter 7 

Response to Comments 

 

7.1 Introduction 
 Purpose 

As defined by Section 15050 of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines, the Kern County Planning Department is the Lead Agency 
responsible for preparing the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) 
for the revised Soledad Mountain Project ("Revised Project"). This Final SEIR 
presents the environmental information and analyses that have been prepared for 
the Revised Project, including comments received addressing the adequacy of the 
Draft SEIR, and responses to those comments. In addition to the responses to 
comments, clarifications, corrections or minor revisions have been made to the 
Draft SEIR. This document, the Draft SEIR, and the Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring Program (MMMP) comprise the Final SEIR and will be used by the 
Kern County Planning Commission for consideration of the Revised Project. Any 
decision by the Planning Commission made pursuant to Section 19.102.130 of 
the Kern County Zoning Ordinance is subject to appeal to the Kern County 
Board of Supervisors. 
 

 Environmental Review Process 
The Kern County Planning Department prepared and circulated a Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) for a 30-day public review and comment period that began 
August 18, 2008 and ended on September 17, 2008. The purpose of the NOP was 
to formally convey that Kern County (County) was preparing a SEIR for the 
Revised Project and to solicit input regarding the scope and content of the SEIR. 
Twelve comment letters were received and the environmental concerns raised in 
those comments were addressed in the Draft SEIR. 
 
In conjunction with the NOP, the County provided public notice of a scoping 
meeting that was held on September 12, 2008 to provide a forum for public 
comments on the scope of the SEIR. A representative of Kern County 
Environmental Health Hazardous Materials stated that his division would be 
submitting written comments. No additional oral or written comments were 
received at that meeting. 
 
A Draft SEIR (State Clearinghouse No. 1996061052) for the revised Soledad 
Mountain Project was circulated for a 45-day public review period that began on 
January 11, 2010 and ended on February 25, 2010. The County received twenty-
eight (28) written comment letters on the Draft SEIR. 
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Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that the Lead Agency 
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons and agencies 
that reviewed the Draft SEIR and prepare a written response addressing each of 
the comments received. The responses to comments are contained in this Volume 
8, Chapter 7 of the Draft SEIR. Volumes 1 through 8 comprise the Final SEIR. 
 
A list of those agencies, organizations, and interested parties that have 
commented on the Draft SEIR is provided below. A copy of each numbered 
comment letter and lettered response to each comment follows this list. 

■ State Agencies: 

1. Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse  
2. Native American Heritage Commission 
3. California State Lands Commission 
4. State of California Resources Agency, Department of Conservation, 

Office of Mine Reclamation 

■ Local Agencies: 

5. Kern County Roads Department 
6. Kern County Air Pollution Control District 
7. Kern County Environmental Health Services Department 

■ Organizations/Associations: 

8. Mojave Chamber of Commerce 
9. Sierra Club 

■ Interested Parties: 

10. Vangelene and Will Harris 
11. Mr. Deryl Box 
12. Ms. Misty Young 
13. Mr. Timothy W. Tuttle 
14. Ms. Lisa Engelsman 
15. Mr. Jim Price 
16. Mr. Robert L. Henson, Sr. 
17. Ms. Barbara Joyce Robinson 
18. Mr. John Goit 
19. Mr. Thomas Flynn 
20. Mr. Michael Mariscal 
21. E. Winston 
22. Mr. Gideon Kracov 
23. Ms. Margery Cline 
24. Mr. John Thompson 
25. Mr. Tom Ross 
26. Mr. James Hooper 
27. Pacific States Land Company 
28. Mr. Eric H. Kelbacher 
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7.2 Revisions to the Soledad Mountain Project 
Draft Supplemental EIR 

The following revisions have been made to the text of the Draft SEIR, generally in 
response to comment letters received. Any changes to Mitigation Measures below will 
also be reflected in Chapter 1, Table 1-2 (Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and 
Level of Significance). Additions to the text are indicated with underline formatting, and 
text deletions are indicated with strikethrough formatting. 

 

 

Chapter 1, page 1-5: Section 1.2.3, Project Objectives, has been modified as follows: 
 

The project Applicant is the Golden Queen Mining Co., Inc. (GQM). The 
Applicant’s objectives for the proposed project are as follows:  
 
■ Construct and operate mining, ore processing and project support facilities to 

recover precious metal (gold and silver) from the Soledad Mountain mineral 
resource. The proposed project will occur on and within fee lands, mining 
leases, patented mining claims and unpatented mining claims owned and/or 
controlled by Golden Queen Mining Co. Inc.  

■ Develop and operate a mine to recover gold from the Soledad Mountain 
Project ore deposit within the boundary of the property controlled by Golden 
Queen Mining Co. Inc. 

■ Meet the market demand for precious metal. 

■ Recover precious metals in a manner that is environmentally responsible and 
to comply with applicable laws and regulations while optimizing precious 
metal production, maximizing the utilization of the resource and meeting the 
financial expectations of its shareholders. 

■ Mine and process quality waste rock as aggregate for sale. 
 

 

Chapter 2, page 2-2: The Draft SEIR (p. 2-17) states that, "The Revised Project and its 
revised Surface Mining and Reclamation Plan would require approval of one new and 
two modified Conditional Use Permits in addition to the nonsummary vacation of a road 
(public access easement). These discretionary applications will be reviewed and 
processed in accordance with procedures and requirements contained in the County 
Zoning Ordinance and the California Streets and Highways Code."  
 
The following paragraph under Section 2.2.1, Decision-Making and Public Disclosure, 
has been modified consistent with the County Zoning Ordinance (19.102.130), which 
specifies that the County Planning Commission has discretionary approval authority for 
the requested new and modified Conditional Use Permits (CUPs). A CUP is the means by 
which a Surface Mining and Reclamation Plan is permitted in Kern County. The non-
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summary vacation of a portion of New Eagle Road will require approval by the Board of 
Supervisors.  
 

An EIR is a public informational document used in the planning and decision 
making process. The purpose of this SEIR is to comparatively analyze the 
environmental impacts of the proposed Project in light of the original project 
evaluated in the County-certified “Soledad Mountain Project Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement, State 
Clearinghouse [SCH] No. 1996061052” (1997 FEIR/EIS). The Kern County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will consider the information in 
the SEIR, including the public comments and staff response to those comments, 
during the public hearing process. As a legislative action, the a final decision as 
to whether to vacate a road as part of the project can only will be made at by the 
Board of Supervisors’ at a public hearing, where the project may be approved, 
conditionally approved or denied.  

 
 

Chapter 2, page 2-6: The following paragraph has been modified consistent with the 
County Zoning Ordinance (19.102.130). 
 

■ Certification of Supplemental Final EIR (Supplemental FEIR) 

Acting as an advisory body to the Kern County Board of Supervisors, tThe 
Kern County Planning Commission will consider and make 
recommendations on the Supplemental FEIR and the Revised Project. Upon 
receipt of the Planning Commission’s recommendations, and the Board of 
Supervisors will consider the Supplemental FEIR, all public comments, and 
the Revised Project before taking final action on the Revised Project. At least 
one public hearing will be held by both the Planning Commission and the 
Board of Supervisors to consider whether to certify the Supplemental FEIR, 
take public testimony, and either approve, conditionally approve, or deny the 
Revised Project. As a legislative action, a final decision as to whether to 
vacate a road as part of the project can only be made by the Board of 
Supervisors at a public hearing. 

 
 

Chapter 2, page 2-8: The following sentence has been revised to indicate the correct 
review period for the Notice of Preparation (NOP). Other occurrences of the NOP review 
period in the Draft Supplemental EIR are correct.  
 

The County issued the IS/NOP on August 18, 2008 with a 30-day public review 
period that ended on September 3017, 2008. 
 

  

Chapter 2, page 2-8: The following sentence has been added to clarify the result of the 
public scoping meeting held on September 12, 2008. 
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The County also engaged the public and sought community participation in the 
scoping process for the environmental document by conducting a scoping 
meeting on September 12, 2008 to receive comments on the forthcoming 
Supplemental EIR. A representative of Kern County Environmental Health 
Hazardous Materials stated that his division would be submitting written 
comments. No additional oral or written comments were received at that meeting.  
 

 

Chapter 3, pages 3-4 and 3-5: Section 3.2, Project Objectives, has been modified as 
follows: 
 

The project Applicant is the Golden Queen Mining Co., Inc. (GQM). The 
Applicant’s objectives for the proposed project are as follows:  
 
■ Construct and operate mining, ore processing and project support facilities to 

recover precious metal (gold and silver) from the Soledad Mountain mineral 
resource. The proposed project will occur on and within fee lands, mining 
leases, patented mining claims and unpatented mining claims owned and/or 
controlled by Golden Queen Mining Co. Inc.  

■ Develop and operate a mine to recover gold from the Soledad Mountain 
Project ore deposit within the boundary of the property controlled by Golden 
Queen Mining Co. Inc. 

■ Meet the market demand for precious metal. 

■ Recover precious metals in a manner that is environmentally responsible and 
to comply with applicable laws and regulations while optimizing precious 
metal production, maximizing the utilization of the resource and meeting the 
financial expectations of its shareholders. 

■ Mine and process quality waste rock as aggregate for sale. 
 

 

Chapter 3, pages 3-26 and 3-27: Section 3.7.5, Crushing-Screening Plant, has been 
modified as follows: 
 

The fine ore stockpile is included in the HPGR circuit to provide flexibility in the 
operation of the crushing-screening plant. The live capacity of the fine ore 
stockpile is large enough to permit the operators to move and reposition the 
grasshopper conveyors and the stacker on the heap every day without 
interrupting the operation of the plant and the HPGR. The fine ore stockpile has a 
nominal live capacity of 3,300 tons. Fine ore is conveyed by the overland 
conveyor and a series of grasshopper conveyors to a stacker and the heap. Dust 
emissions from the primary screen and HPGR discharge and transfer points will 
be controlled with a wet scrubber. 
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Chapter 3, pages 3-29: In response to comment 9-B (Sierra Club) and 28-E (Mr. Eric H. 
Kelbacher), clarification on the use of the overflow pond has been provided: 
 

The HLF is designed as a closed system with zero discharge of solutions. Dilute 
cyanide solution will be applied to the ore heaps via drip emitters at a design 
flow rate of approximately 4,400 gallons per minute (gpm) and an application 
rate of 0.004 gpm per square foot, with cyanide concentrations ranging from 150 
to 300 milligram per liter and pH values higher than 10.5. Drip lines and drip 
emitters will be buried. The processed solution that percolates through the heap is 
termed “pregnant solution” and it will be collected at the base of the heap in a 
network of pipes that will flow by gravity to the pump box. An overflow pond, 
located downstream of the pump box, is strictly intended to provide operational 
flexibility and contingency capacity for upset conditions. The pregnant solution 
will be pumped to the Merrill-Crowe plant. 

 
 

Chapter 3, pages 3-44: In response to comment 9-I (Sierra Club) and 27-G (Pacific 
States Land Company), clarification of the wet scrubber in Section 3.12.2, Air Quality, 
has been modified as follows: 
 

• Various particulate emissions control methods will be implemented with the 
Revised Project, including: 
 

 Hood to enclose trucks when dumping at the primary crusher receiving 
hopper. 
 

 Water Sprays to control dust emissions in the primary crusher 
 

 Sonic Foggers to control dust emissions at the transfer points. 
 

 Wet Scrubber to control dust emissions at and above the primary screen 
and HPGR discharge and transfer points. 
 

 Bin Vents/Filters for dust control at the cement silo and the backup 
cement storage vessel 
 

 Wet Material to minimize stockpile fugitive dust emissions. 
 

 Dust Collection System for drilling operations 
 

 Additive Application/Watering to minimize fugitive dust during 
material hauling 
 

 Highly Maintained Haul/Access Roads to minimize fugitive dust from 
vehicle travel over unpaved roads (Air Sciences 2009b, p. 24) 
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Section 4.1.3, page 4.1-10: The following paragraph is expanded consistent with the text 
found in Section 4.2.4, pages 4.2-35 to 4.2-36: 
 

At the time of the Draft SEIR preparation, Kern County and the State of 
California have has not developed a quantified threshold of significance for GHG 
emissions, but a project found to contribute to a net decrease in GHG emissions 
and found to be consistent with the implementation of the CARB Scoping Plan 
(2008) is presumed to have less-than-significant GHG impacts.  
 

 
 
Section 4.1, page 4.1-12: In response to comments 6-A and 6-B by the Kern County Air 
Pollution Control District (KCAPCD), the first bullet under Regulatory Requirements has 
been modified as follows to reflect that local regulations will also be reviewed by the 
KCAPCD: 

 
• The Kern County Air Pollution Control District (KCAPCD) will review 

facility designs and operations for compliance with Federal, and California, 
and local regulations for the protection of air quality. An application for 
Authority to Construct has been will be submitted to the KCAPCD.  

 
 

 
Section 4.1.3, page 4.1-24: In response to comment 2-E by the Native American 
Heritage Commission, the second bullet under Regulatory Requirements has been 
modified to remain consistent with the cited provisions in Public Resources Code Section 
5097.98(a):  
 

Compliance with 1997 FEIR/EIS Mitigation Measures 
 
Cultural and Historical Impact 1. Project related activities could disturb or 
destroy potentially significant sites. 
 
Regulatory Requirements 
 
• If any unknown cultural resources (i.e., archaeological artifacts, human 

remains, paleontological resources) are discovered in the course of 
operations on federal land, the operator shall bring this to the attention of the 
authorized officer and shall leave such discovery intact until told to proceed 
by the authorized officer. 

 
• In the event of discovery of human remains, work in the area will halt until 

the coroner has determined that no investigation of the cause of death is 
required; or, if the remains are of Native American origin, descendants have 
made a recommendation to the owner regarding proper disposal of remains, 
or no descendants have been identified or descendants failed to make a 
recommendation with 24 hours of notification. If no recommendation is 
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received, remains are to be reinterred with appropriate dignity on the 
property in a location not subject to future development. 

 
If the remains are determined to be of Native American origin, descendants are 
afforded due notification process under the provision of Public Resource Code 
Section 5097.98(a). 
 

 

Section 4.1, page 4.1-41: The list of Existing Mitigation Measures/Conditions of 
Approval has been modified as follows:  

 
• Surface disturbance outside the project area will be kept to a minimum by 

clearly delineating operating areas to limit roads and vehicle traffic outside 
designated areas. (Condition of Approval No. 10) 

• Growth media stockpiles will be stabilized by allowing germination of seeds 
naturally contained in the soil. (Condition of Approval No. 11) 

• The feasibility of inoculation of soil with biological components will be 
investigated in test plots. (Condition of Approval No. 12) 

• Site drainage will be inspected periodically to assure that excessive erosion is 
not occurring. In the event excessive erosion is identified, the drainage plan 
will be revised in consultation with the Kern County Planning Department. 
(Condition of Approval No. 13) 

• Additional erosion prevention techniques include: (a) Site drainage will be 
retained onsite; (b) Site roads and drainages will be inspected by Golden 
Queen personnel after rainfall events which result in surface flow to ensure 
erosion prevention is maintained and upgraded as needed; (c) Drainage from 
the tops of overburden piles will be directed away from the slopes toward the 
pit; (d) Salvaged growth media will be stockpiled away from areas of 
concentrated drainage; (e) Reclamation of disturbed areas will occur as soon 
as possible. (Condition of Approval No. 14) 

 
 

 
Section 4.1, page 4.1-44: The following paragraph has been modified to clarify that the 
discussion of water quality pertains to threshold of significance f as well as a. 
 

For Hydrology and Water Quality threshold thresholds of significance a and 
f, the Domestic Water Well Chemistry Assessment (ARCADIS 2007a) concluded 
that water quality will be within Drinking Water Regulations and significant 
impacts would not result. As indicated, "Results on the samples collected… 
indicate that the water quality in both wells meet current California Drinking 
Water Standards for all constituents analyzed." (p. 1) 

 
 

 
Section 4.1, page 4.1-46: The following paragraph has been modified to clarify that the 
discussion of drainage and flood issues pertains to thresholds of significance g through j 
as well as c, d and e. 
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For Hydrology and Water Quality threshold thresholds of significance c, d 
and e, and g through j, applicable technical studies include: 

 
 
 

Section 4.1, page 4.1-46: The following paragraph has been modified to clarify that the 
Flood Hazard Evaluation (Golder 2008) and Conditional Letter of Map Revision 
application (Rivertech 2009) were prepared as technical support for the Site Drainage 
Plan (Golder 2009) and are located in Volume 3, Appendices L and H, respectively. The 
Site Drainage Plan is included as Attachment M to the Surface Mining Reclamation Plan 
Application, dated December 1, 2009, located in Volume 2. Appendix B . 
 

The Flood Hazard Evaluation (Golder 2008), as well as a Conditional Letter of 
Map Revision (CLOMR) application (Rivertech, Inc. 2009), were prepared as an 
update to support the technical findings and recommendations in the Site 
Drainage Plan (Golder 2009) and to address and evaluate construction of a 
portion of the facility within the 100-year floodplain, as mapped by FEMA, as 
well as to determine and confirm storm water flows previously estimated for the 
design of culverts for the new access road and the ditch around the northern 
perimeter of the Phase 1 heap leach pad. The Applicant's consulting engineers 
have had discussions with the Kern County Floodplain Management Section and 
the Kern County Roads Department. It is expected that the Applicant will apply 
to FEMA for a Conditional Letter of Map Revision once approvals are received 
from Kern County.  
 

 

Section 4.1, page 4.1-50: The second list item under Existing Mitigation 
Measures/Conditions of Approval has been modified as follows:  

 
Land Use Impact 1. The project could conflict with the uses, plans, and goals 
of the community in the area.  

• Buildings and structures will be painted with non-reflective earthtone 
colors to blend with the predominant background. (Condition of 
Approval No. 45) 

• Outdoor lighting for the mine pit and other areas of nighttime activities 
will be shielded and directed downward to reduce fugitive light. Light 
poles will be no higher than necessary for safe and efficient lighting. 
Low-pressure sodium bulbs or other appropriate technology will be used 
for outdoor lighting. (Condition of Approval No. 2046) 

 
 

Section 4.2, page 4.2-39: In response to comment 9-I (Sierra Club) and 27-G (Pacific 
States Land Company), the second list item under Emissions Sources and Controls has 
been modified to reflect the use of the wet scrubber as follows:  

• Hood to enclose trucks when dumping at the primary crusher receiving 
hopper.  
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• Water Sprays to control dust emissions in the primary crusher 
• Sonic Foggers to control dust emissions at the transfer points.  
• Wet Scrubber to control dust emissions at and above the primary screen and 

HPGR discharge and transfer points. 
• Bin Vents/Filters for dust control at the cement silo and the backup cement 

storage vessel  
• Wet Material to minimize stockpile fugitive dust emissions. 
• Dust Collection System for drilling operations 
• Additive Application/Watering to minimize fugitive dust during material 

hauling 
• Highly Maintained Haul/Access Roads to minimize fugitive dust from 

vehicle travel over unpaved roads (AQ/HRA, p. 24). 
 

 

Chapter 6, page 6-3: Section 6.2.1, Project Objectives, has been modified as follows: 
 

The Applicant’s objectives for the Revised Project are as follows:  
 
■ Construct and operate mining, ore processing and project support facilities to 

recover precious metal (gold and silver) from the Soledad Mountain mineral 
resource. The proposed project will occur on and within fee lands, mining 
leases, patented mining claims and unpatented mining claims owned and/or 
controlled by Golden Queen Mining Co. Inc.  

■ Develop and operate a mine to recover gold from the Soledad Mountain 
Project ore deposit within the boundary of the property controlled by Golden 
Queen Mining Co. Inc. 

■ Meet the market demand for precious metal. 

■ Recover precious metals in a manner that is environmentally responsible and 
to comply with applicable laws and regulations while optimizing precious 
metal production, maximizing the utilization of the resource and meeting the 
financial expectations of its shareholders. 

■ Mine and process waste rock as aggregate for sale. 
 

 

Chapter 6, page 6-19: The following paragraph under Ability to Avoid or Substantially 
Lessen Project Impacts has been modified to clarify that the term "beneficial effect" 
comparatively describes the alternative's environmental impact reduction benefit relative 
to the Revised Project. It does not refer to a positive environmental benefit (e.g., resource 
enhancement) that is measured against baseline environmental conditions.  
 

This alternative examines the environmental effects of a decreased rate of mining 
and ore processing relative to the Revised Project. This alternative would have a 
slight beneficial effect less impact on drawdown of groundwater levels, slightly 
lower noise levels and slightly less traffic. The alternative would produce a 
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negligible impact on water supply due to the need for an increased total amount 
of water. With respect to other resources affected, there would be no significant 
difference between this alternative and the Revised Project. 

 
 

Chapter 6, page 6-20 to 6-21: The following paragraph under Ability to Avoid or 
Substantially Lessen Project Impacts has been modified to clarify that the term 
"beneficial effect" comparatively describes the alternative's environmental impact 
reduction benefit relative to the Revised Project. It does not refer to a positive 
environmental benefit (e.g., resource enhancement) that is measured against baseline 
environmental conditions.  
 

The Reduced Project Size alternative is primarily designed to minimize 
topographical impacts and incrementally improve visual impacts. This alternative 
would have a slight beneficial effect comparatively fewer impacts on the 
topographic profiles in relation to the Revised Project since less disturbed 
acreage is involved. This alternative would also have a slight beneficial effect 
fewer impacts on the vegetative resources of the affected area. With respect to 
the visual impact of this alternative, relative to the 1997 and Revised Projects, 
there would be a slightly beneficial difference reduced impact. Health hazard 
risks could increase as a result of this Reduced Project Size alternative, mainly 
due to the decreased acreage subject to reclamation. For all other resources 
affected, its environmental impacts are essentially equivalent to the Revised 
Project.  

 
 

Chapter 9, page 9-2: The following bibliographic entry has been corrected: 
 

Golden Queen Mining Co., Inc. 2009c. Surface Mining and Reclamation Plan 
Application for the Soledad Mount Project; April 2007, revised May 25 
December 1, 2009. 
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7.3 Response to Comments 
Each of the comment letters received addressing the Draft SEIR is reproduced in 
its entirety in this section. Each comment contained in each letter has been 
assigned a reference code. The responses to reference-coded comments follow 
each comment letter. 
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Letter 1 – Governor's Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and 
Planning Unit 

1-A 
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Response to Letter 1 
Governor's Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning 
Unit (February 25, 2010) 
 

1-A Thank you for forwarding the comment letter from the State of California Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC), dated February 16, 2010 and the 
comment letter from the California State Lands Commission (CSLC), dated 
February 17, 2010. The County of Kern has responded to those letters in this 
document. The NAHC and CSLC letters are included in this response document 
as Letters 2 and 3, respectively. The County also acknowledges receipt of the 
Document Details Report listing the State agencies that reviewed the Draft 
Supplement Environmental Impact Report. 
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Letter 2 – Native American Heritage Commission 

2-A 

2-B 

2-C 

2-D 
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2-E 

2-F 

2-G 

2-H 

2-I 

2-D 
Cont.
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Response to Letter 2 
Native American Heritage Commission (February 16, 2010) 
 

2-A Thank you for your comment indicating that the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) performed a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search and found 
that Native American Cultural resources are not within the area of potential effect 
(APE). This confirms the findings in the 1997 FEIR/EIS and the Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR).  

 
1997 FEIR/EIS Volume 5, Appendix VIII, includes the results of Phase I 
archaeological surveys and Phase II test excavations and determinations of 
significance. In 1997, interested Native American tribes and individuals 
requested tribal input regarding information on special religious and cultural 
values within the project area. Consultation between the County and interested 
Native American tribes and individuals was initiated in 1997, as described in the 
1997 FEIR/EIS (pp. 570-571).  
 
In addition, The Kern County Planning Department initiated the consultation 
process as part of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) on August 18, 2008. In 
response, the NAHC provided a list of Native American individuals and 
organizations. The Kern County Planning Department subsequently sent a copy 
of the Draft SEIR to those individuals identified by the NAHC in 1997, those 
identified from the 2008 NOP, and those identified by the NAHC during 
circulation of the Draft SEIR. 
 
As stated in the Draft SEIR (p. 4.1-25), subsequent Phase III data recovery was 
conducted by W&S Consultants on the project site in 2007. The Phase III report 
is included in Draft SEIR Volume 5, Appendix U. The Phase III effort provided 
current data for the four historically important sites, and it compiled all 
information previously obtained by studies in the field in the 1990s into a single 
report. Although the Phase III recommended no further archaeological 
investigation on-site, it acknowledged the need to provide archaeological 
monitoring in the event that historic burial sites are discovered during ground 
disturbance activities. Therefore, the County and the project proponent will 
continue with appropriate consultation, consistent with the NAHC's 
recommendation to contact persons on the list of Native American contacts. 
 

2-B Thank you for your comment recommending that a Native American Monitor or 
Native American culturally knowledgeable person be employed whenever a 
professional archaeologist is employed. The Revised Project is nearing the Final 
SEIR certification phase of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
environmental planning process. As indicated in Response to Comment No. 2-A, 
if the project is approved, future archaeological monitoring will be conducted 
consistent with the NAHC's recommendation and the mitigation measure 
monitoring provisions of the Final SEIR.  
 

2-C Thank you for your comment suggesting contact with the California Historic 
Resources Information System (CHRIS) at the Office of Historic Preservation 
(OHP) Coordinator's office. Archival research, including records searches, were 
conducted at the CHRIS Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center 
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(SSJVIC) at California State University, Bakersfield in 1997. Commenting on the 
1997 EIR/EIS, the SSJVIC confirmed that W & S Consultants had conducted a 
Phase I archaeological field survey of the entire project area in 1995, and that 
Phase II and III archaeological investigations and testing were conducted on all 
sites considered potentially significant. Please see Comment Letter 23 from 
Adele Baldwin, Assistant Coordinator, Southern San Joaquin Valley Information 
Center, dated July 14, 1997, as contained in Volume 7, Appendix V: 1997 
FEIR/EIS Volumes 5-7 of the Draft SEIR. 
 

2-D Thank you for your comment regarding consultation between the County and 
interested Native American tribes and individuals. Please see Response to 
Comment No. 2-A for a discussion of earlier consultations and provisions for 
future consultations with Native American tribal representatives.  

 
Regarding cultural landscapes as an historic resource type subject to the 1992 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, the 
comment is noted and will be considered, as appropriate, during ongoing site 
monitoring and resource documentation. The cultural resource investigations thus 
far (see Response to Comment No. 2-A) have been conducted with the intent of 
determining resource eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places and 
California Register of Historic Places. All investigations have been conducted by 
a professional archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualifications Standards in prehistoric archaeology, and all related 
documentation has been submitted to the Kern County Planning Department 
upon completion. 
 

2-E Thank you for your comment regarding avoidance of significant cultural 
resources and provisions following accidental discovery of archaeological 
resources and human remains. Please see Response to Comment No. 2-A 
regarding known historic cultural resources.  

 
Consistent with the cited provisions in Public Resources Code (PRC)Section 
5097.98 and Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5, the Draft SEIR (p. 4.1-24, 
Compliance with 1997 FEIR/EIS Mitigation Measures) reiterates from the 1997 
FEIR/EIS the following requirements for accidental discovery of significant 
cultural resources or human remains during ground disturbance. As indicated 
previously in Section 7.2 (Revisions to the Soledad Mountain Project Draft 
Supplemental EIR), the second bullet under Regulatory Requirements in the 
Draft SEIR has been modified based on NAHC's comment. Specifically, a 
statement affording due notification under PRC Section 5097.98(a) has been 
added. 
 

Regulatory Requirements 

• If any unknown cultural resources (i.e., archaeological artifacts, human 
remains, paleontological resources) are discovered in the course of 
operations on federal land, the operator shall bring this to the attention 
of the authorized officer and shall leave such discovery intact until told 
to proceed by the authorized officer. 

• In the event of discovery of human remains, work in the area will halt 
until the coroner has determined that no investigation of the cause of 
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death is required; or, if the remains are of Native American origin, 
descendants have made a recommendation to the owner regarding 
proper disposal of remains, or no descendants have been identified or 
descendants failed to make a recommendation with 24 hours of 
notification. If no recommendation is received, remains are to be 
reinterred with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not 
subject to future development.  

 
If the remains are determined to be of Native American origin, descendants 
are afforded due notification process under the provision of Public Resource 
Code Section 5097.98(a). 

 
Existing Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval  

• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #34 Artifacts from the historical sites will be used 
to establish a small display of historical mining activities onsite. After 
conclusion of the project, the items on display will be donated to a 
museum located in Kern County. (Condition of Approval No. 38) 

• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #35 As part of the worker education program, 
construction contractors and operations personnel will be instructed 
regarding the sensitivity of cultural resources and the presence of laws 
against unauthorized collection and disturbance. (Condition of Approval 
No. 39) 

• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #36 If any unknown archaeological/cultural 
resources are discovered on private land during the course of mining or 
reclamation, work in the area of discovery shall be stopped and a 
qualified archeologist contacted to evaluate the find and, if necessary, 
mitigate impacts prior to resumption of work. (Condition of Approval 
No. 40) 

• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #37 A Phase III Data Recovery (salvage 
excavation and architectural recording) will be conducted at four sites. 
(Condition of Approval No. 41) 

• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #38 Seven sites will have an archaeological 
monitor review the area during grading activity. (Condition of Approval 
No. 42) 

 
As indicated in the Draft SEIR (p. 4.1-23), the measure requiring Phase III data 
recovery has already been satisfied. The remaining measures are consistent with 
the NAHC comment letter, including the procedures for protection of 
undiscovered cultural resources during implementation of the Revised Project. 
 

2-F Thank you for your comment regarding the confidentiality of Sacred Lands File 
search results. It is noted for the record and will be made available to the decision 
makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
 

2-G Thank you for your comment regarding CEQA requirements for cooperation with 
Native American representatives to assure the appropriate and dignified 
treatment of Native American human remains and any associated grave liens. 
The 1997 FEIR/EIS and the Draft SEIR sufficiently address the possibility of 
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such discoveries during ground disturbance activities. Please see Response to 
Comment No. 2-E, above. 
 

2-H Thank you for your comment describing mandated procedures in the event of an 
accidental discovery of human remains, including determination of whether those 
remains are Native American. Please see Response to Comment No. 2-E, above. 

 
2-I Thank you for your comment regarding avoidance of significant cultural 

resources discovered during project planning and implementation. Please see 
Response to Comment No. 2-A and 2-E, above. 
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Letter 3 – California State Lands Commission 

3-A
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3-A 
Cont 
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Response to Letter 3 
California State Lands Commission (February 17, 2010) 
 

3-A Thank you for your comment describing the State's mineral interests and 
confirming that a lease from the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) is 
not required. As requested, the County of Kern will keep CSLC informed of the 
status of the permit process and any exploration and mining activities on the 
parcel containing the mineral interests administered by the CSLC. The requested 
correspondence will continue throughout the life of the project, including final 
reclamation work. 
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Letter 4 – State of California Resources Agency, Department of Conservation, 
Office of Mine Reclamation 
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4-A

4-B

4-C
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4-C 
Cont 

4-D

4-E

4-F

4-G
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4-H
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Response to Letter 4 
State of California Resources Agency, Department of Conservation, Office of Mine 
Reclamation (February 23, 2010) 
 

4-A Thank you for your comment regarding the scale and level of detail necessary for 
meaningful review of figures in the Draft Supplemental EIR. The project 
proponent has submitted Architectural D-size sheets (24 x 36 inches) to assist in 
reviewing printed versions of the following listed figures. In conformance with 
SMARA Section 2774(d)(2), the listed figures were provided to the Office of 
Mine Reclamation (OMR) as Attachment 1 to the Lead Agency's response letter 
dated March 10, 2010. Those figures are reproduced on 11 x 17 inch sheets 
following these responses. : 
 
• Figure 3-14  Heap Leach Pad Design (SEIR) 
• Figure 3-15  Stage 1 Channel Construction Design (SEIR) 
• Figure 3-16  Post Mining Drainage Plan (SEIR) 
• Drawing 2 Overall Drainage Channel Plan (CLOMR) 

 
The Lead Agency notes that the Drainage Channel Design has been signed and 
stamped by a California-registered engineer. The following figure has been 
revised and is also reproduced following these responses: 

 
• Figure 3-12  General Site Layout (SEIR) 
 
Using a scale factor of 1 inch equals 400 feet for a 1,400-acre site would require 
architectural sheets in excess of 24 x 36 inches or the need to employ numerous 
match lines. Consequently, digital copies (PDF format) of the aforementioned 
figures were provided to all DSEIR reviewers to allow the ability for the user to 
zoom in/out to facilitate readability.  
 

4-B Thank you for your comment regarding the State's backfill requirements for 
metallic mines and the need to revise the project plan to conform to said 
requirements.  
 
California Code of Regulations (CCR) section 3704.1 imposes several limitations 
on the requirement that metallic mines be backfilled to achieve not less than the 
original surface elevations. Subsection (h) makes an exception for the situation 
where there is insufficient material remaining to completely backfill excavations 
(the exception noted in the comment). Additional exceptions are found in 
Subsection (e), which provides in part: “The requirements of subsection (a) . . . 
notwithstanding, no final reclaimed fill slopes shall exceed 2:1 
(horizontal:vertical). . ..” Accordingly, subsections (a) and (e) together mean that 
backfilling the excavation must stop at the point that the maximum slope 
steepness factor of 2:1 has been achieved, even if the backfilling has not yet 
achieved the original surface elevation. The maximum slope steepness of 2:1 is 
the limiting factor in backfilling all of the Soledad Mountain Project pits.  
 
At the OMR’s request, additional information was furnished by the Lead Agency 
in electronic form regarding the post-backfilling contours of the proposed 
project, and was acknowledged as being received by your agency on February 
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22, 2010 (printed copy attached). The supplemental information demonstrated 
that, post-backfilling, all pits but the west pit be completely backfilled and would 
achieve the maximum 2:1 slope steepness specified by Section 3704.1(e). This 
represents the maximum backfilling allowed under the regulations for these pits. 
  
With respect to the west pit, the project’s surface mining and reclamation plan 
originally proposed to use the west pit for accumulation of rejects, or “fines”, 
from the aggregate production operation. As a general matter, containment of this 
material in the west pit was considered a prudent choice, because it would be 
more difficult to control erosion off uncontained fines than off waste rock. 
However, the Plan stated that slope stability concerns would prevent backfilling 
on top of the fines up to the 2:1 maximum slope steepness. The Lead Agency 
notes that CCR Section 3704.1(e) provides: “Final fill slopes shall have static 
and dynamic factors of safety, as determined by an engineer licensed in 
California, that are suitable for the proposed end use of the site and meet or 
exceed the requirements of applicable building or grading codes, ordinances, 
statute and regulations.” Thus, subsection (e) itself meant that backfilling was 
not required to achieve the original contours where to do so would produce 
slopes that do not meet the requisite static and dynamic factors of safety. 
 
Subsequent to the receipt of the OMR’s comments the project proponent has 
taken the opportunity to reexamine the Plan and make refinements to the Plan’s 
management of fines.  
 
As proposed, during the first 12 years of the project, the plan envisions 
excavation of a series of pits, and sequential backfilling of a mined-out phase 
with waste rock from the next pit. Aggregate production will commence in 
approximately the fifth year of operations. The surface mining and reclamation 
plan has been revised to indicate that for approximately the first eight years of 
aggregate production, approximately 25 percent, or 1 million tons, of total fines 
can be placed in the pits that are being backfilled during the first four phases of 
mining. This will not reduce the capacity of these pits to receive waste rock to 
any measurable degree, as the fines will simply fill voids in the backfill. The 
project proponent estimates that approximately 75 percent, or 3 million tons, of 
total fines would be directed to the west pit from aggregate production. This 
would keep the level of fines in the west pit below the rim of the pit. Under these 
circumstances, the project proponent’s engineers advise that slope stability 
concerns will not limit the ability to backfill the west pit to 2:1 slopes using 
leached and rinsed residues.  
 
Assuming maximum allowable backfilling for the west pit using leached and 
rinsed residues on top of the aggregate fines will be 2:1, it is expected that up to 
approximately 9 million tons of leached and rinsed residues could potentially be 
used to backfill the west pit. The project proponent has submitted additional 
figures depicting the backfill of the west pit using leached and rinsed residues on 
top of fines (see Attachment 2, Figures 1 through 3).  
 
However, it should be noted that the project proponent also intends to sell the 
leached and rinsed residues for other beneficial uses. The project proponent is 
currently evaluating the feasibility of selling the leached and rinsed residues for 
various uses. Depending upon the amount of leached and rinsed residues sold, all 
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mining pits, except the western-most pit would be completely backfilled. The 
west pit would be filled to the maximum feasible extent, as there may be 
insufficient material remaining on-site to allow complete backfill of the pit. If 
this occurs, then per CCR section 3704.1(h), no further backfilling will be 
required because at the conclusion of mining activities, an insufficient volume of 
materials in the form of overburden piles, waste rock piles, and processed or 
leached ore piles, will exist to perform the requisite task. 
  
It should also be noted that the Lead Agency intends to propose that approval of 
the project be conditioned to address backfilling of the open pits on the project 
site in accordance with CCR Section 3704.1.  
 

4-C Thank you for your comment regarding the need for reclamation plan provisions 
for performing backfilling activities in clearly defined phases to the engineering 
and geologic standards required for the end use. 
 
As proposed, the ultimate goal of reclamation will be to return the Soledad 
Mountain mine site to an end use of open space and wildlife habitat. The 
reclamation plan incorporates sequential backfilling in phases as the excavation 
proceeds. As already described in the surface mining and reclamation plan, 
backfilling is proposed to proceed in the following general sequence: 

 
• Waste rock from Phase 1 will be used to construct access roads or stockpiled 

for the aggregate operation. 

• Waste rock from Phase 2 will be used to construct the aggregate pad, and 
quality waste rock will be stockpiled for the aggregate operation. 

• Waste rock from Phase 3 will be backfilled into Phases 1 and 2. 

• Waste rock from Phase 4 will be backfilled into Phases 2 and 3. 

• Waste rock from Phase 5 will be backfilled into Phases 3 and 4. 
 

With sequential backfilling, reclamation can begin in Phases 1 and 2 while 
excavation is still underway in Phases 4 and 5. With the exception of the west pit, 
the project incorporates concurrent reclamation in conjunction with sequential 
backfilling. As described in Responses to Comment Nos. 4-B and 4-E herein, the 
west pit will be backfilled with fines and leached and rinsed residues. This 
backfilling will take place following the conclusion of excavation and the rinsing 
of residues on the Phase 2 heap leach pad. Micro-contouring will be used to 
create micro-basins, which are features designed to trap moisture and seeds. 
Growth media will be applied as irregular mounds or rows creating “garden 
spots” and re-seeding will use a mix of native seed. Additional information 
regarding revegetation is found in Attachment K of the surface mining and 
reclamation plan. 

 
With respect to protection of water quality, the approved 1997 project was 
reviewed by the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), 
which issued Waste Discharge Requirements allowing the project to proceed 
with appropriate protections for groundwater quality. The project proponent has 
submitted a new Report of Waste Discharge which is included as Appendices C 
through H in the surface mining and reclamation plan. In addition to the analysis 
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of water quality issues in the 1997 EIR/EIS and the 2009 Draft SEIR, and the 
mitigation measures contained therein, the Lead Agency will rely on the 
expertise of the RWQCB, as the responsible agency with expertise in the area of 
groundwater protection.  
 

4-D Thank you for your comment regarding the use of heap leach and rock dump 
materials for backfilling purposes, including the requirement to treat spent ore to 
RWQCB standards, if necessary, prior to being used as backfill material.  
 
As noted above, CCR section 3704.1(e) limits backfilling of the excavations to 
slopes no greater than 2:1. Consequently, the project proponent has revised the 
surface mining and reclamation plan to address backfilling the west pit using 
fines, in addition to leached and rinsed residues (see Response to Comment 4-B, 
above, and Attachment 2 following these responses). The leached residues will 
be rinsed and neutralized on the heap per the requirements of the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB), so no further treatment is expected to be 
needed. However, with respect to reclamation of the leached and rinsed residues, 
the Lead Agency will rely on the expertise of the RWQCB, as the responsible 
agency with expertise in the area of ground water protection, and expects that the 
Waste Discharge Requirements issued by the RWQCB will address this issue. 
The Lead Agency notes that in accordance with an existing condition of approval 
adopted when the project was originally considered, the project proponent will 
need to demonstrate compliance with all requirements of the California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board. Furthermore, any approvals or permits issued by 
that agency will need to be submitted to the Kern County Planning Department 
for incorporation into the approved surface mining and reclamation plan. 
 

4-E Thank you for your comment regarding prohibition against exceeding pre-mining 
surface contour elevations by more than 25 feet.  
 
As proposed, the project includes two heap leach pads. It was the desire of the 
project proponent to avoid use of the Phase 2 heap leach pad if not needed, so as 
to avoid impacting the existing habitat in the footprint of the pad. As described in 
the surface mining and reclamation plan, the Phase 2 heap leach pad would have 
been used only if percolation rates and leaching were not adequate on the upper 
lifts of the Phase 1 heap leach pad. Nevertheless, the Lead Agency notes that 
impacts resulting from construction and use of the Phase 2 heap leach pad have 
been fully evaluated in the Draft SEIR. 

 
The project proponent has revised the surface mining and reclamation plan to 
incorporate dividing the ore between two heap leach pads to reduce the overall 
height of the ore on the Phase 1 heap leach pad. Ore will not be stacked higher 
than 66 feet on the Phase 1 heap leach pad, or higher than 99 feet on the Phase 2 
heap leach pad. The project proponent proposes to stack ore on the heap leach 
pads in lifts of 33 feet. Although over time, leaching, rinsing and natural 
compaction will result in a lift diminishing in height to less than 30 feet, the 
residues remaining on the heap leach pads will exceed the pre-mining surface 
contour elevations by more than 25 feet and require redistribution.  

 
As noted in the response to Comment 4-B above, the project proponent intends to 
sell the leached and rinsed residues for other beneficial uses. However, if the 
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residues are not sold and removed from the site, the project proponent has 
demonstrated the redistribution of the residues at the conclusion of the project. 
To the extent that residues on the Phase 1 heap leach pad exceed the pre-mining 
surface contour elevations by more than 25 feet, the project proponent will 
redistribute a portion of the residues into the area south and west of the Phase 1 
heap leach pad, following dismantling of the crushing and screening plant. 
Additionally, some of the residues also may be backfilled into mined-out phases 
of the pits, if necessary. The project proponent, along with its consultants, is 
currently preparing conceptual drawings depicting this area following 
redistribution of the residues, and the Lead Agency will submit those drawings as 
soon as practicable for incorporation into the Plan in accordance with the 
provisions of SMARA.  

 
To the extent that residues on the Phase 2 heap leach pad following natural 
compaction exceed the pre-mining surface contour elevations by more than 25 
feet, the project proponent will backfill the residues into the West Pit until a 
maximum 2:1 slope is achieved (see Attachment 2 following these responses). If 
the residues remaining on the Phase 2 heap leach pad following this backfilling 
continue to exceed the pre-mining surface elevation by more than 25 feet, GQM 
will re-distribute a portion of the leached and rinsed residues by distributing them 
around the perimeter of the Phase 2 heap leach pad and to the north of the pad. 
As can be seen on the aerial photograph (see Attachment 3 following these 
responses), this area suffered substantial surface disturbance during prior mining 
and exploration activities on site.  

 
Reclamation following the re-distribution of leached and rinsed residues will 
proceed as described in the Draft SEIR and the surface mining and reclamation 
plan. The Lead Agency notes that any redistribution of leached and rinsed 
residues will stay within the footprint of the disturbed areas described in the 
Draft SEIR and will not substantially change any previously-described impacts or 
activities. The project proponent will undertake the movement of the leached and 
rinsed residues in conjunction with the planned reclamation activities described 
in the Draft SEIR. However, it is possible that redistribution of a portion of the 
residues from the Phase 2 heap leach pad will extend the duration of post-mining 
site reclamation activities by up to one year.  
 

4-F Thank you for your comment regarding slope stability analysis and differences in 
design configuration. As requested by the OMR’s comment, the project 
proponent’s consulting engineers are preparing an updated stability analysis for 
the waste rock storage and aggregate production pad. Additionally, the consulting 
engineers are currently preparing a stability analysis for the fill in the West Pit. 
Upon completion, both stability analyses will be submitted to the Lead Agency 
and incorporated into the approved surface mining and reclamation plan in 
accordance with the provisions of SMARA.  
 
Please also refer to Response to Comment 4-E, above. 
 

4-G Thank you for your comment regarding the requirement to design drainage 
channels and culverts to handle the 20-year/1-hour intensity storm in accordance 
with SMGB regulations. 
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The Lead Agency notes Rivertech's Soledad Mountain Hydrology Study dated 
September 2009, of the CLOMR, Figure 2 (page 2) represents the 100-year 
intensity-duration curve for the proposed project site. The 60 minute rainfall 
depth shown on this curve is 1.13 inches, not 0.45 inches as stated in the OMR 
comment. The misconception appears to stem from the hyetograph shown on 
page 3 of said report. Figure 3, found on page 3 in the hydrology 
section, represents the 3-hour portion of the 100-year storm hyetograph. The 
rainfall depths shown on the graph are in 5 minute unit periods. The 0.4 
inch depth of rainfall shown in the graph represents the amount of rain which 
would fall in the most intense portion of the 100-year storm over a 5 minute 
period of time. The total depth of rainfall during a one-hour period would be 
obtained by summing the 12 plotted depths of rainfall distributed about the peak 
of the curve displayed on the graph. The Lead Agency would like to remind the 
OMR that the Kern County Hydrology Manual provides for the 2/3rds, 1/3rd 
rainfall distribution found in the graph. The summation of these points 
is approximately 1.13 inch which is the depth of rainfall shown on Figure 2 for 
the one-hour duration. Documentation for the rainfall depths are also found in 
Appendix C of Rivertech's CLOMR application. 
 

4-H Thank you for your comment regarding determination of BMP locations at the 
time of construction rather than as part of pre-construction design drawings. 
Sizing and preliminary locations of facilities and BMPs is sufficiently defined for 
CEQA purposes and design drawings will be provided to the appropriate 
regulatory agencies prior to construction. Where field design is more suitable, the 
type and placement of BMPs will be coordinated with those agencies as well, as 
discussed below. 
 
The comment merges two distinct standards: the requirement in CCR section 
3503(e) that grading and revegetation be designed to minimize erosion, and the 
requirement in CCR section 3706(c) that erosion and sedimentation be controlled 
during all phases of the project. The existing figures in the submitted surface 
mining and reclamation plan identify the locations of many of the structures used 
to convey and manage runoff. However, many other control measures are Best 
Management Practices (BMP) that are flexible measures to be applied in addition 
to grading and revegetation to address the specific circumstances that can change 
over time, or even as quickly as day to day. SMARA does not require that BMPs 
be shown at a fixed location on design drawings or grading plans. If they were to 
be shown on the design drawings in this way, they would rapidly become 
obsolete, impeding the County’s ability to enforce the BMPs as needed. 
  
CCR section 3706(c) provides: “Erosion and sedimentation shall be controlled 
during all phases of construction, operation, reclamation, and closure of a surface 
mining operation to minimize siltation of lakes and watercourses, as required by 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board or the State Water Resources Control 
Board.” Erosion and sedimentation control will be specified by the Lahontan 
RWQCB under the State’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
General Construction Storm Water Permit, and in the Waste Discharge 
Requirements that will be issued for the project. In addition, the surface mining 
and reclamation plan and the Draft SEIR identify the following measures, 
including BMPs that will be implemented by the Project as identified below: 
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The Site Drainage Plan (Attachment M to the surface mining and reclamation 
plan) provides extensive detail, including approximate locations where feasible, 
of the erosion control measures that will be implemented in the project. These 
include:  
 
• Runoff will be diverted directly into sediment ponds. Sediment ponds are 

proposed as shown on Figure 2 and Figure 3, for the Phase 1, Stage 1 and the 
post-mining conditions, respectively. The pond locations and estimated 
required capacities are summarized in Table 5.2-1.  

• The preliminary layout and drainage associated with the crushing-screening 
plant, workshop and warehouse, fuel storage, equipment wash slab and 
laboratory are shown on Figure 3-16 (Post-mining Drainage Plan). A number 
of the facilities are located up gradient from the Phase 1 pad. Runoff 
originating above these facilities will be collected in ditches and routed both 
east and west around the perimeter of the pad.  

• A site specific Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures Plan (SPCC 
Plan) will be prepared prior to the start of operations. The SPCC Plan will 
contain details specific to each unit, including:  

o The fuel storage tanks will be set in a containment that will receive direct 
precipitation and any spills.  

o Solvents, waste oil, contaminated fuel and other similar residues from the 
workshop will be collected in a waste oil tank located in the immediate 
vicinity of the workshop and will typically be recycled.  

o The residues from the equipment wash slab will be strained and stored in 
two concrete tanks that are part of the wash slab. Residues that 
accumulate will be disposed of in an approved manner. 

o Runoff from the general yard area and heavy equipment ready-line will 
be contained in the immediate area. 

o Runoff from the crushing-screening plant will be contained in the 
immediate area.  

o Direct precipitation on the overland conveyor route and access road will 
be collected in the perimeter drainage ditches and routed both east and 
west around the perimeter of the pad. 

o The laboratory has been designed as a self-contained and fully enclosed 
facility with no discharge.  

o Provision has been made in the design of the Merrill-Crowe plant for 
containment of spills. The liner under the plant will be seamlessly 
connected to the overflow pond liner for containment in case of a spill. 

o Sodium cyanide used in the heap leach process, will be delivered as a 
30% aqueous solution with a pH of 12.5 in a tanker truck directly from 
the producer’s plant in Nevada. The contained weight of sodium cyanide 
will be approximately 15,000 lb per load. The cyanide solution will be 
transferred to a 20,000-gallon storage tank on site. The producer will 
supply and install a complete handling and fully protected storage system 
and this will include telemetry for a managed inventory. 
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o Domestic waste such as the waste from the offices and lunchrooms will 
be collected and removed by the local contractor charged with cleaning 
the offices, the first aid station and the toilet facility both during 
construction and once the mine is in production. 

 
• The waste rock dumps will be re-sloped to no greater than 2H:1V or 

approximately 27° as part of reclamation. Typical ripping and dozing 
patterns will be used on surfaces as has been successfully done at other 
operations in the California deserts. This is referred to as micro-contouring or 
creating micro-basins, and these features are designed to trap moisture and 
seeds. These features are therefore expected to trap any direct precipitation.  

• The conditional use permits for the original 1997 project, required additional 
erosion prevention techniques, including: (a) retention of site drainage on 
site; (b) inspection of site roads and drainages by mining personnel after 
rainfall events which result in surface flow, to ensure erosion prevention is 
maintained and upgraded as needed; (c) drainage from the tops of overburden 
piles will be directed away from the slopes towards the pit; (d) stockpiling of 
salvaged growth media away from areas of concentrated drainage; and (e) 
reclamation of disturbed areas as soon as possible. In addition, the 1997 
conditional use permits required periodic inspection of site drainage and 
updating of the Site Drainage Plan, as required.  

• A drainage channel has been designed to receive and safely convey the 
existing 100-year, 3-hour peak storm discharge, estimated to be on the order 
of 1,265 cfs, from both the offsite and onsite areas as required by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency. The proposed channel has been designed 
to be constructed with grade control structures to maintain the velocity and 
depth of flow at acceptable levels to protect the channel from erosion and 
avoid excessive velocities and depths of flow for both the existing peak 
discharge and the future developed peak discharge of 1,362 cfs.  

• The new access road will be constructed with four 103”x71” corrugated 
metal arch culverts to convey discharge from the 10-year storm event under 
the access road without overtopping. Runoff from the 100-year storm event 
may be permitted to overtop the access road to a depth less than 1.5 feet 
without flooding Silver Queen Road, in accordance with Kern County 
Standards. The final design of the access road and culverts will be submitted 
to the Kern County Roads Department for approval prior to construction. 

 
In addition, the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prepared in 
2008 (Attachment S to the surface mining and reclamation plan) includes and 
incorporates construction BMPs prepared in accordance with the California 
Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) Stormwater BMP Handbook. The 
SWPPP will be updated as the site is developed, if necessary, and incorporated 
into the approved surface mining and reclamation plan in accordance with the 
provisions of SMARA. Additionally, a copy of the most recently approved 
SWPPP will be maintained on site. The 2008 SWPPP identifies the erosion 
control, sediment control, tracking control, wind erosion control, non-storm 
water control, and waste management and materials pollution control BMPs that 
have been incorporated into the Project, including: 
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• To control erosion during construction, the project incorporates the following 
general principles:  

 
(1)  Preserve existing vegetation where required and when feasible.  
(2)  Apply temporary erosion control to remaining active and non-active 

areas as required by the California Stormwater BMP Handbook - 
Construction, and the contract documents.  

(3)  Stabilize non-active areas as soon as feasible after the cessation of 
construction activities.  

(4)  Control erosion in concentrated flow paths by applying erosion control 
blankets, check dams, erosion control seeding, and lining swales 
necessary.  

(5)  Apply seed to areas where activity is deemed substantially complete.  
(6)  At completion of construction, apply permanent erosion control to all 

remaining disturbed areas. 
 

The specific BMPs that will be implemented to control erosion on the 
construction site include: 
 

o EC-1, Scheduling;  
o EC-2, Preservation of Existing Vegetation; 
o ES-9, Earth Dikes & Drainage Swales; and 
o S-10, Velocity Dissipation Devices. 

 
• The Revised Project incorporates the following structural measures intended 

to complement and enhance the erosion control measures and reduce 
sediment discharges from construction areas:  

o SE-3, Silt Fence; 
o SE-6, Gravel Bag Berm; 
o SE-7, Street Sweeping and Vacuuming; and 
o SE-8, Sand Bag Barrier. 

 
• The following BMPs have been selected to control tracking from the 

construction site: 

o SE-7, Street Sweeping and Vacuuming; 
o TC-1, Stabilized Construction Entrance/Exit; and  
o TC-2, Stabilized Construction Roadway. 

 
• In addition, the following BMP has been selected to control dust from the 

construction site: 

o WE-1, Wind Erosion Control. 
 
A Dust Control Plan will also be submitted to the Kern County Air Pollution 
Control District. 
 
• An inventory of construction activities and potential non-storm water 

discharges is provided in the SWPPP. The following list indicates the BMPs 
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that have been selected to control non-storm water pollution on the 
construction site. Implementation and locations of some non-storm water 
control BMPs are shown on the Water Pollution Control Drawings in 
Attachment B to the SWPPP. 

o NS-1, Water Conservation Practice; 
o NS-3, Paving and Grinding Operations; 
o NS-5, Clear Water Diversion; 
o NS-6, Illicit Connection/Illegal Discharge Detection and Reporting; 
o NS-9, Vehicle and Equipment Fueling; 
o NS-12, Concrete Curing; and 
o NS-13, Concrete Finishing. 

 
• An inventory of construction activities, materials, and wastes is provided in 

the SWPPP. The BMP Consideration Checklist in Attachment C to the 
SWPPP and the following list indicates the BMPs that have been selected to 
handle materials and control construction site wastes. 

o WM-1, Material Delivery and Storage; 
o WM-2, Material Use; 
o WM-3, Stockpile Management; 
o WM-4, Spill Prevention and Control; 
o WM-5, Solid Waste Management; and  
o WM-9, Sanitary/Septic Waste Management. 

 
In addition to the BMPs identified in the surface mining and reclamation plan, 
and attachments thereto, the Draft SEIR and Project Description clearly identify 
several erosion-control measures, including BMPs that are incorporated into 
project construction, operations, and reclamation. These measures include those 
identified above, as well as the following: 

 
• Paving of part of the access road and surfacing of the remainder of the access 

road and all on-site parking with crushed rock. 
• Implementation of a surface water diversion system designed to collect and 

safely route surface water around the heap leach facility. 
• Precipitation will be retained within the solution management system, with 

no discharge or runoff.  
• Runoff from non-contact disturbed and reclaimed areas will be dissipated 

through evaporation, use in dust control, or controlled release. 
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Attachment 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 3-12  General Site Layout, Revised 
Figure 3-14  Heap Leach Pad Design 
Figure 3-15  Stage 1 Channel Construction Design 
Figure 3-16  Post Mining Drainage Plan 
Drawing 2 Overall Drainage Channel Plan 
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Figure 3-14 
Heap Leach Pad Design
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Figure 3-15
Stage 1 Channel Construction Plan

Source: Golden Queen Mining Co. Inc.
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Figure 3-16
Post-Mining Drainage Plan

Source: Golden Queen Mining Co. Inc.
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Attachment 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 1  West Pit Cross Sections 
Figure 2  West Pit Back Fill for Aggregate Fines 
Figure 3 West Pit Back Fill with Ramps 
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Figure 3-4 Aerial Photograph 
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Figure 3-4 
Aerial Photograph

Source: Aerial map from Google Earth.
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Attachment 4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Post-Backfilling Contours  
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Letter 5 – County of Kern Resource Management Agency, Roads Department 

5-A 
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Response to Letter 5 
County of Kern Resource Management Agency, Roads Department 
(January 22, 2010) 
 

5-A Thank you for your comment. It is noted for the record and will be made 
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
 



County of Kern  Chapter 7. Response to Comments 
 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report March 2010 
Golden Queen Mining Co. Inc. – Soledad Mountain Project 7-57

Letter 6 – Kern County Air Pollution Control District 

6-A

6-B

6-C
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6-D
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Response to Letter 6 
Kern County Air Pollution Control District (February 18, 2010) 
 

6-A Thank you for your comment regarding local air quality requirements. As 
indicated previously in Section 7.2 (Revisions to the Soledad Mountain Project 
Draft Supplemental EIR), the Draft Supplemental EIR (SEIR) has been modified 
based on KCAPCD's comment. Specifically, page 4.1-12 (Regulatory 
Requirements, first bullet) has been modified as follows:  
 

• The Kern County Air Pollution Control District (KCAPCD) will review 
facility designs and operations for compliance with Federal, and 
California, and local regulations for the protection of air quality. An 
application for Authority to Construct has been will be submitted to the 
KCAPCD.  

In addition, Draft SEIR Section 4.2 (Air Quality) includes a summary of local 
(KCAPCD and County of Kern) rules and regulations that are potentially 
applicable to the Revised Project, as provided in section 4.2.3 (Regulatory 
Setting). 
 

6-B Thank you for your comment regarding the status of Authority to Construct 
applications. Please see Response to Comment No. 6-A above for the 
corresponding revisions to the Draft Supplemental EIR. Additionally, Draft SEIR 
Section 4.2 (Air Quality) indicates the following:  
 

Following the Kern County Board of Supervisors' certification of the 1997 
FEIR/EIS and approval of the CUPs, the applicant submitted applications 
for Authority to Construct (ATC) permits to the KCAPCD. The applications 
demonstrated compliance with the applicable air quality regulations and 
standards, and as a result, KCAPCD issued seven ATC permits for the 1997 
Project in March 2002. GQM was evaluating various alternative designs at 
that time, and therefore the construction of the 1997 Project did not 
commence and the permits expired in March 2004 (Air Sciences 2009b, p. 
viii). (p. 4.2-1) 

 
6-C Thank you for your comment regarding the sources of upper air data. The 

methodology used for the upper air data was specified in the Soledad Mountain 
Project AERMOD PM10 and PM2.5 Modeling Protocol, prepared by Air 
Sciences Inc. in May 2009. The merging of upper air data was necessary because 
none of the publically available upper air stations that seem appropriate for the 
revised Soledad Mountain Project, including those in California and neighboring 
states, has sufficient data coverage to meet the regulatory completeness criteria. 
Air Sciences believes that the selected upper air data is appropriate and 
representative for the project. 
  
Although surface data are collected at the Daggett-Barstow station, there is no 
record in the conventional and publically available databases (NOAA RAOBS, 
NCDC IGRA, EPA SCRAM, etc.) that upper air measurements were made at this 
station. In addition, a search of historical data did not reveal upper air data for 
this station.  
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Although it is possible that upper air data is/was collected at this station, to Air 
Sciences' knowledge, it is not publically available, or in the format appropriate 
for AERMOD processing (FSL, TD6201). 
 
In their search, Air Sciences also found an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
Air Quality Report in San Bernardino County, approximately 50 miles east of 
Soledad Mountain, that required dispersion modeling. For their analysis, they 
used Daggett surface data with Desert Rock upper air data, which indicates that 
the upper air data for Daggett station may not have been publically available.  
 
Please see: 
 
http://www.sbcounty.gov/landuseservices/PublicNotices/EIRs/Nursery Products/ 
Appendix B - Air Quality1.pdf 
 

6-D Thank you for your comment regarding estimated controlled mercury emissions 
from the melt furnace and mercury retort. The County concurs with KCAPCD's 
conclusion and the project will be conditioned to verify emissions through 
monitoring and recording of actual mercury concentrations in ore on a regular 
basis.  
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Letter 7 – Kern County Environmental Health Services Department 

7-A

7-B

7-C

7-D
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Response to Letter 7 
Kern County Environmental Health Services Department (March 1, 2010) 
 

7-A Thank you for your comment. Pursuant to the Environmental Health Services 
Department's request, the following will be recommended to the decision-making 
authority for inclusion as a condition of the project’s approval:  
 

“The project proponent shall be permitted as a California Accidental Release 
Prevention Program (CalARP) facility with the Hazardous Materials 
Program of the Kern County Environmental Health Services Department 
prior to operation.”  

 
7-B Thank you for your comment. Pursuant to the Environmental Health Services 

Department's request, the following will be recommended to the decision-making 
authority for inclusion as a condition of the project’s approval:  
 

“The project proponent shall dispose of all construction and demolition waste 
at an approved landfill facility unless otherwise authorized by the Local 
Enforcement Agency (Environmental Health). Burying of waste on site shall 
be prohibited.”  
 

7-C Thank you for your comment. Pursuant to the Environmental Health Services 
Department's request, the following will be recommended to the decision-making 
authority for inclusion as a condition of the project’s approval:  
 

“The project proponent shall obtain a water supply permit from the 
California Department of Public Health Drinking Water Branch for use of the 
existing on site water well(s).” 

 
7-D Thank you for your comment. The following condition of approval was 

originally placed on the project in 1997:  
 

Condition of Approval No. 76:  
“Prior to deeming reclamation complete, all drill holes, water wells, and 
monitoring wells shall either be converted to allowable use or abandoned in 
accordance with applicable State and local requirements in effect at the time 
of abandonment.” 
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Letter 8 – Mojave Chamber of Commerce 

8-A 

8-B 

8-C 
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Response to Letter 8 
Mojave Chamber of Commerce (February 10, 2010) 
 

8-A Thank you for your comment in support of the project. It is noted for the record 
and will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 
proposed project. 

 
8-B Thank you for your comment indicating your general concurrence with the 

environmental analysis for the project. It is noted for the record and will be made 
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

 
8-C Thank you for your comment regarding the project's regional economic effects. It 

is noted for the record and will be made available to the decision makers prior to 
a final decision on the proposed project. 
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Letter 9 – Sierra Club 

9-A 

9-B 
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9-C 

9-D 

9-E 

9-F 

9-G 

9-H 

9-I 
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9-J 

9-K 

9-L 

9-M 

9-N 

9-O 



County of Kern  Chapter 7. Response to Comments 
 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report March 2010 
Golden Queen Mining Co. Inc. – Soledad Mountain Project 7-68

Response to Letter 9 
Sierra Club (February 24, 2010) 
 

9-A Thank you for your comment regarding cyanide complexing with cobalt. 
Compliance with current law in Montana is not relevant to the proposed project. 
As to whether "effluent cyanide is increasingly complexed with cobalt," Kern 
County inspectors will not be reviewing the Revised Project for this issue. It 
should be noted, however, that the project proponent has evaluated the ore at 
Soledad Mountain for cobalt and detected none. Extraction tests (using an acidic 
solution as required by the waste extraction test (WET) did not show any cobalt 
leaching (<0.01 mg/L which is the reporting limit). Iron is abundant in the ore 
(measured at 20,000 to 60,000 mg/kg or 2 – 6 wt %). It is highly likely that iron 
cyanide complexes will dominate the cyanide speciation in the heap during 
operation and at closure. Although iron and cobalt both form strong bonds with 
cyanide, iron and cobalt cyanide complexes degrade rapidly under UV light. 
Exposure of these complexes to sunlight will destroy them and in effect reduce 
cyanide concentrations. Nonetheless, monitoring of weak acid dissociable 
(WAD) cyanide, total cyanide, and elements such as iron and possibly cobalt if 
detected during operations will allow an understanding of the cyanide 
concentrations and cyanide complexes formed to assure proper management 
during closure. 
 

9-B Thank you for your comment regarding exposure of wildlife to cyanide. As 
described in the revised Soledad Mountain Project Draft Supplemental EIR 
(SEIR), the project has no planned "cyanide pools" to which wildlife, including 
bats, would have access. As a framework for understanding the types of surface 
water features that will be present on the project site, the Draft SEIR indicates 
that "Runoff from mining operations will be separated from the runoff from 
nonmining operations. All runoff from disturbed areas will be diverted directly 
into the sediment ponds.… Runoff from mining operations such as the plant area, 
pads and crushing and screening facility will be collected within each facility 
boundary and routed into the surface water collection system or stored within the 
pad solution control system in order to meet zero discharge criteria for these 
areas." (p. 3-43)  
 
Draft SEIR Section 3.7.6 (Heap Leach Facility) states, "The Heap Leach Facility 
(HLF) consists of the facilities that receive ore for leaching with dilute sodium 
cyanide solution (NaCN) and includes the heap leach pads, solution conveyance 
channel, pump box, and overflow pond." (p. 3-27) In describing the proposed 
overflow pond, the Draft SEIR has been revised to indicate that the overflow 
pond is strictly intended as a contingency and will not be used to store solutions 
during normal operations. It is therefore expected that the pond will typically be 
dry. Additionally, the following will be recommended to the decision-making 
authority for inclusion as a condition of the project’s approval:  
 
“The project proponent shall install netting or other protective measures 
approved by the Kern County Planning Department, around the heap leach 
facility pump box in a manner that prevents wildlife access. Said protective 
measures shall be continuously maintained in good condition.” 
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Draft SEIR Chapter 6 (Alternatives) includes an evaluation of alternative solution 
storage configurations comparing the favored, proposed configuration to the 
rejected "open solution storage pond" design. As described for the proposed 
configuration, "One of the important attributes of the valley-fill concept is the 
lack of solution ponds exterior to the leach pads. The toe berm will create a pond 
area for in-heap management of the solutions, runoff from precipitation and 
retention of the design storm event. The lack of barren and pregnant solution 
ponds minimizes hazards to wildlife." (p. 6-13) Open solution storage, on the 
other hand, "…have large surface areas that result in increased water losses due 
to evaporation and represent a threat to wildlife. Suitable locations for open 
solution storage ponds are not readily available at the project site. Because of 
the increased solution losses, wildlife hazards and lack of available sites, the 
open solution storage ponds alternative was eliminated from further 
consideration in the 1997 FEIR/EIS." (p. 6-13) 
 
Additionally, on page 4.1-13, under the list of Existing Mitigation 
Measures/Conditions of Approval from the 1997 FEIR/EIS, Mitigation Measure 
#28 provides that "Routine distribution of cyanide solution on the top of the heap 
leach pad will occur via a drip irrigation system and the heap leach pads will be 
contoured to prevent surface ponding which could attract birds and small 
animals. (Condition of Approval No. 32)"  
  

9-C Thank you for your comment regarding site disturbance areas and total 
reclamation acreage. As indicated in the Draft SEIR, "The project will result in 
direct physical impacts to approximately 905 acres, of which approximately 839 
acres will be reclaimed at the end of the mine life." (p. 1-2) With regard to the 
66-acre difference, the Draft SEIR further explains, "Disturbed areas that will be 
reclaimed include the Heap Leach Facility, waste rock pad constructed as a base 
for the aggregate operation, waste rock backfilled in mined-out portions of the 
open pits, processing and support facilities, access roads, exploration roads and 
drill pads. The [66 acres of] steep slopes in the open pits that are not covered by 
backfilled waste rock and the permanent access road to the top of Soledad 
Mountain will not be reclaimed. Figure 3-10 (Land Disturbance Areas) shows 
the expected disturbed areas, including the portions to be reclaimed."  
 

9-D Thank you for your comment regarding the restoration of soil and native plants to 
the site, including the use of fertilizers. Draft SEIR section 3.9.2 (Revegetation 
Plan) describes the basic components of the proposed revegetation techniques, 
including the proposed application of topsoil and growth media as irregular 
mounds or rows creating "garden spots," and blending with waste rock during 
reclamation. The list of revegetation techniques on pages 3-33 and 3-34 of 
Chapter 3 (Project Description) indicates that seeded areas will not require 
fertilizer and watering.  
 
In compliance with the existing regulatory requirements and mitigation measures 
carried over from the 1997 FEIR/EIS, the Draft SEIR (p. 4.1-29) states that the 
Revised Project will be subject to the following actions specifically related to the 
conservation and use of native soils as growth media: 
 

• Up to six inches of Arizo and Cajon type soils will be removed from 
areas to be disturbed and stockpiled as growth media for use in 



County of Kern  Chapter 7. Response to Comments 
 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report March 2010 
Golden Queen Mining Co. Inc. – Soledad Mountain Project 7-70

reclamation and revegetation. The reclamation plan will be reviewed and 
approved by Kern County.  

 
• Soils in areas subject to minimal disturbance will be left in place and 

stabilized, as necessary, in accordance with the surface mining and 
reclamation plan reviewed and approved by Kern County.  

 
• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #6 Growth media stockpiles will be stabilized by 

allowing germination of seeds naturally contained in the soil. (Condition 
of Approval No. 11) 

 
• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #8 The feasibility of inoculation of soil with 

biological components will be investigated in test plots. (Condition of 
Approval No. 12) 

 
Pages 4.1-30 and 4.1-31 of the Draft SEIR summarize related provisions of the 
Soil Salvage, Stockpiling, and Use Plan for the Soledad Mountain Project 
(Bamberg & Golder 2008), as follows:  

Growth media will be stripped ahead of construction and the areas to be 
stripped will be the minimum required at any one time to limit fugitive dust. 

Stripped growth media will be stockpiled at one of the three locations shown 
in Figure 2-1 [of Bamberg & Golder 2008]. Growth media will be placed in 
stockpiles 20 to 25 feet high and cover a total area of approximately 1.5 
acres. Access to these areas is currently available and no new road 
construction will be required. The stockpiles will be stabilized by grading 
and sloping the sides at 3H:1V or less, and covering the surfaces with a 
gravel/rock layer to prevent wind and water erosion.  

New technologies are available to protect finer stockpiled material from 
wind erosion such as a sealant that can be sprayed on the surface to bind the 
smaller particles. Such techniques may have to be tried if windblown dust is 
a problem. 

Stockpiles will be monitored to ensure that erosion is not taking place. 
Organic matter and other factors that promote growth, break down growth 
media that is stockpiled for longer periods. Golden Queen Mining is 
committed to progressive reclamation, and stockpiled growth media will 
therefore, be reapplied as early as possible in the life of the mine. Growth 
media may be applied as it is stripped since this method insures the best use 
(Bamberg & Golder 2008, p. 8). 

 
Despite finding that onsite soils are poor as growth medium given that soils are 
salvaged from areas with little soil development, Bamberg & Golder (2008) also 
concluded that soils can be salvaged and reclaimed with the Revised Project and 
stated the following: 

The physical and chemical characteristics of the soil itself (such as texture, 
pH, soluble salts and nutrients) permit growth of native plant species. The 
soils located at or near the surface had a better nutrient status with higher 
NPK values and some residual organic matter. The surface soils may contain 
abundant seed, and revegetation tests have shown good germination and 
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growth from seeds in salvaged surface soils.…Soils near the more 
moderately sloped areas around the base of the mountain potentially could 
be salvaged at the surface to a depth of about 0.5 feet as a source of seed. 
This stockpiled soil could act as a seedbank for distribution on surfaces to be 
reclaimed.…The locations and amounts of soil materials of the 0.5 feet that 
can be salvaged can be determined once final mining configuration and 
design details of facilities are determined. The amounts will be calculated 
during the reclamation planning, and presented in the reclamation plan. The 
balance of salvaged soil materials can be calculated, and the storage or 
distribution can be determined and become part of the reclamation planning 
(Bamberg & Golder 2008, p. 18). 

 
Finally, Volume 2 of the Draft SEIR includes the Revised Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Plan as Appendix B. Attachment K to that plan is the Revegetation 
Plan revised in March 2007 by S. Lynn Bamberg, LLC. The Revegetation Plan 
provides methods and criteria to enhance revegetation during construction and 
operations, and for final revegetation through a range of revegetation techniques 
as part of closure and reclamation. It also provides further justification for 
exclusion of fertilizers and other soil amendments from the revegetation plan.  
 

9-E Thank you for your comment regarding acid mine drainage and cobalt 
complexing. Please see Response to Comment No. 9-A for a response to the 
issue of cobalt complexing.  
 
With regard to acid mine drainage, referred to in the Draft SEIR as "acid rock 
drainage" (ARD), section 3.8.2 (Waste Rock Leachate Control) states:  
 

Weathering of the waste rock will occur very slowly. There is no 
indication that precipitation percolating through the waste rock will 
degrade groundwater quality. Samples of ore and waste rock have tested 
negative for acid rock drainage (ARD). The area’s low annual 
precipitation and high evaporation rates make it unlikely that there will 
be sufficient seepage through the waste rock dumps to initiate any 
chemical reactions for ARD and to transport the products from such 
reactions, such as elevated concentrations of metals and arsenic, to a 
receiving resource. The nearest body of surface water is an intermittent 
stream located approximately three miles west of the project. It is not 
expected that the waste rock will require mitigation or remedial 
measures. Regardless, the applicant will conduct an ongoing 
geotechnical monitoring program to confirm these conclusions, as 
proposed in the Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) (GQM et al. 2007). 

(Draft SEIR, p. 3-31)  
 
As also indicated in the Environmental Site Assessment (ARCADIS & GQM 
2008) and Soil Characterization Report (ARCADIS 2007b), the Draft SEIR 
states, "The [acid rock drainage] potential of waste materials in the project area 
is low to non-existent." (p. 4.1-36) 
 
With regard to both the heap leach facility liner and ARD potential, and based on 
the Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) (GQM et al. 2007), the Draft SEIR 
provides the following information: 
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Results of the geochemical characterization program…indicate that the 
potential of the ore to generate ARD [Acid Rock Drainage] or ML [Metal 
Leaching] is low to non-existent. During operations, the pH of the ore 
will be increased with the addition of cement and will contain varying 
levels of NaCN solution, which will be neutralized during the closure 
phase to bring the pH, and both total and WAD [Weak Acid Dissociable] 
cyanide to acceptable levels as established in the WDRs [Waste 
Discharge Requirements] to achieve a Group C solid mine waste 
classification.  

Site attributes within the immediate vicinity of the HLF (Heap Leach 
Facility) are also factors that will minimize the potential risk of water 
quality degradation. Key attributes include the depth to groundwater 
beneath the HLF at approximately 200 feet below NGL [Natural Ground 
Level], the lack of surface water features such as springs or seeps, the 
very low annual precipitation and high evaporation of the arid desert 
environment, and the low permeability of the formations below the HLF. 
(GQM et al. 2007, p. 10-2) 

The HLF [Heap Leach Facility] design components and leak detection 
systems…have been developed to provide for containment of the crushed 
ore and process solutions during operations and the leached and rinsed 
residues and solutions during closure. The heap leach pad design 
includes a full composite liner system consisting of a 1-foot thick soil 
liner and an 80-mil durable LLDPE [Linear Low Density Polyethylene] 
geomembrane liner. Additionally, the pad design provides a double-lined 
section with a LDCS [Leak Detection and Collection System] along the 
down gradient toe to facilitate monitoring the integrity of the HLF liner 
system. 

Furthermore, the LCRS [Leachate Collection and Recovery System] is 
designed to reduce the head on the liner. Engineering analyses of the 
HLF included complete geotechnical evaluations of the liner system for 
slope stability under both static and pseudostatic (earthquake) 
conditions. 

In addition, the extensive monitoring and contingency plans for the 
HLF…further minimize the potential risk of water quality degradation. 
The monitoring system is designed to detect any potential seepage losses 
at the first stage of solution containment. (GQM et al. 2007, p. 10-2 and 
10-3) 

Based on its evaluation of the above elements, GQM (Golden Queen 
Mining) concludes that the combination of positive waste characteristics 
and site attributes, the HLF [Heap Leach Facility] design, quality control 
and quality assurance during construction, operational plans, and the 
monitoring program, demonstrate that the construction and operation of 
the HLF will not cause a significant threat to the water quality of 
receiving waters, and the proposed WMU [Waste Management Unit] 
classification meets regulatory criteria. (GQM et al. 2007, p. 10-3) 

(Draft SEIR, p. 4.1-45)  
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9-F Thank you for your comment. The price of gold or silver does not affect 
reclamation obligations under the State's Surface Mining and Reclamation Act 
(SMARA) of 1975 (Public Resources Code, Division 2, Chapter 9, Section 2710 
et seq.). Under SMARA, the requisite financial assurance must be posted prior to 
commencement of operation; address existing disturbance and that anticipated in 
the upcoming calendar year; and be reviewed annually by Kern County and the 
State Office of Mine Reclamation (OMR). Release of financial assurance upon 
cessation of mining and completion of reclamation per adopted plan will require 
County, OMR, Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) concurrence. 
 

9-G Thank you for your comment regarding backfilling objectives and feasibility. 
Generally speaking, metallic mines must be backfilled to achieve not less than 
the original surface elevations. However, given limitations imposed by California 
Code of Regulations (CCR) sections 3704.1(a) and 3704.1(e), backfilling of a 
metallic mine excavation must stop at the point that the maximum slope 
steepness factor of 2:1 has been achieved, even if the backfilling has not yet 
achieved the original surface elevation. The maximum slope steepness of 2:1 is 
the limiting factor in backfilling all of the revised Soledad Mountain Project pits.  
 
As proposed, the ultimate goal of reclamation will be to return the Soledad 
Mountain mine site to an end use of open space and wildlife habitat. The 
reclamation plan incorporates sequential backfilling in phases as the excavation 
proceeds. With the exception of the west pit shown on Draft SEIR Figure 3-11 
(Mining Phase Boundaries), the project incorporates concurrent reclamation in 
conjunction with sequential backfilling.  
 
The west pit will be backfilled with fines and leached and rinsed residues. At the 
OMR’s request, additional information was furnished by the Lead Agency 
regarding the post-backfilling contours of the proposed project. The information 
demonstrated that, post-backfilling, all pits but the west pit would be completely 
backfilled and would achieve the maximum 2:1 slope steepness specified by 
Section 3704.1(e). This represents the maximum backfilling allowed under the 
regulations for these pits. 
 
Assuming maximum allowable backfilling for the west pit using leached and 
rinsed residues on top of the aggregate fines will be 2:1, it is expected that up to 
approximately 9 million tons of leached and rinsed residues could potentially be 
used to backfill the west pit. The project proponent has submitted additional 
figures to the Lead Agency and OMR depicting the backfill of the west pit using 
leached and rinsed residues on top of fines. See also Attachment 2 to Response to 
Comment letter 4, above. 
 
However, it should be noted that the project proponent also intends to sell the 
leached and rinsed residues for other beneficial uses. The project proponent is 
currently evaluating the feasibility of selling the leached and rinsed residues for 
various uses. Depending upon the amount of leached and rinsed residues sold, all 
mining pits, except the western-most pit would be completely backfilled. The 
west pit would be filled to the maximum feasible extent, as there may be 
insufficient material remaining on-site to allow complete backfill of the pit. If 
this occurs, then per CCR section 3704.1(h), no further backfilling will be 
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required because at the conclusion of mining activities, an insufficient volume of 
materials in the form of overburden piles, waste rock piles, and processed or 
leached ore piles, will exist to perform the requisite task. 
 
Throughout the project, micro-contouring will be used to create micro-basins, 
which are features designed to trap moisture and seeds. Growth media will be 
applied as irregular mounds or rows creating “garden spots” and re-seeding will 
use a mix of native seed. Additional information regarding revegetation is found 
in Attachment K of the surface mining and reclamation plan. 
 

9-H Thank you for your comment regarding mitigation of the significant and 
unavoidable impact related to NOx emissions from mobile sources. The air basin 
is in nonattainment for ozone and PM10. NOx is an ozone precursor that 
combines with reactive organic gases (ROG) to form ozone. 

 
The Draft SEIR evaluated the project’s potential to exceed State and federal 
ambient air quality standards for NOx and found that modeled impacts for all 
pollutants and averaging periods are less than their applicable NAAQS and 
CAAQS and thus in compliance with the applicable regulatory requirements. 
These impacts are less than significant. However, the Draft SEIR (Table 4.2-12) 
also determined that that mobile source NOx emissions will be greater than the 
significance threshold of 25 ton/year. This is a significant impact that was not 
identified in the 1997 FEIR/EIS.  
 
For those aggregate haul trucks that comprise the majority of NOx emissions 
contributing to the exceedance of the mass significance threshold, there is no 
other reasonable or feasible mitigation. Aggregate trucks would not be owned by 
the project proponent and, as such, are not subject to mitigation imposed on the 
project proponent. It is the role of the California Air Resources Control Board 
(CARB) to regulate mobile emissions sources statewide. CARB and the local air 
districts, including Kern County Air Pollution Control District (KCAPCD) and 
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD), will continue to 
develop and enforce regulations in furtherance of the State Implementation Plan, 
which establishes emissions budgets for transportation and stationary sources in 
order to comply with ambient air quality standards.  
 
The KCAPCD California Clean Air Act Ozone Air Quality Attainment Plan was 
approved by CARB in 1993 and updated in 2005. The plan lists the rules adopted 
by the KCAPCD between 1987 and 2004 that address Reasonably Available 
Control Technology for all sources of ozone precursor emissions. The Draft 
SEIR (p. 4.2-31) lists various KCAPCD rules with which the project must 
comply, including Rule 427 (Stationary Piston Engines; Oxides of Nitrogen), 
which limits the emissions of NOx, CO, and VOC from internal combustion 
engines.  
 
To reduce the project-related contribution to NOx threshold exceedance, the 
Draft SEIR (pp. 4.2-49 through 4.2-50) also requires the project proponent to 
comply with Mitigation Measure 4.2-1, which requires the purchase of 
equipment that meets all California regulations; requires proper maintenance and 
tuning of all internal combustion engine powered equipment; requires employees 
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and subcontractors to comply with California’s idling restrictions for 
compression ignition engines; and requires use of low sulfur diesel fuel.  
 
Regarding the feasibility of further reducing project-related emissions, the Draft 
SEIR also states, "Both the mining equipment and the onroad sources are 
regulated by both the U.S. EPA and CARB. The mining equipment for this project 
would meet current emissions standards at the time of their purchase. Since the 
equipment would either be new or existing mining equipment used at other 
project sites, such equipment would have had to meet all emission standards at 
the time of purchase. Alternative fuels such as biodiesel would improve (reduce) 
the PM10 emissions but would increase NOx emissions. The project is not 
proposing to use any alternative fuels. Current technology exists to reduce PM10 
and NOx emissions for mobile sources, but is not yet proven on mining 
equipment." (pp. 4.2-49 through 4.2-50)  
 

9-I Thank you for your comment regarding fugitive dust emissions from existing 
tailings piles, and emissions from the Revised Project. The Draft SEIR (p. 1-23) 
states that as a requirement of 1997 FEIR/EIS Mitigation Measure #21, the 
existing tailings piles will be removed, thereby reducing the long-term fugitive 
emissions from the site. A more thorough discussion of fugitive dust emissions 
mitigation and design features is provided on pages 4.2-39 to 4.2-40 of the Draft 
SEIR, as follows. As indicated previously in Section 7.2 (Revisions to the 
Soledad Mountain Project Draft Supplemental EIR), based on comments 
received the Draft SEIR has been modified in reference to the wet scrubber. 
 

Section 3.12 (Environmental Controls) of the Project Description (Chapter 
3) lists particulate emissions control methods to be implemented with the 
Revised Project, including:  

• Hood to enclose trucks when dumping at the primary crusher receiving 
hopper.  

• Water Sprays to control dust emissions in the primary crusher 
• Sonic Foggers to control dust emissions at the transfer points.  
• Wet Scrubber to control dust emissions at and above the primary screen 

and HPGR discharge and transfer points. 
• Bin Vents/Filters for dust control at the cement silo and the backup 

cement storage vessel  
• Wet Material to minimize stockpile fugitive dust emissions. 
• Dust Collection System for drilling operations 
• Additive Application/Watering to minimize fugitive dust during material 

hauling 
• Highly Maintained Haul/Access Roads to minimize fugitive dust from 

vehicle travel over unpaved roads (AQ/HRA, p. 24). 
 

These and other emissions controls are described throughout the Project 
Description. Other operational considerations factored into the overall 
emissions include:  
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• Historical tailings will be incorporated in the construction of the Phase 1 
heap leach pad and this will remove one source of fugitive dust in the 
area (GQM 2006c). 
 

• Fuel usage and related emissions will be reduced by: 

o Use of backfill techniques to minimize hauling distances of waste 
rock.  

o Construction of a pipe conveyor to convey ore from the active pits to 
the ore processing circuit to minimize hauling of ore.  

o Use of optimally sized haul trucks for the Project to minimize haul 
truck trips.  

 
The Draft SEIR also provides a summary of the disposition and handling of 
existing tailings piles, and the consequent fugitive dust emissions, as follows: 
 

As shown in Table 4.2-10, changes to key design features in the Revised 
Project indicate that material handling activities and fuel consumption 
will be significantly lower for the Revised Project than they would have 
been for the previously approved 1997 Project. . . . These changes are 
expected to reduce emissions of all criteria pollutants. The emissions 
reduction benefits of the above changes can be seen in Table 4.2-11, 
which compares the PM10 emissions estimates from the 1997 Project 
and the Revised Project. The table shows higher total lb/hour PM10 
emissions for the Revised Project. This is due to a difference in 
estimating assumptions rather than a change in the project. The 1997 
FEIR/EIS took credit for eliminating 136,000 lb/yr PM10 by using the 
existing tailings pile as a base for the leach pad (p. 213). The Revised 
Project also will incorporate the existing tailings into the leach pad 
base; [emphasis added] however, the Air Sciences AQ/HRA does not take 
credit for any resulting reduction in fugitive emissions. Any effect of 
reducing fugitive emissions will be the same for the Revised Project as 
for the 1997 Project, but is not reflected in Table 4.2-11. Even without 
taking credit for this reduction, the annual PM10 emissions will be 
substantially less for the Revised Project compared to the 1997 Project. 
(pp. 4.2-47 to 4.2-48)  

 
9-J Thank you for your comment regarding greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. 

However, page 4.1-10 of the Draft SEIR does not make any impact statement 
with regard to the project's contribution to GHG emissions. Rather, the Draft 
SEIR discussion under Kern County Significance Thresholds states, "Kern 
County has not developed a quantified threshold of significance for GHG 
emissions, but a project found to contribute to a net decrease in GHG emissions 
and found to be consistent with the implementation of the CARB Scoping Plan 
(2008) is presumed to have less-than-significant GHG impacts." (p. 4.1-10)  

 
The Draft SEIR does, however, evaluate the significance of project-related GHG 
emissions in Section 4.2 (Air Quality), which is based on the analyses of GHG 
and global warming impacts in the Air Quality/Health Risk Assessment (Air 
Sciences 2009b) and Greenhouse Gas Emissions study (Air Sciences 2009c). 
Both studies are appendices to the Draft SEIR. 
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Pages 4.2-59 through 4.2-64 of the Draft SEIR provide the quantitative analysis 
of GHG emissions, including a comparison of the 1997 Project and the Revised 
Project. The Draft SEIR states, "Maximum and life-of-mine average annual CO2 
emissions in 2009 design are 30-35 percent of the CO2 emissions estimated for 
the 1997 Project." (p. 4.2-61) Regarding the project's net contribution to GHG 
emissions from all quantifiable sources, including trucks and other motors, the 
Draft SEIR states the following:  
 

Average annual emissions over the life of the Revised Project, including 
the construction, mining operations, reclamation, and aggregate 
production phases, are estimated to be 5,755 t/year. Annual CO2 
emissions will be highest during the mining operations phase of the 
Project.  
 
The annual average CO2 emissions from the Revised Project will be 
substantially less than the 10,000 metric tons per year CEQA 
significance threshold applied by Kern County to industrial projects. In 
addition, the peak year emissions (approximately years 6 through 13) 
will be less than the 25,000 metric ton per year reporting threshold used 
as a CEQA significance threshold. 
 
The GHG emissions from the Revised Project are entirely dependent 
upon the combustion of fossil fuels. The Revised Project design includes 
several features that minimize the fossil fuel combustion and result in 
lower GHG emissions than the previously approved project in the 1997 
FEIR/EIS. These improvements include:  
 
• Use of backfill techniques to minimize hauling distances of waste 

rock.  
• Construction of an electric pipe conveyor to convey ore from the 

active pits to the ore processing circuit to minimize hauling of ore.  
• Use of optimally sized haul trucks for the Project to minimize haul 

truck trips.  
 

All feasible and reasonable mitigation has been imposed and the project 
is consistent with the recommended global warming mitigation measures 
from the Attorney General, CAPCOA, and the Office of Planning and 
Research.  

(Draft SEIR, p. 4.2-62)  
 

9-K Thank you for your comment regarding impacts to burrowing owl habitat. To 
mitigate against the potential harm to the western burrowing owl during 
construction and mining activities, the Draft SEIR includes specific survey, 
monitoring, avoidance, relocation, and California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) consultation requirements. Please see Mitigation Measures on pages 4.3-
21 though 4.3-22 of the Draft SEIR for those requirements.  
 
If deemed necessary, compensation for the loss of burrowing owl habitat will be 
determined in consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Such 
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compensation would be independent of the project proponent's establishment of, 
or contribution to, a "green" fund. Regarding the “green fund,” the Draft SEIR 
indicates, "The contribution will be made on the basis of an agreed number of 
cents per gallon of diesel fuel and per kilowatt hour consumed by the operation. 
The fund will be used to investigate/promote “green” technologies specifically in 
the greater Mojave area." (p. 3-45)  
 

9-L Thank you for your comment regarding annual water usage. The comment 
reiterates the Draft SEIR finding that, "water usage could ultimately be between 
650 to 750 gpm depending on a number of factors. The Lead Agency notes that 
750 gpm was the basis for the original hydrological study prepared for the 1997 
Project." (p. 3-36) Based on planned operations 24 hours per day, 7 days per 
week and 50 weeks per year, the estimated annual water use would range from 
327.6 to 378.0 million gallons per year.  

 
9-M Thank you for your comment; however, it is unclear as to which water source(s) 

the comment refers. Regarding the reuse of “mining-related” water, the project 
has been designed as an enclosed system and all water used in the process will be 
retained on site. During site reclamation and closure, the heap leach will be 
neutralized and all water draining from the heap or remaining in the overflow 
pond will be disposed of through evaporation. Consequently, the project does not 
include provision of water for farming, domestic, or any other offsite use. 
 

9-N Thank you for your comment regarding the feasibility of solar powered reverse 
osmosis (RO). This process uses solar electric panels to convert solar radiation to 
electric power, which powers a RO water purification system that purifies 
brackish or contaminated water into potable water. This is achieved by passing 
the water through a system of RO units to remove all pathogens, metals and 
dissolved solids, using just 20% of the power of a standard reverse osmosis unit. 
The process may also use solar power to draw the water up from brackish 
groundwater sources.  

 
Despite its advantages in many circumstances, such energy-efficient water 
treatment technologies would not be employed as part of the project. The project 
would obtain groundwater from onsite production wells. Groundwater is 
expected to be of good quality as it originates from an aged aquifer, as is typical 
of a desert basin. A water sample taken from Production Well #1 indicated near 
drinking water quality with 200 parts per million total dissolved solids (TDS) and 
120 parts per million bicarbonate. The water can, therefore, be used in the heap 
leach process and other onsite processes without pretreatment. As previously 
indicated in Response to Comment No. 9-M, the project will use bottled water 
for potable use, so a purification system is unnecessary.  

 
During site reclamation and closure, the heap leach will be neutralized and all 
water draining from the heap or remaining in the overflow pond will be disposed 
of through evaporation. Therefore, reverse osmosis or other forms of water 
treatment would be unnecessary. 
 

9-O Thank you for your comment regarding the quality of water from the Antelope 
Valley – East Kern Water Agency. Please refer to section 3.11.1 (Domestic and 
Process Water) on pages 3-36 and 3-37 of the Draft Supplemental Environmental 
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Impact Report (SEIR) for a description of project water usage, including water 
supplementation mitigation (originally imposed in 1997) to prevent excessive 
groundwater drawdown effects on domestic wells in the area of influence.  
 
Regarding the issue of water supply supplementation, the Draft SEIR (p. 3-37) 
states the following:  
 

As a Condition of Approval (Condition of Approval No. 45) of the 
Conditional Use Permits, and as a mitigation measure (1997 FEIR/EIS 
MM #16) adopted for the Project by Kern County in 1997, GQM will 
monitor the groundwater level on a monthly basis and compare the 
water level data collected by the monitoring program to water levels 
predicted by the groundwater drawdown model. In the event the 
monitoring program shows that the actual water drawdown in the wells 
exceeds the predicted model for six consecutive months, the 1997 
conditions of approval require that GQM supplement the water supplied 
by the production wells with up to 300 gpm of water from Antelope 
Valley – East Kern Water Agency (AVEK). GQM filed and application 
for a water service connection in a letter to AVEK dated February 8, 
2008. The initial engineering for a connection to the AVEK system has 
been completed.  

 
AVEK routinely monitors for contaminants in their water supplies, as required by 
State and Federal laws. According to AVEK's water quality web page at 
http://www.avek.org/qualitykc.html, AVEK water presently meets or exceeds all 
State and Federal requirements.  
 
The table from AVEK's “2008 Annual Water Quality Report” shows the results 
of their monitoring for the period of January 1st to December 31st, 2008. The 
table is available for review at http://www.avek.org/Kern_AWQR_2008.pdf and 
a copy of the complete water quality assessment may be viewed at the offices of 
the Antelope Valley-East Kern Water Agency, 6500 West Avenue N, Palmdale, 
CA 93551.   
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Letter 10 – Vangelene and Will Harris 

10-A
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Response to Letter 10 
Vangelene and Will Harris (January 18, 2010) 
 

10-A Thank you for your comment. It is noted for the record and will be made 
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
 
Please be assured that the proposed revised Soledad Mountain Project activities 
will be contained within the limits of the project boundary and are not permitted 
to encroach upon your property or any other adjacent property. Consequently, 
mining will not occur on your property. The map inset below shows that the 
property identified as Assessors Parcel Number (APN) 246-053-16 is outside the 
project boundary. Figure 3-9 (Property Holdings and Project Site) of the Draft 
Supplemental EIR shows similar location information in relation to the 
applicant's property, while Figure 3-10 (Project Site and Disturbance Areas) 
shows that APN 246-053-16 is nearest to proposed working areas with minimal 
disturbance.  
 

Soledad Mountain 
Project Boundary

APN 246-053-16 
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Letter 11 – Mr. Deryl Box 

11-A 
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Response to Letter 11 
Mr. Deryl Box (January 19, 2010) 
 

11-A Thank you for your comment in support of the project. It is noted for the record 
and will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 
proposed project. 
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Letter 12 – Ms. Misty Young 

12-A 
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Response to Letter 12 
Ms. Misty Young (January 21, 2010) 
 

12-A Thank you for your comment in support of the project. It is noted for the record 
and will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 
proposed project. 
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Letter 13 – Mr. Timothy W. Tuttle 

13-A
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Response to Letter 13 
Mr. Timothy W. Tuttle (January 21, 2010) 
 

13-A Thank you for your comment in support of the project. It is noted for the record 
and will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 
proposed project. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



County of Kern  Chapter 7. Response to Comments 
 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report March 2010 
Golden Queen Mining Co. Inc. – Soledad Mountain Project 7-88

Letter 14 – Ms. Lisa Engelsman 

14-A
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Response to Letter 14 
Ms. Lisa Engelsman (January 22, 2010) 
 

14-A Thank you for your comment in support of the project. It is noted for the record 
and will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 
proposed project. 



County of Kern  Chapter 7. Response to Comments 
 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report March 2010 
Golden Queen Mining Co. Inc. – Soledad Mountain Project 7-90

Letter 15 – Mr. Jim Price 

15-A
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Response to Letter 15 
Mr. Jim Price (January 25, 2010) 
 

15-A Thank you for your comment in support of the project. It is noted for the record 
and will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 
proposed project. 
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Letter 16 – Mr. Robert L. Henson, Sr. 

16-C

16-B

16-A
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Response to Letter 16 
Mr. Robert L. Henson, Sr. (February 2, 2010) 
 

16-A Thank you for your comment regarding area growth and property values. With 
regard to potential loss of property values, the evaluation of property values is 
beyond the scope of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
document. The focus of a CEQA analysis is on physical changes to the 
environment. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a) the economic 
effects of a project (i.e., the perceived lowering of a property's values) cannot be 
treated as a "significant effect" on the environment. A "significant effect" means 
a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in the environment. In 
order to determine a significant effect, "substantial evidence" of the impact must 
exist. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, "Substantial evidence" 
means enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from this 
information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even 
though other conclusions might also be reached. Whether a fair argument can be 
made that the project may have a significant effect on the environment is to be 
determined by examining the entire record. Substantial evidence shall include 
facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion 
supported by facts. Mere uncorroborated opinion or rumor does not constitute 
substantial evidence. 

 
The preceding CEQA guidance notwithstanding, the issue of property values was 
previously addressed in the Addendum to the Socioeconomic Study contained in 
Appendix XI of the 1997 Final EIR/EIS (Draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Report (SEIR) Volume 7, Appendix V: 1997 FEIR/EIS Volumes 5-7). 
Page 3 of the addendum reflects the results of an analysis by Sedway Kotin 
Mouchly Group which indicates that residences within one-half mile of the 
project could be impacted but residences along the Backus Road corridor will not 
experience any measurable value loss relative to the proposed Soledad Mountain 
Project, given the distance from the mining operations and the topography 
separating the two. 

 
With regard to potential growth in the area of the Soledad Mountain mining 
project, the Draft SEIR evaluated the employment characteristics of the proposed 
operation. The Revised Project would provide new employment consistent with 
adopted County of Kern goals, plans, and policies. Short-term construction 
personnel will be a combination of contractor and project site employees and are 
estimated at 200 individuals at peak. (Draft SEIR, p. 3-22) Construction workers 
are expected to travel to the site from various locations throughout southern 
California, and the number of workers expected to relocate to the surrounding 
area is not expected to be substantial. If temporary housing should be necessary, 
it is expected that accommodations would be available in any number of nearby 
communities, including Mojave, Rosamond, California City and Lancaster – all 
of which are within a 30-mile radius of the project.  

 
Full-time production workforce is expected to be 150 employees but could be as 
high as 165. The projected manpower required for the aggregate and construction 
materials operation is 15 and these will be sub-contractor employees. Once the 
mine is in full production, the maximum number of employees on-site at any one 
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time is estimated to be 64 during the day shift and 30 during the second shift. 
(Draft SEIR, p. 3-45) Similar to construction employment, however, the scope of 
the existing population, labor force, and available housing in the area is such that 
new housing is not necessary. Therefore, the proposed project would not directly 
or indirectly induce substantial development of new housing or businesses. 
 
Typical established local thresholds of significance for housing and population 
growth pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.7 include effects 
that would induce substantial growth or concentration of a population beyond 
County projections, alter the location, distribution, density, or growth rate of the 
population beyond that projected in the Housing Element, result in a substantial 
increase in demand for additional housing, or create a development that 
significantly reduces the ability of the County to meet housing objectives set 
forth in the General Plan Housing element. Based on the preceding information, 
the effects of the proposed project in relation to these local thresholds are 
minimal. 
 

16-B In an email response on February 3, 2010 the Kern County Planning Department 
acknowledged receipt of the comment. In the acknowledgement, the Department 
advised that the entire Draft SEIR, in addition to its technical appendices and 
studies, is available online. The Department provided instructions on how to 
obtain the Draft SEIR via the following URL:  

 
http://www.co.kern.ca.us/planning/pdfs/eirs/SoledadMtn/SoledadMtn_vol1_ch1-10.pdf  
 
The above-referenced documents have also been available at the Kern County 
Planning Department, 2700 "M" Street, Suite 100, Bakersfield, CA 93301 since 
January 11, 2010. 
 

16-C Thank you for your comment regarding compensation for potential property 
damages resulting from the project. It is noted for the record and will be made 
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
Nevertheless, the lead agency notes that potential compensation is a private 
matter between the project proponent and the commenter and, without a clear 
nexus of proportionality and jurisdiction, not within the scope of Kern County’s 
authority.  
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Letter 17 – Ms. Barbara Joyce Robinson 
 

17-A

17-B

17-C

17-D
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Response to Letter 17 
Ms. Barbara Joyce Robinson (February 5, 2010) 
 

17-A Thank you for your comment. It is noted for the record and will be made 
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
 
The Kern County Planning Department did not authorize, and was not informed 
of, the preparation or distribution of the accompanying letter from Golden Queen 
Mining Co., Inc. (GQM) dated January 26, 2010. The letter by GQM does not 
constitute public notification of the availability of the Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR).  
 
The County's Notice of Availability (NOA) was included in the Draft SEIR, 
along with the mailing list of NOA recipients. The NOA was also published in 
the Mojave Desert News and Rosamond Weekly News. Based on the return 
mailing address provided in the comment letter (Letter 17), the occupant(s) at 
that address were sent a DVD containing the Draft SEIR (Volume 1) and all 
technical appendices (Volumes 2 through 7) in PDF format. The occupant(s) also 
would have received the NOA.  
 
The County does not view the GQM letter as indicative of any respondent's 
opinion of the revised Soledad Mountain Project or the content of the Draft 
SEIR. The County does not view this comment letter as supportive of the revised 
Soledad Mountain Project. Rather, the County has considered and responded to 
each issue raised regarding the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. 
 

17-B Thank you for your comment regarding concerns about waterborne toxics, 
groundwater, and cancer risks. However, based on the information available in 
the Draft SEIR and its appendices, the lead agency disagrees with the 
commenter's opinion. Mere uncorroborated opinion or rumor does not constitute 
substantial evidence under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
and is thus beyond the scope of the CEQA document to consider. According to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, "Substantial evidence" means enough relevant 
information and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument 
can be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might also 
be reached. Whether a fair argument can be made that the project may have a 
significant effect on the environment is to be determined by examining the entire 
record. Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions 
predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts. The focus of a 
CEQA analysis is on physical changes to the environment, particularly those that 
could create a "significant effect" on the environment. In order to determine a 
significant effect, "substantial evidence" of the impact must exist.  

 
Without citations to specific sections where the Draft SEIR and/or supporting 
technical analyses may be considered deficient or in need of further explanation, 
the lead agency can only refer the commenter to the following chapter, section, 
heading and subheading locations for complete descriptions of project provisions 
and analyses of impacts for the topics in question:  
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Waterborne Toxics and Groundwater 
 
Chapter 3 – Project Description 

3.7 Proposed Processes and Facilities 
3.7.6  Heap Leach Facility 

 Pad Design 
 Solution Containment 

3.8 Waste Rock Management Plan 
3.8.1 Goals 
3.8.2 Waste Rock Leachate Control 

3.9 Reclamation and Revegetation 
3.9.1 Reclamation Plan 

 Reclamation of the Heap Leach Facility 
3.11 Utility Systems 

3.11.1 Domestic and Process Water 
3.11.2 Wastewater Disposal 
3.11.3 Solid Waste Disposal 
3.11.5 Drainage and Flood Control 

 Sitewide Stormwater Controls 
- Runoff and Erosion Controls 

3.12 Environmental Controls 
3.12.1 Hazardous Materials 
3.12.3 Water Quality  

 
Section 4.1 – Effects Not Found to be Significant 

4.1.3 Environmental Analysis 
VII. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
VIII. Hydrology and Water Quality 
XVI. Utilities and Service Systems 

 
17-C Thank you for your comment regarding concerns about airborne toxics and 

cancer risks. For the reasons described in Response to Comment No. 17-B, 
above, and without citations to specific sections where the Draft SEIR and/or 
supporting technical analyses may be considered deficient or in need of further 
explanation, the lead agency can only refer the commenter to the following 
chapter, section, heading and subheading locations for complete descriptions of 
project provisions and analyses of impacts for the topics in question:  
 
Airborne Toxics and Carcinogenic Substances 
 
Chapter 3 – Project Description 
The sections and subsections listed in Response to Comment No. 17-B also apply 
to the use, containment, disposal, and remediation of airborne toxics and 
carcinogenic substances. Additional relevant information is found in:  

3.12 Environmental Controls 
3.12.2 Air Quality  
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Section 4.1 – Effects Not Found to be Significant 
4.1.3 Environmental Analysis 

III. Air Quality 
VII. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
VIII. Hydrology and Water Quality 

 
Section 4.2 – Air Quality 

4.2.2 Environmental Setting 
Soil Characteristics 

4.2.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
Project Impacts 

 Design Modifications (1997 Project vs. Revised Project) 
 Construction Activities 
 Operations and Maintenance Activities 
- Emissions Sources and Controls 

 Health Risk Assessment 
- Toxic Air Contaminants 

 
17-D Thank you for your comment regarding concerns about noise generated by large 

equipment operations. For the reasons described in Response to Comment No. 
17-B, above, and without citations to specific sections where the Draft SEIR 
and/or supporting technical analyses may be considered deficient or in need of 
further explanation, the lead agency can only refer the commenter to the 
following chapter, section, heading and subheading locations for complete 
descriptions of project provisions and analyses of impacts for the topics in 
question:  
 
Noise and Equipment Operations 
 
Section 4.1 – Effects Not Found to be Significant 

4.1.3 Environmental Analysis 
IX. Land Use and Planning  
XI. Noise 

 1997 FEIR/EIS Analysis and Conclusions 
 Compliance with 1997 FEIR/EIS Mitigation Measures  
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Letter 18 – Mr. John Goit 
 
 
 
 

18-A
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Response to Letter 18 
Mr. John Goit (February 7, 2010) 
 

18-A Thank you for your comment in support of the project. It is noted for the record 
and will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 
proposed project. 
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Letter 19 – Mr. Thomas Flynn 

19-A

19-B

19-C

19-D
19-E

19-F

19-G

19-H
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Response to Letter 19 
Mr. Thomas Flynn (February 8, 2010) 
 

19-A Thank you for your comment regarding significant effects to air quality. The 
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) indicates that, "Despite 
the reduction in potential emissions achievable through implementation of 
emission control and mitigation measures, the Revised Project would nonetheless 
result in a net increase in NOx from mobile sources in excess of the mass 
significance threshold. There are no feasible control measures to reduce mobile 
source NOx emissions below the threshold. Therefore, the cumulative air quality 
impact is considered cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable 
for mobile source NOx." (p. 4.2-50)  

 
 Significant and unavoidable adverse impacts are those that constitute a 

substantial adverse change to existing environmental conditions that cannot be 
fully mitigated by implementing all feasible mitigation measures. The NOx 
emissions from mobile sources will be spread along the entire trip length of the 
aggregate haul trucks. These emissions are not a significant impact to the specific 
location of the commentator’s property, or any other specific parcel. Rather, they 
are considered significant because they contribute to regional formation of ozone.  

 
The Draft SEIR also found that PM10 emissions would exceed the significance 
threshold currently used by the County, even though they would be lower than 
for the previously approved 1997 Project. However, modeling demonstrates that 
the Project’s PM10 emissions will not cause an exceedance of the national or 
state ambient air quality standards anywhere off-site, including at the property of 
the commentator. See Draft SEIR, Appendix D, pages 28 and 40.  
 
Although mitigated to the extent feasible, mobile source NOx emissions are 
significant and unavoidable adverse impacts. As indicated in Section 4.1 (Effects 
Not Found to be Significant), subsection III. Air Quality, and Section 4.2 (Air 
Quality), all other air quality effects were found to be less than significant, or less 
than significant after mitigation.  
 
As provided in 15043 of the State CEQA Guidelines, a public agency may 
approve a project even though the project would cause a significant effect on the 
environment if the agency makes a fully informed and publicly disclosed 
decision that: (1) there is no feasible way to lessen or avoid the significant effect; 
and (2) specifically identified expected benefits from the project outweigh the 
policy of reducing or avoiding significant environmental impacts of the project.  
 

19-B Thank you for your comment regarding significant effects to biological 
resources. The Draft SEIR indicates that, "Compliance with Mitigation Measures 
4.3-1 through 4.3-4 and the regulatory requirements and mitigation 
measures/conditions of approval would reduce the Revised Project-level impact 
to burrowing owl habitat to less than significant. However, despite the Revised 
Project’s compliance with rules and regulations, as well as revegetation of the 
project site and including Mitigation Measures 4.3-1 through 4.3-4, which will 
temper the Revised Project’s impact to the western burrowing owl, the Revised 
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Project could result in direct loss of habitat. This impact is considered significant 
and unavoidable." (p. 4.3-25).  

 
All other biological resource effects were found to be less than significant, or less 
than significant after mitigation as indicated in Section 4.1 (Effects Not Found to 
be Significant), subsection IV. Biological Resources, and Section 4.3 (Biological 
Resources).  
 
As previously stated in Response to Comment 19-A, a public agency may 
approve a project even though the project would cause a significant effect on the 
environment if the agency makes a fully informed and publicly disclosed 
decision that: (1) there is no feasible way to lessen or avoid the significant effect; 
and (2) specifically identified expected benefits from the project outweigh the 
policy of reducing or avoiding significant environmental impacts of the project.  
 

19-C Thank you for your comment regarding significant risk of chemical 
contamination of water resources. However, based on the information available 
in the Draft SEIR and its appendices, the lead agency disagrees with the 
commenter's opinion. Mere uncorroborated opinion or rumor does not constitute 
substantial evidence under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
and is thus beyond the scope of the CEQA document to consider. According to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, "Substantial evidence" means enough relevant 
information and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument 
can be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might also 
be reached. Whether a fair argument can be made that the project may have a 
significant effect on the environment is to be determined by examining the entire 
record. Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions 
predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts. The focus of a 
CEQA analysis is on physical changes to the environment, particularly those that 
could create a "significant effect" on the environment. In order to determine a 
significant effect, "substantial evidence" of the impact must exist.  

 
Without citations to specific sections where the Draft SEIR and/or supporting 
technical analyses may be considered deficient or in need of further explanation, 
the lead agency can only refer the commenter to the following chapter, section, 
heading and subheading locations for complete descriptions of project provisions 
and analyses of impacts for the topics in question:  
 
Waterborne Toxics and Groundwater 
 
Chapter 3 – Project Description 

3.7 Proposed Processes and Facilities 
3.7.6  Heap Leach Facility 

 Pad Design 
 Solution Containment 

3.8 Waste Rock Management Plan 
3.8.1 Goals 
3.8.2 Waste Rock Leachate Control 

3.9 Reclamation and Revegetation 
3.9.1 Reclamation Plan 
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 Reclamation of the Heap Leach Facility 
3.11 Utility Systems 

3.11.1 Domestic and Process Water 
3.11.2 Wastewater Disposal 
3.11.3 Solid Waste Disposal 
3.11.5 Drainage and Flood Control 

 Sitewide Stormwater Controls 
- Runoff and Erosion Controls 

3.12 Environmental Controls 
3.12.1 Hazardous Materials 
3.12.3 Water Quality  

 
Section 4.1 – Effects Not Found to be Significant 

4.1.3 Environmental Analysis 
VII. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
VIII. Hydrology and Water Quality 
XVI. Utilities and Service Systems 

 
19-D Thank you for your comment regarding significant effects to ambient noise 

conditions. The 1997 FEIR/EIS evaluated potential noise sources and their 
effects on nearby sensitive receptors, including residents present at that time. In 
the period since approval of the 1997 Project and certification of the 1997 
FEIR/EIS, the project was modified and several new residences were constructed 
in close proximity to the project. The Draft SEIR revisited the noise analysis 
from the 1997 FEIR/EIS to determine whether changes in the project (as 
reflected in the Revised Project), or the circumstances under which the project 
would be implemented, have the potential to result in new impacts or to increase 
the severity of impacts previously identified in the 1997 FEIR/EIS.  
 
The County did not receive any noise-related comments from Responsible and 
Trustee Agencies during the Notice of Preparation review period. Technical 
studies were not prepared to further assess noise impacts due to the extensive 
evaluation provided in the 1997 FEIR/EIS. However, an existing Condition of 
Approval (i.e., No. 62) can be revised as indicated below to address noise levels 
for any single-family residence constructed on private land within the 65 dB 
contour line as shown in Exhibit 3.9-1 (Projected Sound Level Contour Map) of 
the 1997 FEIR/EIS. 
 

Construction and Operations Noise 
 
In summarizing the 1997 FEIR/EIS, the Draft SEIR (p. 4-1-55) reiterated the 
finding that noise levels would increase in the vicinity of the project due to 
construction and operations. The Draft SEIR (p. 4.1-54) concurred with the 1997 
FEIR/EIS finding: 

The anticipated noise levels generated by typical operations at the Soledad 
Mountain Project are within the limits recommended by the Noise Element of 
the Kern County General Plan. During the operating life of the project, there 
would be an increase in ambient noise levels which would be perceptible to 
humans in the project vicinity, but these levels would not exceed maximum 
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existing levels measured in the vicinity of the project area and the impact of 
the project on noise would be Less Than Significant. (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 255) 

 
The 1997 FEIR/EIS concluded that noise would be generated by mining 
activities; engines; construction equipment; rock drills and crushing; and 
blasting. The 1997 FEIR/EIS concluded that the 1997 Project’s noise levels 
would be within levels allowed by the Noise Element of the County General Plan 
and impacts would be less than significant.  
 
The Draft SEIR (p. 4-1-55) summarized the 1997 FEIR/EIS regulatory 
requirements pertaining to noise as follows:  

• The noise levels at nearby residences will remain within the 
recommendations of the Noise Element of the Kern County General plan. 

• Machinery, equipment and vehicles will be equipped with mufflers in 
accordance with MSHA requirements.  

 
The Draft SEIR (p. 4-1-55) summarized the 1997 FEIR/EIS mitigation measures 
and conditions of approval as follows: 

• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #43 Approximately 75 to 80 percent of 
construction activities will take place during daylight. (Condition of 
Approval No. 47) 

• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #44 Blasting will occur during daylight, one time 
per day, and will be engineered to minimize the amount of explosives 
used, according to United States Bureau of Mines guidelines. (Condition 
of Approval No. 48) 

• The project shall comply with the goals and objectives of the Noise 
Element of the Kern County General Plan. (Condition of Approval No. 
61) 

• If a single-family residence is constructed on private land which lies 
within the projected 65 dB contour line northeast of the project area as 
shown in Exhibit 3.9-1 (Projected Sound Level Contour Map) of the 1997 
FEIR/EIS, it will be ensured that the noise levels at the residence will 
remain within the recommendations of the Noise Element of the Kern 
County General Plan using both of the following methods: 

(a) Noise levels will be monitored to determine if the noise levels are 
above the recommended limits. 

(b) If noise levels are above the recommended limits, measures will be 
taken to reduce the noise level to acceptable levels. 

 
The measures will include the construction of berms using overburden 
material to shield the noise and will include reduction of work in the 
area of the residence during the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 
(Condition of Approval No. 62) 

 
The Draft SEIR review of noise effects determined that the Revised Project 
would not propose any significantly different mining operations that would 
generate new or more intensive noise. Similar with the 1997 Project, the Revised 
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Project would not result in any significant impact. However, the following will 
be recommended to the decision-making authority for modification of Condition 
of Approval No. 62 (shown in strike-out):  

 
• If a single-family residence is constructed on private land which lies 

within the projected 65 dB contour line northeast of the project area as 
shown in Exhibit 3.9-1 (Projected Sound Level Contour Map) of the 
1997 FEIR/EIS, it will be ensured that the noise levels at the residence 
will remain within the recommendations of the Noise Element of the 
Kern County General Plan using both of the following methods:  

 
(a)  Noise levels will be monitored to determine if the noise levels are 

above the recommended limits. 
 
(b)  If noise levels are above the recommended limits, measures will be 

taken to reduce the noise level to acceptable levels. The measures 
will include, but are not limited to, the construction of berms using 
overburden material to shield the noise and will include reduction of 
work in the area of the residence during the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 
7:00 a.m. (Condition of Approval No. 62) 

 
Blasting Noise and Vibration 

 
As summarized in Table 1-2, Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and 
Level of Significance After Mitigation, the Revised Project is subject to several 
blasting-related mitigation measures that were originally required in the 1997 
FEIR/EIS. The measures are as follows:  
 

1997 FEIR/EIS MM #20 The size and number of blasts in the mine will be 
limited by good engineering design. 
 
1997 FEIR/EIS MM #44 Blasting will occur during daylight, one time per 
day, and will be engineered to minimize the amount of explosives used, 
according to United States Bureau of Mines guidelines. 

 
The Draft SEIR (p. 3-25) describes proposed blasting procedures as follows: 
 

Blast holes will be drilled on an engineered grid to allow for the placement 
of blasting agents within the deposit and the collection of drill cutting 
samples for assay and mine development. Blasting will be strictly conducted 
in accordance with Mine Safety & Health Administration (MSHA) 
regulations. Blasting will occur during daylight, one time per day, and will 
be engineered to minimize the amount of explosives used.  

 
The 1997 FEIR/EIS (p. 44-45) also indicated that, "In order to ensure that 
blasting does not result in damage or danger to project or neighboring 
structures, blasting procedures will be designed, conducted and monitored by 
experienced mining engineers and California certified blasters. Blasting will take 
place one time per day, during the afternoon shift change or during the lunch 
break, approximately five days per week.…Initial blasting at the mine will be 
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monitored to determine that there are no impacts to adjacent structures or water 
supply wells from the use of explosives." 
 
The 1997 FEIR/EIS found that blasting-related noise and vibration impacts 
would be less than significant with the required mitigation measures and 
conditions of approval. 
 

19-E Thank you for your comment regarding significant effects related to the use of 
night lighting. As cited in the Draft SEIR (p. 4.1-6), the 1997 FEIR/EIS 
concluded: 

The operations plan calls for portable lighting units which will be used in the 
active working areas in the mine and on the overburden piles. The facilities 
will be lighted for safety 24-hours per day. The lights would be visible from 
the KOP’s (Key Observations Points); however, all lighting will be directed 
toward the working areas and shield. Project design features will reduce the 
level of impact to Less Than Significant. (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 250) 

 
The Draft SEIR (p. 4-1-7) summarized the 1997 FEIR/EIS mitigation measures 
and conditions of approval as follows: 

• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #42 Outdoor lighting for the mine pit and other 
areas of nighttime activities will be shielded and directed downward to 
reduce fugitive light.  

Light poles will be no higher than necessary for safe and efficient lighting.  
Low-pressure sodium bulbs or other appropriate technology will be used for 
outdoor lighting. (Condition of Approval No. 46) 
 
The Revised Project’s lighting plans employ the same characteristics as the 
original 1997 Project’s plans. High intensity lighting around operating and 
maintenance areas will be shielded and directed toward the work area to reduce 
offsite glare at night. Therefore, the Revised Project’s visual impacts will remain 
less than significant.  

 
19-F Thank you for your comment regarding significant traffic, noise, and other 

effects related to New Eagle Road. The comment incorrectly refers to a 
"proposed easement at New Eagle Road," whereas the Draft SEIR (p. 1-9) 
indicates that the Revised Project requests approval of a non-summary vacation 
191-31 3 098 for a portion of New Eagle Road, in accordance with the California 
Streets and Highways Code. The California Streets and Highways Code lists 
specific criteria for a vacation to qualify as summary. However, the proposed 
vacation does not meet any of the listed criteria, and it must be considered as a 
non-summary (or general) vacation. 

 
Under the non-summary vacation procedure, the Kern County Roads Department 
will conspicuously post the notice of intent along the affected road. Additionally, 
since the proposed vacation of the public use easement requires consideration by 
the Kern County Board of Supervisors a formal hearing notice of the proposed 
vacation will be published notifying all responsible agencies and those property 
owners within 1,000 feet of the specified portion of New Eagle Road.  
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Planning staff will consider all comments from property owners, agencies, and 
departments when formulating the report and recommendation. Staff will also 
consider whether the request is consistent with the Circulation Element of the 
County's General Plan (Streets and Highways Code § 8313). The Board of 
Supervisors also considers all testimony rendered at the public hearing before 
reaching a decision (Ibid. § 8320, 8324). The Board must find that the street, 
highway, or public service easement is unnecessary for present or prospective 
public use to approve a vacation request.  
 
If the easement is vacated, the County would not be responsible for any 
maintenance, and the existing public roadway will dead end on the project site 
and not connect to another public roadway. The subject portion of New Eagle 
Road is within the footprint of the Phase 1 heap leach pad. Any traffic increases 
on the vacated portion of New Eagle Road would result only from interim 
project-related vehicles prior to construction of the Phase 1 heap leach facility. 
Related noise and general disruption from the vacated road easement would 
likewise only result from temporary project activities. After the one-year 
construction period that will include the heap leach facility, specific traffic, noise 
and other disruptive effects directly attributable to the proposed non-summary 
vacation have no potential for occurrence. 
 

19-G Thank you for your comment regarding blasting notification and procedures. 
Response to Comment No. 19-D  previously summarized the blasting operations 
and mitigation measures that will be employed at the project site. Based on the 
current scope of those operations and the mitigation controls placed upon those 
activities, there is no requirement that any resident vacate their home during 
blasting at the project site. The source of that advisement is unknown to the 
County.  
 

19-H Thank you for your request for future notification of public hearings and 
opportunity to provide testimony regarding the Revised Project. As indicated in 
the Draft SEIR Notice of Availability for Public Review, a public hearing has 
been scheduled with the Kern County Planning Commission to consider the 
project and the Final SEIR on April 8, 2010 at 7:00 p.m. or soon thereafter, 
Chambers of the Board of Supervisors, First Floor, Kern County Administrative 
Center, 1115 Truxtun Avenue, Bakersfield, California. Additionally, you will be 
notified of the scheduled hearing date/time when the Kern County Board of 
Supervisors considers action(s) associated with this project. 
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Letter 20 – Mr. Michael Mariscal 

20-A

20-B
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Response to Letter 20 
Mr. Michael Mariscal (February 10, 2010) 
 

20-A Thank you for your comment in support of the project. It is noted for the record 
and will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 
proposed project. 
 

20-B Thank you for your comment expressing concern over the use of chemicals and 
their potential effects on potable water uses, including drinking water. The Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) provides a vast amount of 
information and data regarding sources of existing water and their constituents; 
project use of groundwater; project monitoring of surface and groundwater; 
contingencies for accidental spills or upset conditions; and removal and disposal 
of all potential chemical sources upon mine closure and reclamation.  

 
The lead agency refers the commenter to the following chapter, section, heading 
and subheading locations for complete descriptions of project provisions and 
analyses of the impacts in question:  
 
Chapter 3 – Project Description 

3.7 Proposed Processes and Facilities 
3.7.6  Heap Leach Facility 

 Pad Design 
 Solution Containment 

3.8 Waste Rock Management Plan 
3.8.1 Goals 
3.8.2 Waste Rock Leachate Control 

3.9 Reclamation and Revegetation 
3.9.1 Reclamation Plan 

 Reclamation of the Heap Leach Facility 
3.11 Utility Systems 

3.11.1 Domestic and Process Water 
3.11.2 Wastewater Disposal 
3.11.3 Solid Waste Disposal 
3.11.5 Drainage and Flood Control 

 Sitewide Stormwater Controls 
- Runoff and Erosion Controls 

3.12 Environmental Controls 
3.12.1 Hazardous Materials 
3.12.3 Water Quality  

 
Section 4.1 – Effects Not Found to be Significant 

4.1.3 Environmental Analysis 
VII. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
VIII. Hydrology and Water Quality 
XVI. Utilities and Service Systems 

 



County of Kern  Chapter 7. Response to Comments 
 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report March 2010 
Golden Queen Mining Co. Inc. – Soledad Mountain Project 7-112

Letter 21 – E. Winston 

21-A
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Response to Letter 21 
E. Winston (February 15, 2010) 
 

21-A Thank you for your comment regarding potential loss of property value. 
However, the evaluation of property values is beyond the scope of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) document. The focus of a CEQA analysis is 
on physical changes to the environment. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15131(a) the economic effects of a project (i.e., the perceived lowering of a 
property's values) cannot be treated as a "significant effect" on the environment. 
A "significant effect" means a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse 
change in the environment. In order to determine a significant effect, "substantial 
evidence" of the impact must exist. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15384: "Substantial evidence" means enough relevant information and 
reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can be made to 
support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be reached. 
Whether a fair argument can be made that the project may have a significant 
effect on the environment is to be determined by examining the entire record. 
Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon 
facts, and expert opinion supported by facts. Mere uncorroborated opinion or 
rumor does not constitute substantial evidence. 

 
The preceding CEQA guidance notwithstanding, the issue of property values was 
previously addressed in the Addendum to the Socioeconomic Study contained in 
Appendix XI of the 1997 Final EIR/EIS (Draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Report (SEIR) Volume 7, Appendix V: 1997 FEIR/EIS Volumes 5-7). 
Page 3 of the addendum reflects the results of an analysis by Sedway Kotin 
Mouchly Group which indicates that residences within one-half mile of the 
project could be impacted but residences along the Backus Road corridor will not 
experience any measurable value loss relative to the proposed Soledad Mountain 
Project, given the distance from the mining operations and the topography 
separating the two. 
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Letter 22 – Mr. Gideon Kracov 

22-A
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Response to Letter 22 
Mr. Gideon Kracov (February 19, 2010) 
 

22-A Thank you for your comment. In a letter dated February 22, 2010, the Kern 
County Planning Department responded to the request for an extension of the 
time period for public review of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Report (SEIR). The County's letter is copied on the following page. For the 
reasons described in that letter, the County considers this an open and on-going 
comment period, and no extension of time is being granted for the Draft SEIR 
public review period. The Draft SEIR public review period ended on February 
25, 2010. However, any comments submitted in writing will be made available to 
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
 
With regard to the two Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) cited in the 
comment, the MOUs are State and locally (Kern County) signed MOUs with the 
federal government to acknowledge the reciprocal usage of documentation to the 
extent possible. The following State and local MOUs were signed in 1992 and 
1990, respectively, and were previously provided at your request.  
 
October 19, 1992 MOU between State of California Department of 
Conservation, SMGB, United States Forest Service (USFS), and Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM); Subject: State-wide acknowledgment of SMARA 
applicability to USFS and BLM administered lands, with local lead agency 
SMRP responsibility and USFS or BLM retention of operational permit 
authority. 
 
June 1994 (Kern Co. Agt. #253-94) MOU between County of Kern and BLM 
(Caliente and Ridgecrest RA offices); Subject: Encourages coordination between 
BLM and County related to processing of SMRPs on BLM administered lands, 
including joint preparation of environmental documents, reduction in permit 
processing times, and coordinated enforcement responsibilities. 
 
Additionally, the MOUs are located in Vol. 2, Appendix I of the 1997 FEIR/EIS 
(Draft SEIR Vol. 5, Appendix V). 
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Letter 23 – Ms. Margery Cline 

23-A
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Response to Letter 23 
Ms. Margery Cline (February 19, 2010) 
 

23-A Thank you for your comment expressing opposition to the proposed cyanide heap 
processing method proposed by the project. The County also acknowledges your 
concerns regarding the potential effects on groundwater and human health. 
However, based on the information available in the Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) and its appendices, the lead agency 
disagrees with the commenter's opinion. Mere uncorroborated opinion or rumor 
does not constitute substantial evidence under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) and is thus beyond the scope of the CEQA document to 
consider. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, "Substantial evidence" 
means enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from this 
information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even 
though other conclusions might also be reached. Whether a fair argument can be 
made that the project may have a significant effect on the environment is to be 
determined by examining the entire record. Substantial evidence shall include 
facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion 
supported by facts. The focus of a CEQA analysis is on physical changes to the 
environment, particularly those that could create a "significant effect" on the 
environment. In order to determine a significant effect, "substantial evidence" of 
the impact must exist.  

 
Without citations to specific sections where the Draft SEIR and/or supporting 
technical analyses may be considered deficient or in need of further explanation, 
the lead agency can only refer the commenter to the following chapter, section, 
heading and subheading locations for complete descriptions of project provisions 
and analyses of impacts for the issues of waterborne toxics, groundwater 
contamination, and human health: 
 
Chapter 3 – Project Description 

3.7 Proposed Processes and Facilities 
3.7.6  Heap Leach Facility 

 Pad Design 
 Solution Containment 

3.8 Waste Rock Management Plan 
3.8.1 Goals 
3.8.2 Waste Rock Leachate Control 

3.9 Reclamation and Revegetation 
3.9.1 Reclamation Plan 

 Reclamation of the Heap Leach Facility 
3.11 Utility Systems 

3.11.1 Domestic and Process Water 
3.11.2 Wastewater Disposal 
3.11.3 Solid Waste Disposal 
3.11.5 Drainage and Flood Control 

 Sitewide Stormwater Controls 
- Runoff and Erosion Controls 

3.12 Environmental Controls 
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3.12.1 Hazardous Materials 
3.12.3 Water Quality  

 
Section 4.1 – Effects Not Found to be Significant 

4.1.3 Environmental Analysis 
VII. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
VIII. Hydrology and Water Quality 
XVI. Utilities and Service Systems 

 
As indicated, the Draft SEIR provides a vast amount of information and data 
regarding local groundwater resources and susceptibility to contamination; 
project monitoring of surface and groundwater; contingencies for accidental 
spills or upset conditions; and removal and disposal of all potential chemical 
sources upon mine closure and reclamation.  
 
Most pertinent to addressing the commenter's concerns are the following excerpts 
from the Draft SEIR: 
 
Draft SEIR p. 4.1-41 to 4.1-42, under Compliance with 1997 FEIR/EIS 
Mitigation Measures: 
 
Hydrology Impact 2. Potential degradation of surface water and groundwater 
quality.  

Regulatory Requirements 

• A Report of Waste Discharge will be filed with the Lahontan Regional 
Board in accordance with Title 23 CCR, Chapter 15, Article 7. The 
Lahontan Regional Board will implement the following requirements 
through detailed design review, issuance of waste discharge 
requirements, and yearly inspections.  
- Soil and foundation materials under the liner will be tested. 
- Approval of heap leach pad design and construction.  
- Low permeability liner systems will be installed by experienced 

contractors with quality assurance being provided by an independent 
engineering firm.  

- A leachate collection and recovery system (LCRS) will monitor and 
collect any solution which may pass through the upper liner.  

- A perimeter berm around the heap leach pads designed to contain 
solution from the leach pads and the 100-year, 24-hour storm event 
will be installed.  

- Drainage or diversion ditches outside the processing solution area 
will be built to preclude entry of storm runoff into the system.  

- Water quality will be monitored in groundwater monitoring wells for 
one year prior to the use of sodium cyanide as background 
information.  

- Storm water runoff, the vadose zone (the unsaturated zone between 
the liner and groundwater), and groundwater will be monitored for 
constituents of concern using statistical analysis. 
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- Quarterly reports on monitoring results and the current status of 
operations will be submitted to the Lahontan Regional Board.  

- The heap leach pile will be neutralized at the time of closure. A Final 
Closure and Post-Closure Maintenance Plan will be approved 180 
days before the start of closure.  

- Financial assurance for neutralization and closure of the heap leach 
pile will be posted in accordance with Title 23 CCR, Section 2580(f).  

- Financial assurance sufficient to initiate and complete corrective 
actions for any reasonably foreseeable potential release to the 
environment will be posted in accordance with Title 23 CCR, Section 
2550.0(b).  

 
• Storage in above ground storage tanks will be regulated by the Lahontan 

Regional Board, in accordance with the California Health and Safety 
Code, Chapter 6.67, and the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality 
Act of 1985, with the following:  
- Development of a detailed Spill Prevention Control and 

Countermeasure Plan prepared in accordance with the guidelines of 
40 CFR, Part 112; 

- Frequent visual inspections for leakage or deterioration of tanks, 
fittings or containment facilities; 

- Secondary containment; and 
- Grading of truck-transfer areas to contain potential spills.  

 
• Storage of hazardous chemicals will comply with the spill control and 

secondary containment provisions found in Section 8003.1.7 of the 1994 
Uniform Fire Code.  

 
Draft SEIR p. 4.1-43, under Existing Mitigation Measures/Conditions of 
Approval:  
 

• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #11 The overliner protective material placed in 
direct contact with the HDPE liner will not exceed 1.5 inches in 
diameter, and will not contain hard, sharp, angular pieces. (Condition of 
Approval No. 15)  

• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #12 A cyanide destructing compound (e.g., 
hydrogen peroxide or calcium hypochlorite) will be maintained onsite 
for use in the event that a spill occurs. (Condition of Approval No. 16) 

• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #13 Historical mining wastes and tailings will be 
tested and used onsite or, if indicated, disposed of at an offsite permitted 
disposal facility, removing any future threat of surface water 
contamination. (Condition of Approval No. 17)  

 
Draft SEIR p. 4.1-44 to 4.1-45: 
 
The Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) (GQM et al. 2007) concluded that 
significant risks of potential water quality degradation will not result with the 
Revised Project due to proposed closure and post-closure maintenance 



County of Kern  Chapter 7. Response to Comments 
 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report March 2010 
Golden Queen Mining Co. Inc. – Soledad Mountain Project 7-121

procedures, and monitoring, operation and contingency plans that will be 
implemented to ensure water quality protection. The following conclusions were 
made in the ROWD: 

Results of the geochemical characterization program…indicate that the 
potential of the ore to generate ARD [Acid Rock Drainage] or ML [Metal 
Leaching] is low to non-existent. During operations, the pH of the ore will be 
increased with the addition of cement and will contain varying levels of 
NaCN solution, which will be neutralized during the closure phase to bring 
the pH, and both total and WAD [Weak Acid Dissociable] cyanide to 
acceptable levels as established in the WDRs [Waste Discharge 
Requirements] to achieve a Group C solid mine waste classification.  

Site attributes within the immediate vicinity of the HLF (Heap Leach 
Facility) are also factors that will minimize the potential risk of water quality 
degradation. Key attributes include the depth to groundwater beneath the 
HLF at approximately 200 feet below NGL [Natural Ground Level], the lack 
of surface water features such as springs or seeps, the very low annual 
precipitation and high evaporation of the arid desert environment, and the 
low permeability of the formations below the HLF. (GQM et al. 2007, p. 10-
2) 

The HLF [Heap Leach Facility] design components and leak detection 
systems…have been developed to provide for containment of the crushed ore 
and process solutions during operations and the leached and rinsed residues 
and solutions during closure. The heap leach pad design includes a full 
composite liner system consisting of a 1-foot thick soil liner and an 80-mil 
durable LLDPE [Linear Low Density Polyethylene] geomembrane liner. 
Additionally, the pad design provides a double-lined section with a LDCS 
[Leak Detection and Collection System] along the down gradient toe to 
facilitate monitoring the integrity of the HLF liner system. 

Furthermore, the LCRS [Leachate Collection and Recovery System] is 
designed to reduce the head on the liner. Engineering analyses of the HLF 
included complete geotechnical evaluations of the liner system for slope 
stability under both static and pseudostatic (earthquake) conditions. 

In addition, the extensive monitoring and contingency plans for the 
HLF…further minimize the potential risk of water quality degradation. The 
monitoring system is designed to detect any potential seepage losses at the 
first stage of solution containment. (GQM et al. 2007, p. 10-2 and 10-3) 

Based on its evaluation of the above elements, GQM (Golden Queen Mining) 
concludes that the combination of positive waste characteristics and site 
attributes, the HLF [Heap Leach Facility] design, quality control and quality 
assurance during construction, operational plans, and the monitoring 
program, demonstrate that the construction and operation of the HLF will 
not cause a significant threat to the water quality of receiving waters, and 
the proposed WMU [Waste Management Unit] classification meets 
regulatory criteria. (GQM et al. 2007, p. 10-3) 
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Letter 24 – Mr. John Thompson 

24-A



County of Kern  Chapter 7. Response to Comments 
 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report March 2010 
Golden Queen Mining Co. Inc. – Soledad Mountain Project 7-123

Response to Letter 24 
Mr. John Thompson (February 21, 2010) 
 

24-A Thank you for your comment in support of the project. It is noted for the record 
and will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 
proposed project. 
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Letter 25 – Mr. Tom Ross 

25-A
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Response to Letter 25 
Mr. Tom Ross (February 21, 2010) 
 

25-A Thank you for your comment in support of the project, and indicating your general 
concurrence with the environmental analysis for the project. It is noted for the 
record and will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision 
on the proposed project. 
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Letter 26 – Mr. James Hooper 

26-A 

26-B 

26-C 

26-D 

26-E 

26-F 

26-G 
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26-H 

26-I 

26-J 

26-K 

26-G 
Cont 
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Response to Letter 26 
Mr. James Hooper (February 23, 2010) 
 

26-A Thank you for your comment regarding the project location with respect to local 
residences. Although the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
(SEIR) makes no mention of a "zone of sensitivity", it does describe sensitive 
land uses. The Draft SEIR states, "Land uses in the general project vicinity 
include sparsely scattered single-family residences, open space, and various 
industrial facilities including other historical precious metals open pit mining 
activities. . . . Approximately eight individual residences are located north of 
Silver Queen Road and within about 450 to 1,000 feet of the Project site. To the 
southwest, a single residence is located along Mojave Tropico Road, 
approximately 0.5 mile from the site boundary. Of these nine existing residences, 
six are within a mile of the historical tailings pile and are identified as potential 
sensitive receptor locations for the purposes of health risk assessment." (p. 1-5)  

 
Additionally, the Draft SEIR acknowledges the importance of those residential 
receptors, indicating that "Combined with the addition of several new residences 
in close proximity to this operation, these [Revised Project design modifications 
and new technologies] and recent site studies constitute new information that 
require evaluation for potential impacts and mitigation in a Supplemental EIR." 
(p. 1-12)  

 
Finally, Section 4.2 (Air Quality) of the Draft SEIR demonstrates how the 
findings and conclusions from the updated Air Quality/Health Risk Assessment 
(Air Sciences 2009b) considered all known sensitive receptors, as follows:  
 

To assess potential project impacts to the surrounding sensitive 
receptors, the Health Risk Assessment component of the AQ/HRA 
evaluated potential health hazards and cancer risks associated with toxic 
air contaminants that could be emitted from the Revised Project. The 
AQ/HRA did not specifically identify the locations of the nearest 
residences. However, spatial modeling parameters do account for 
potential sensitive receptors (including all existing residents) within four 
distinct distance classes: 

1. At the Project Site boundary, with receptors modeled at 50 meters 
(164 feet) apart. 

2. Within 2,000 meters (1.24 miles) of the Project Site boundary, with 
receptors modeled in a grid pattern 200 meters (656 feet) apart. 

3. From 2,000 to 5,000 meters (3.1 miles) from the Project Site 
boundary, with receptors modeled in a grid pattern 500 meters 
(1,640 feet) apart. 

4. A group of 30 randomly selected sensitive receptors representing the 
Edwards Air Force Base, nearby communities, schools, and 
designated Class I and Wilderness Areas (see Table 3-12 of the 
AQ/HRA for a complete listing). These range from 1.8 miles to over 
60 miles from the Project Site. Those receptors within three miles of 
the site are also accounted for in the gridded receptor inventories.  

(Draft SEIR p. 4.2-53) 
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26-B Thank you for your comment regarding the Camelot development. However, the 
Draft SEIR is correct in describing that development as the "nearest large cluster 
of residential development" in the vicinity. In context, the Draft SEIR describes 
surrounding residential land uses as follows: 

 
Land uses in the general project vicinity include sparsely scattered 
single-family residences, open space, and various industrial facilities 
including other historical precious metals open pit mining activities. 
Mining uses include Standard Hill (aggregate – idle), Cactus Gold 
(heap-leach gold – undergoing reclamation), Holliday Rock Company 
(aggregate and asphalt batch plant – active), and the California 
Portland Cement Mojave Plant (aggregate and cement plant – active). 

Approximately eight individual residences are located north of Silver 
Queen Road and within about 450 to 1,000 feet of the Project site. To the 
southwest, a single residence is located along Mojave Tropico Road, 
approximately 0.5 mile from the site boundary. Of these nine existing 
residences, six are within a mile of the historical tailings pile and are 
identified as potential sensitive receptor locations for the purposes of 
health risk assessment. 

The nearest large cluster of residential development is Camelot, a 109-
unit single-family residential development and golf course located 
approximately two miles north of the Project site, southwest of the 
intersection of Camelot Boulevard at Holt Street.  
(Draft SEIR p. 3-12) 

 
26-C Thank you for your comment regarding the direction and strength of prevailing 

winds as they pertain the transport of airborne particulate and other emissions. 
The Draft SEIR (p. 3-9) contains a reference to "dry winds from the west and 
southwest" during the summer months, and also indicates, "Primary wind 
direction is to the northeast. Secondary winds blow towards the south and 
southwest during the daytime in the winter months." (Draft SEIR p. 4.2-2) 
However, those seasonal descriptions should not be construed as indicative of 
prevailing conditions for worst-case transport of particulate and other air 
emissions. The Draft SEIR and its technical appendices provide ample 
consideration of, and data regarding, prevailing winds and their influences on 
project design and monitoring.  

 
The Soledad Mountain Project Baseline and Background Soil Assessment 
prepared in October 2006 by P.M. DeDycker & Associates, Inc. is an attachment 
to the Soledad Mountain Project Human Health Risk Assessment prepared in 
May 2008 by ARCADIS. Regarding the study area necessary to characterize the 
surface soil layer surrounding the proposed Merrill-Crowe plant, the Baseline 
and Background Soil Assessment states:  
  

A study area perimeter has been defined around the proposed location of 
the Merrill-Crow plant. The shape and overall size of the study area was 
selected to incorporate the zone potentially affected by airborne 
emissions released from the Merrill-Crowe plant during operations. 
Prevailing wind patterns, number of soil samples to be collected, and 
factors such as historic mine waste disposal areas were considered in 
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delineating the study area boundary. A meteorological station 
established on the project site, monitored wind frequency distribution by 
direction and speed from October 1989 through August 1991. Results 
indicate that typical prevailing winds at the project site are out of the 
northwest representing flow from the San Joaquin Valley. Wind 
frequency distribution graphs (wind rose diagrams) for the period 
October, 1989 to December 1990 is presented as Figure 2 (Air Sciences, 
Inc.). 
(DeDycker 2006, p. 4) 

 
The Human Health Risk Assessment (ARCADIS 2008) also provides 
information about the monitoring and use of wind data for project design, as 
follows: 
 

This risk assessment is based on the assumption that normal conditions 
prevail during construction of the mine and ore processing facilities. The 
on-site air quality and climate monitoring station was erected in late 
2006. As shown on Figure 2, approximately 18 months of wind data has 
been compiled today and is available for evaluation and for development 
of construction plans. This data provides insight into the diurnal wind 
patterns and can be plotted as part of the project’s fugitive dust 
suppression plan and, specifically, the timing of activities where dust 
suppression is critical. The optimal time for grading and excavation 
activities will be the calmest times of day for wind. This would also 
reduce the potential health risks associated with the historical tailing 
and downwind soils with elevated metal levels.  
(ARCADIS 2008, p. 6-1) 

 
Finally, the Draft SEIR provides the following information regarding prevailing 
winds and related provisions for project design and emissions monitoring:  
 

 "A hood has been designed to enclose trucks when dumping at the primary 
crusher receiving hopper. The hood is oriented with the closed end toward 
the prevailing wind direction." (Draft SEIR p. 3-26)  

 
• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #18 "Monitoring stations for PM10 will be 

established upwind and downwind from the processing facilities. 
(Condition of Approval No. 22 – condition satisfied)" (Draft SEIR p. 4.1-
12)  

• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #21 "The existing tailings piles will be removed, 
thereby reducing the long-term fugitive emissions from the site. 
(Condition of Approval No. 25)" (Draft SEIR p. 4.1-12)  

 
In their Notice of Preparation (NOP) comment letter dated September 16, 2008, 
the Kern County Air Pollution Control District (KCAPCD) related the following 
regarding the anticipated uses of wind data and downwind monitoring: 

 
1. After review of the subject NOP most air quality issues were addressed. 

Minor items not addressed in the NOP will be addressed by the District 
permitting process. 
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2. Air District staff will complete a health risk assessment based on 
proposed emissions, because of possible toxic air contaminant emissions. 
Real wind (air-flow) data will be utilized by the Air District.  

3. The Air District is requesting that the Applicant proceed with downwind 
monitoring so District staff can complete its modeling prior to issuance 
of District permits and the Planning Department’s final environmental 
determination. 

(Draft SEIR p. 4.1-13)  
 

26-D Thank you for your comment regarding the project impacts on residents located 
downwind of proposed mining activities. Please refer to Responses to Comment 
Nos. 26-A and 26-C for information about specific consideration given to those 
residents in soil sampling and characterization studies; the health risk assessment; 
existing and future air monitoring activities; and the use of emissions reduction 
technologies and practices during mining and reclamation activities.  

 
Without citations to specific sections where the Draft SEIR and/or supporting 
technical analyses may be considered deficient or in need of further explanation, 
the lead agency can only refer the commenter to the following chapter, section, 
heading and subheading locations for complete descriptions of project provisions 
and analyses of impacts for the emissions control (i.e., dust abatement) and 
public health topics in question:  
 
Chapter 3 – Project Description 

3.7 Proposed Processes and Facilities 
3.7.6  Heap Leach Facility 

 Pad Design 
 Solution Containment 

3.8 Waste Rock Management Plan 
3.8.1 Goals 
3.8.2 Waste Rock Leachate Control 

3.9 Reclamation and Revegetation 
3.9.1 Reclamation Plan 

 Reclamation of the Heap Leach Facility 
3.11 Utility Systems 

3.11.1 Domestic and Process Water 
3.11.2 Wastewater Disposal 
3.11.3 Solid Waste Disposal 
3.11.5 Drainage and Flood Control 

 Sitewide Stormwater Controls 
- Runoff and Erosion Controls 

3.12 Environmental Controls 
3.12.1 Hazardous Materials 
3.12.2 Air Quality 
3.12.3 Water Quality  
 

Section 4.1 – Effects Not Found to be Significant 
4.1.3 Environmental Analysis 
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III. Air Quality 
VII. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
VIII. Hydrology and Water Quality 

 
Section 4.2 – Air Quality 

4.2.2 Environmental Setting 
Soil Characteristics 

4.2.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
Project Impacts 

 Design Modifications (1997 Project vs. Revised Project) 
 Construction Activities 
 Operations and Maintenance Activities 
- Emissions Sources and Controls 

 Health Risk Assessment 
- Toxic Air Contaminants 

 
26-E Thank you for your comment regarding the potential effects of project emissions 

on air quality at Edwards Air Force Base (EAFB). The Draft SEIR summarizes 
the "Visibility Evaluation" portion of the air quality study and concludes, "the 
estimated visibility impacts at the modeled receptors at EAFB are approximately 
two orders of magnitude less (i.e., range from 1.13 to 4.01 Mm-1) than the State 
visibility standard (i.e., an extinction of 0.23 per km or 230 inverse Megameters 
[Mm-1]). This impact is less than significant." (p. 4.2-46) 

 
26-F Thank you for your comment regarding other mines and their closure. It is not 

pertinent to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR analysis because each mine differs in 
topography, localized meteorology, equipment, mining and processing methods, 
and the intensity and extent of operations. Nonetheless, your comment is noted 
for the record and will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final 
decision on the proposed project. 
 

26-G Thank you for your comment regarding the project's use of water. Please refer to 
section 3.11.1 (Domestic and Process Water) on pages 3-36 and 3-37 of the Draft 
SEIR for descriptions of project water usage, anticipated groundwater yields, 
monitoring requirements, and water supplementation mitigation (originally 
imposed in 1997) to prevent excessive groundwater drawdown effects on 
domestic wells in the area of influence.  
 

26-H Thank you for your comment regarding toxic chemicals and the requisite project 
registration and listing with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
Toxic Chemical Release Inventory System (TCRIS). The TCRIS database 
contains information about which chemicals are used, stored, and released by 
companies. It is a set of publicly available databases containing information on 
releases of specific toxic chemicals and their management as waste, as reported 
annually by U.S. industrial and federal facilities. This inventory was established 
under the Emergency Planning and Community Right to Know Act of 1986 
(EPCRA).  

 
In addition to complying with EPA requirements prior to commencing mining 
operations, the County also requires that the project proponent prepare a 
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Hazardous Materials Business Plan and submit it to the Kern County 
Environmental Health Services Department for review. Those same compliance 
procedures were part of the 1997 Project approval. Due to the expiration of 
applications and the modification of processing and hazardous materials usage 
under the Revised Project, the project must again prepare and submit hazardous 
materials compliance plans. Compliance that is mandated upon project approval, 
and which must be completed prior to commencement of operations, is not 
indicative of delayed information submittal or lax regulatory enforcement, as 
suggested by the comment. All materials will be handled, stored and used in 
conformance with local, state and federal regulations and company safety policy.  
 

26-I Thank you for your comment regarding jobs and local school impacts. If job 
growth resulted in housing growth, then there might be potential impacts to local 
schools. With regard to potential growth in the project area, the Draft SEIR 
evaluated the employment characteristics of the proposed operation. The Revised 
Project would provide new employment consistent with adopted County of Kern 
goals, plans, and policies. Short-term construction personnel will be a 
combination of contractor and project site employees and are estimated at 200 
individuals at peak. (Draft SEIR, p. 3-22) Construction workers are expected to 
travel to the site from various locations throughout southern California, and the 
number of workers expected to relocate to the surrounding area is not expected to 
be substantial. If temporary housing should be necessary, it is expected that 
accommodations would be available in any number of nearby communities, 
including Mojave, Rosamond, California City and Lancaster – all of which are 
within a 30-mile radius of the project.  

 
Full-time production workforce is expected to be 150 employees but could be as 
high as 165. The projected manpower required for the aggregate and construction 
materials operation is 15 and these will be sub-contractor employees. Once the 
mine is in full production, the maximum number of employees on-site at any one 
time is estimated to be 64 during the day shift and 30 during the second shift. 
(Draft SEIR, p. 3-45) Similar to construction employment, however, the scope of 
the existing population, labor force, and available housing in the area is such that 
new housing is not necessary. Therefore, the proposed project would not directly 
or indirectly induce substantial development of new housing or businesses. 
 
Typical established local thresholds of significance for housing and population 
growth pursuant to the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines, Section 15064.7 include effects that would induce substantial growth 
or concentration of a population beyond County projections, alter the location, 
distribution, density, or growth rate of the population beyond that projected in the 
Housing Element, result in a substantial increase in demand for additional 
housing, or create a development that significantly reduces the ability of the 
County to meet housing objectives set forth in the General Plan Housing element. 
Based on the preceding information, the effects of the proposed project in 
relation to these local thresholds are minimal. 

 
Based on jobs and housing growth projections, the 1997 FEIR/EIS and Draft 
SEIR both concluded that the project will not result in an increase in the 
population of school-age children; therefore, the impact would be less than 
significant. 
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26-J Thank you for your comment regarding compensation for potential property 

damages resulting from the project. It is noted for the record and will be made 
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
Nevertheless, the lead agency notes that potential compensation is a private 
matter between the project proponent and the commenter and, without a clear 
nexus of proportionality and jurisdiction, not within the scope of Kern County’s 
authority.  

 
26-K Thank you for your comment regarding jobs and short- and long-term costs. 

Project employment is described in Response to Comment No. 26-I.  
 

The comment poses a general question about short- and long-term costs. In terms 
of CEQA analysis, those environmental costs of project implementation are 
described throughout the Draft SEIR for various topics. Where necessary to 
protect environmental resources and public health, mitigation is proposed that 
will avoid or substantially reduce the physical effects of the project, such that 
most impacts are found to be less than significant after mitigation. Please see 
Chapter 1 (Executive Summary) for a summary of impacts and mitigation.  
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Letter 27 – Pacific States Land Company 
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27-A 

27-B 
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27-C 

27-B 
Cont 
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27-D 
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Cont 
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Response to Letter 27 
Pacific States Land Company (February 23, 2010) 
 

27-A Thank you for your comment regarding existing residential population, zoning, 
and socioeconomic impacts. 
 
A stated purpose of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) 
is to evaluate the proposed project (as revised), existing conditions 
(environmental baseline), and potential impacts described in the 1997 FEIR/EIS 
and to update information where necessary. In the 12-1/2 years since certification 
of the 1997 FEIR/EIS, the population in the Town of Mojave was found to be 
lower than the projected population growth shown on Table 3.0-3 on page 131 of 
the 1997 FEIR/EIS, as reported by the State Department of Finance and U.S. 
Census Bureau (1990 and 2000 Census). In the past 12 years, only three new 
individual residences have been developed north of the Silver Queen Road within 
1,000 feet of the project site.  
 
The zoning of the surrounding area together with adjacent residential tracts 
(including Gold Town) is shown on Figure 3-6 and discussed in Section 3.3.4 
(County General Plan and Zoning) on page 3-9 of the Draft SEIR. Please also 
refer to Exhibit 3.10-1 and the more extensive discussion in Section 3.10.1 on 
pages 259 to 263 of the 1997 FEIR/EIS. 

 
With regard to potential loss of property values, the evaluation of property values 
is beyond the scope of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
document. The focus of a CEQA analysis is on physical changes to the 
environment. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a) the economic 
effects of a project (i.e., the perceived lowering of a property's values) cannot be 
treated as a "significant effect" on the environment. A "significant effect" means 
a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in the environment. In 
order to determine a significant effect, "substantial evidence" of the impact must 
exist. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, "Substantial evidence" 
means enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from this 
information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even 
though other conclusions might also be reached. Whether a fair argument can be 
made that the project may have a significant effect on the environment is to be 
determined by examining the entire record. Substantial evidence shall include 
facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion 
supported by facts. Mere uncorroborated opinion or rumor does not constitute 
substantial evidence. 

 
The preceding CEQA guidance notwithstanding, the issue of property values was 
previously addressed in the Addendum to the Socioeconomic Study contained in 
Appendix XI of the 1997 Final EIR/EIS (Draft SEIR Volume 7, Appendix V: 
1997 FEIR/EIS Volumes 5-7). Page 3 of the addendum reflects the results of an 
analysis by Sedway Kotin Mouchly Group which indicates that residences within 
one-half mile of the project could be impacted but residences along the Backus 
Road corridor will not experience any measurable value loss relative to the 
proposed Soledad Mountain Project, given the distance from the mining 
operations and the topography separating the two. 
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The request for a potable water supply to the surrounding subdivisions is noted 
for the record and will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final 
decision on the proposed project. 
 

27-B Thank you for your comment regarding the potential devaluation of property, and 
general statements regarding various environmental issues. Please refer to 
Response to Comment No. 27-A for discussion of property values. Furthermore, 
it is the Lead Agency's opinion that sufficient evidence has not been provided to 
substantiate the claim that implementation of the project would devalue 
Goldtown properties. Section 3.10.1 of the 1997 FEIR/EIS states that the 
Goldtown map was recorded in 1923 and that Goldtown does not have paved 
streets, a potable water supply or sewer system and that the subdivision is 
essentially undeveloped. Evidence has not been presented to indicate that the 
subdivision would be developed during the life of the Revised Project or to 
support the claim that the property would be devalued.  
 
The comment cites numerous issues and concerns that were addressed in the 
1997 FEIR/EIS and, as necessary under CEQA, updated in the Draft SEIR. The 
1997 FEIR/EIS and Draft SEIR, including their technical appendices, provide 
extensive data and analysis and sufficiently disclose potential adverse effects to 
the environment, including adjacent properties.  
 
In order to determine a significant effect or impact, substantial evidence must 
exist in the record. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, "Substantial 
evidence" means enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from 
this information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even 
though other conclusions might also be reached. Whether a fair argument can be 
made that the project may have a significant effect on the environment is to be 
determined by examining the entire record. Substantial evidence shall include 
facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion 
supported by facts. Mere uncorroborated opinion or rumor does not constitute 
substantial evidence. 
 
The comment also lists various permits, plans, or licenses (from Table 1-1, 
Project Permits and Approvals of the Draft SEIR) with which the project must 
comply prior to and during mining operations. Each of those documents is 
required by local, state, and/or federal regulations. Compliance that is mandated 
upon project approval, and which must be completed prior to commencement of 
operations, is not indicative of delayed information submittal or lax regulatory 
enforcement, as suggested by the comment. The information that will support 
each permit, plan, or license is provided in the Draft SEIR technical appendices, 
Volumes 2 through 7. Those same compliance procedures were part of the 1997 
Project approval. Due to the expiration of applications and/or the modification of 
project design elements, the Revised Project must again prepare and submit 
compliance plans to obtain the permits, licenses, and other approvals listed in 
Table 1-1 of the Draft SEIR. All applications and supporting documentation, 
unless deemed proprietary, are a matter of public record once submitted to the 
County. 
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With specific regard to the Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD), it is provided in 
Appendix R of Volume 4 of the Draft SEIR. 
 
With respect to the criticality of your client’s review of the approved blasting 
plan, it should be noted that any blasting will be performed by a licensed 
contractor. Currently the project proponent will be utilizing a local explosive 
company (Alpha Explosives) from Mojave, California. Prior to the use, storage, 
or handling of explosives on site, a blasting plan shall be prepared by a 
competent individual with proven experience and ability in blasting operations. 
Blasting plans, however, are site specific and can change based on site 
conditions. Nonetheless, all blasting will be strictly conducted in accordance with 
State, local, and Mine Safety & Health Administration regulations. Additionally, 
the project proponent will employ a consulting engineer to assist with the initial 
design of the blasts. The consulting engineer will also be retained to review the 
drilling and blasting practices on a regular basis. This will serve to monitor and 
confirm the in-house expertise and the expertise of the contract blaster. 
 

27-C Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Responses to Comment Nos. 27-A 
and 27-B for discussions pertinent to the comment. 
 

27-D Thank you for your comment regarding groundwater quality and supply.  
 

With respect to protection of water quality, the approved 1997 project was 
reviewed by the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), 
which issued Waste Discharge Requirements allowing the project to proceed 
with appropriate protections for groundwater quality. The project proponent has 
submitted a new Report of Waste Discharge, which is provided in Appendix R of 
Volume 4 of the Draft SEIR. In addition to the analysis of water quality issues in 
the 1997 EIR/EIS and the 2009 Draft SEIR, and the mitigation measures 
contained therein, the Lead Agency will rely on the expertise of the RWQCB, as 
the responsible agency with expertise in the area of groundwater protection.  
 
Regarding the project's use of water, please refer to section 3.11.1 (Domestic and 
Process Water) on pages 3-36 and 3-37 of the Draft SEIR for descriptions of 
project water usage, anticipated groundwater yields, monitoring requirements, 
and water supplementation mitigation (originally imposed in 1997) to prevent 
excessive groundwater drawdown effects on domestic wells in the area of 
influence.  
 

27-E Thank you for your comment regarding noise. The comment requesting noise 
monitoring stations is noted and included in the record, and will be made 
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

 
The 1997 FEIR/EIS and the re-evaluation of noise effects in the Draft SEIR 
indicate that noise levels would be within the limits mandated by the Noise 
Element of the County General Plan and impacts would be less than significant. 
The Revised Project would not propose any significantly different mining 
operations that would generate new or more intensive noise. Therefore, a new 
mitigation measure is not necessary.  
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In evaluating noise increases in the vicinity of the project due to construction and 
operations, the Draft SEIR (p. 4.1-55) cites the Revised Project's compliance 
with the following:  

Regulatory Requirements 

• The noise levels at nearby residences will remain within the 
recommendations of the Noise Element of the Kern County General 
plan. 

• Machinery, equipment and vehicles will be equipped with mufflers in 
accordance with MSHA requirements.  

 
Existing Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval  

• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #43 Approximately 75 to 80 percent of 
construction activities will take place during daylight. (Condition of 
Approval No. 47) 

• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #44 Blasting will occur during daylight, one time 
per day, and will be engineered to minimize the amount of explosives 
used, according to United States Bureau of Mines guidelines. (Condition 
of Approval No. 48) 

• The project shall comply with the goals and objectives of the Noise 
Element of the Kern County General Plan. (Condition of Approval No. 
61) 

• If a single-family residence is constructed on private land which lies 
within the projected 65 dB contour line northeast of the project area as 
shown in Exhibit 3.9-1 (Projected Sound Level Contour Map) of the 1997 
FEIR/EIS, it will be ensured that the noise levels at the residence will 
remain within the recommendations of the Noise Element of the Kern 
County General Plan using both of the following methods: 

 
(a) Noise levels will be monitored to determine if the noise levels are 

above the recommended limits. 

(b) If noise levels are above the recommended limits, measures will be 
taken to reduce the noise level to acceptable levels. 

 
The measures will include the construction of berms using overburden 
material to shield the noise and will include reduction of work in the 
area of the residence during the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 
(Condition of Approval No. 62) 

 
However, revisions to Condition of Approval No. 62 will be recommended to the 
decision-making authority to address noise levels for any single-family residence 
constructed on private land within the 65 dB contour line as shown in Exhibit 
3.9-1 (Projected Sound Level Contour Map) of the 1997 FEIR/EIS (shown in 
strike-out): 

 
• If a single-family residence is constructed on private land which lies 

within the projected 65 dB contour line northeast of the project area as 
shown in Exhibit 3.9-1 (Projected Sound Level Contour Map) of the 
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1997 FEIR/EIS, it will be ensured that the noise levels at the residence 
will remain within the recommendations of the Noise Element of the 
Kern County General Plan using both of the following methods:  

 
(a)  Noise levels will be monitored to determine if the noise levels are 

above the recommended limits. 
 
(b)  If noise levels are above the recommended limits, measures will be 

taken to reduce the noise level to acceptable levels. The measures 
will include, but are not limited to, the construction of berms using 
overburden material to shield the noise and will include reduction of 
work in the area of the residence during the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 
7:00 a.m. (Condition of Approval No. 62) 

 
27-F Thank you for your comment regarding noise, construction hours, and 

information about the blasting plan. Please refer to Response to Comment No. 
27-E regarding noise mitigation and compliance with the noise provisions of the 
Kern County General Plan during construction hours. 
 
The majority of the blasting will be in the area shown on Figure 3-3 (USGS 
Topographic Map) as "Open Pit". The easternmost boundary of the open pit will 
be about 1,000 feet from the Goldtown area. 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comment No. 27-B for discussions pertinent to the 
blasting plan. 
 

27-G Thank you for your comment regarding dust control measures. The Draft SEIR 
(p. 1-23) states that as a requirement of 1997 FEIR/EIS Mitigation Measure #21, 
the existing tailings piles will be removed, thereby reducing the long-term 
fugitive emissions from the site. A more thorough discussion of fugitive dust 
emissions mitigation and design features is provided on pages 4.2-39 to 4.2-40 of 
the Draft SEIR, as follows. As indicated previously in Section 7.2 (Revisions to 
the Soledad Mountain Project Draft Supplemental EIR), based on comments 
received the Draft SEIR has been modified in reference to the wet scrubber. 
 

Section 3.12 (Environmental Controls) of the Project Description (Chapter 
3) lists particulate emissions control methods to be implemented with the 
Revised Project, including:  

• Hood to enclose trucks when dumping at the primary crusher receiving 
hopper.  

• Water Sprays to control dust emissions in the primary crusher 
• Sonic Foggers to control dust emissions at the transfer points.  
• Wet Scrubber to control dust emissions at and above the primary screen 

and HPGR discharge and transfer points. 
• Bin Vents/Filters for dust control at the cement silo and the backup 

cement storage vessel  
• Wet Material to minimize stockpile fugitive dust emissions. 
• Dust Collection System for drilling operations 



County of Kern  Chapter 7. Response to Comments 
 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report March 2010 
Golden Queen Mining Co. Inc. – Soledad Mountain Project 7-150

• Additive Application/Watering to minimize fugitive dust during material 
hauling 

• Highly Maintained Haul/Access Roads to minimize fugitive dust from 
vehicle travel over unpaved roads (AQ/HRA, p. 24). 

 
These and other emissions controls are described throughout the Project 
Description. Other operational considerations factored into the overall 
emissions include:  

• Historical tailings will be incorporated in the construction of the Phase 1 
heap leach pad and this will remove one source of fugitive dust in the 
area (GQM 2006c). 
 

• Fuel usage and related emissions will be reduced by: 

o Use of backfill techniques to minimize hauling distances of waste 
rock.  

o Construction of a pipe conveyor to convey ore from the active pits to 
the ore processing circuit to minimize hauling of ore.  

o Use of optimally sized haul trucks for the Project to minimize haul 
truck trips.  

 
The Draft SEIR also provides a summary of the disposition and handling of 
existing tailings piles, and the consequent fugitive dust emissions, as follows: 
 

As shown in Table 4.2-10, changes to key design features in the Revised 
Project indicate that material handling activities and fuel consumption 
will be significantly lower for the Revised Project than they would have 
been for the previously approved 1997 Project. . . . These changes are 
expected to reduce emissions of all criteria pollutants. The emissions 
reduction benefits of the above changes can be seen in Table 4.2-11, 
which compares the PM10 emissions estimates from the 1997 Project 
and the Revised Project. The table shows higher total lb/hour PM10 
emissions for the Revised Project. This is due to a difference in 
estimating assumptions rather than a change in the project. The 1997 
FEIR/EIS took credit for eliminating 136,000 lb/yr PM10 by using the 
existing tailings pile as a base for the leach pad (p. 213). The Revised 
Project also will incorporate the existing tailings into the leach pad 
base; [emphasis added] however, the Air Sciences AQ/HRA does not take 
credit for any resulting reduction in fugitive emissions. Any effect of 
reducing fugitive emissions will be the same for the Revised Project as 
for the 1997 Project, but is not reflected in Table 4.2-11. Even without 
taking credit for this reduction, the annual PM10 emissions will be 
substantially less for the Revised Project compared to the 1997 Project. 
(pp. 4.2-47 to 4.2-48)  

 
27-H Thank you for your comment regarding noise issues. The specific 

recommendation that the hours of operation and the noise should be eliminated 
between the hours of 5:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m. and on weekends is noted for the 
record and will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision 
on the proposed project. 
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As stated in the Draft SEIR on page 4.1-55, the Noise Element of the Kern 
County General Plan requires operations be designed or arranged so that they 
will not subject residential or other noise-sensitive land to exterior noise levels in 
excess of 65 dB. Please also refer to Response to Comment No. 27-E. 
 

27-I Thank you for your comment regarding visual impacts. The discussion of visual 
impacts at page 4.1-6 in the Draft SEIR indicates that there has been no new or 
significant change in the visual conditions in the project vicinity since the 
original mining project was approved in 1997. Furthermore, the Revised Project 
does not include any significantly new or modified design features that would 
conflict with the 1997 FEIR/EIS conclusions. There are no new unique scenic 
resources within the project area or vicinity. Therefore, the Revised Project’s 
impacts will remain less than significant. Therefore, new mitigation measures are 
not necessary.  
 
In addition, Draft SEIR (p. 3-30) describes the Revised Project waste rock 
management plan, which addresses various issues including slope contouring to 
reduce visual impacts. Most importantly, concurrent reclamation will be feasible 
with the current approach to waste rock management. Moreover, the Revised 
Project will reclaim approximately 839 acres of the 905 acres disturbed, or 93 
percent. The 1997 Project would have disturbed 930 acres and reclaimed 419 
acres, or approximately 45 percent.  
 
In evaluating impacts to visual resources and viewer sensitivity, the Draft SEIR 
(p. 4.1-7) cites the Revised Project's compliance with the following:  

Regulatory Requirements 

• A Reclamation Plan approved by Kern County will include:  
- The removal of all buildings and foundations at the end of the 

project;  
- Grading of overburden piles and heap leach piles to fit in with the 

surrounding topography; and  
- Revegetation of the disturbed areas with native species of plants.  

• Dust control measures required in the air permit to control particulate 
emissions will minimize the potential visual impact of fugitive dust.  

 
Existing Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #39 Surface disturbance will be minimized to that 
required for safe and efficient operation. (Condition of Approval No. 27) 

• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #40 Historical mining disturbance will be 
reclaimed (Condition of Approval No. 44) 

• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #41 Buildings and structures will be painted with 
non-reflective earthtone colors to blend with the predominant 
background. (Condition of Approval No. 45) 

• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #42 Outdoor lighting for the mine pit and other 
areas of nighttime activities will be shielded and directed downward to 
reduce fugitive light. Light poles will be no higher than necessary for 
safe and efficient lighting. Low-pressure sodium bulbs or other 
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appropriate technology will be used for outdoor lighting. (Condition of 
Approval No. 46) 

 
27-J Thank you for your comment. As indicated in the Draft SEIR Notice of 

Availability for Public Review, a public hearing has been scheduled with the 
Kern County Planning Commission to consider the project and the Final SEIR on 
April 8, 2010 at 7:00 p.m. or soon thereafter, Chambers of the Board of 
Supervisors, First Floor, Kern County Administrative Center, 1115 Truxtun 
Avenue, Bakersfield, California. Additionally, you will be notified of the 
scheduled hearing date/time when the Kern County Board of Supervisors will 
consider action(s) associated with this project. 
 
Thank you for providing an updated mailing address. The distribution list has 
been revised to indicate the requested change. 
 

27-K Thank you for your comment. It is noted for the record and will be made 
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
 
It should be noted that mining is not a new use on the Project site. Ever since it 
was created, the Gold Town Subdivision has co-existed with mining and its 
impacts on Soledad Mountain and surrounding areas. The Draft SEIR (p. 3-1) 
explains: Gold mining in the area began in the early 1900s. Between 1935 and 
1942, approximately 1,180,000 tons of ore was mined using underground mining 
methods. All mining activities ceased during the Second World War. Some 
remnants of the historical mine workings are still present at the Site, including 
the Gold Fields tailings deposit, which dates to the 1930s and is the largest and 
most recent of the historical tailings piles at the Site. Existing disturbance at the 
project site totals about 117 acres. The Gold Town subdivision map was 
recorded in 1923, during this period of active mining (1997 FEIR/EIS, Section 
3.10.1.) In addition, the majority of the Project site, including portions abutting 
the Gold Town subdivision, has long been designated in County planning 
documents as mineral extraction (Draft SEIR, p. 3-9 to 3-10.) 
 

27-L Thank you for your comment. The request for a potable water supply to the 
surrounding subdivisions is noted for the record and will be made available to the 
decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. Regarding the 
issue of water supply, the Draft SEIR (p. 3-37) states the following:  

As a Condition of Approval (Condition of Approval No. 45) of the 
Conditional Use Permits, and as a mitigation measure(1997 FEIR/EIS 
MM #16) adopted for the Project by Kern County in 1997, GQM will 
monitor the groundwater level on a monthly basis and compare the 
water level data collected by the monitoring program to water levels 
predicted by the groundwater drawdown model. In the event the 
monitoring program shows that the actual water drawdown in the wells 
exceeds the predicted model for six consecutive months, the 1997 
conditions of approval require that GQM supplement the water supplied 
by the production wells with up to 300 gpm of water from Antelope 
Valley – East Kern Water Agency (AVEK). GQM filed and application 
for a water service connection in a letter to AVEK dated February 8, 
2008. The initial engineering for a connection to the AVEK system has 
been completed.  
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Letter 28 – Mr. Eric H. Kelbacher 

28-A

28-B

28-C

28-D
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Response to Letter 28 
Mr. Eric H. Kelbacher (February 24, 2010) 
 

28-A Thank you for your comment regarding groundwater wells and usage. Please 
refer to section 3.11.1 (Domestic and Process Water) on pages 3-36 and 3-37 of 
the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for descriptions of 
project water usage, anticipated groundwater yields, monitoring requirements, 
and water supplementation mitigation (originally imposed in 1997) to prevent 
excessive groundwater drawdown effects on domestic wells in the area of 
influence.  
 
Regarding the issue of water supply, the Draft SEIR (p. 3-37) states the 
following:  
 

As a Condition of Approval (Condition of Approval No. 45) of the 
Conditional Use Permits, and as a mitigation measure (1997 FEIR/EIS 
MM #16) adopted for the Project by Kern County in 1997, GQM will 
monitor the groundwater level on a monthly basis and compare the 
water level data collected by the monitoring program to water levels 
predicted by the groundwater drawdown model. In the event the 
monitoring program shows that the actual water drawdown in the wells 
exceeds the predicted model for six consecutive months, the 1997 
conditions of approval require that GQM supplement the water supplied 
by the production wells with up to 300 gpm of water from Antelope 
Valley – East Kern Water Agency (AVEK). GQM filed and application 
for a water service connection in a letter to AVEK dated February 8, 
2008. The initial engineering for a connection to the AVEK system has 
been completed.  

 
28-B Thank you for your comment regarding blasting noise and its related effects on 

people, wildlife, and ambient noise conditions. The 1997 FEIR/EIS evaluated 
potential noise sources and their effects on nearby sensitive receptors, including 
residents present at that time. In the period since approval of the 1997 Project and 
certification of the 1997 FEIR/EIS, the project was modified and several new 
residences were constructed in close proximity to the project. The Draft SEIR 
revisited the noise analysis from the 1997 FEIR/EIS to determine whether 
changes in the project (as reflected in the Revised Project), or the circumstances 
under which the project would be implemented, have the potential to result in 
new impacts or to increase the severity of impacts previously identified in the 
1997 FEIR/EIS.  
 
The County did not receive any noise-related comments from Responsible and 
Trustee Agencies during the Notice of Preparation review period. Technical 
studies were not prepared to further assess noise impacts due to the extensive 
evaluation provided in the 1997 FEIR/EIS. 
 
The following sections summarize the Draft SEIR findings for noise in general 
and for blasting specifically. 
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Construction and Operations Noise 
 
In summarizing the 1997 FEIR/EIS, the Draft SEIR (p. 4-1-55) reiterated the 
finding that noise levels would increase in the vicinity of the project due to 
construction and operations. The Draft SEIR (p. 4.1-54) concurred with the 1997 
FEIR/EIS finding: 

The anticipated noise levels generated by typical operations at the Soledad 
Mountain Project are within the limits recommended by the Noise Element of 
the Kern County General Plan. During the operating life of the project, there 
would be an increase in ambient noise levels which would be perceptible to 
humans in the project vicinity, but these levels would not exceed maximum 
existing levels measured in the vicinity of the project area and the impact of 
the project on noise would be Less Than Significant. (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 255) 

 
The 1997 FEIR/EIS concluded that noise would be generated by mining 
activities; engines; construction equipment; rock drills and crushing; and 
blasting. The 1997 FEIR/EIS concluded that the 1997 Project’s noise levels 
would be within levels allowed by the Noise Element of the County General Plan 
and impacts would be less than significant.  
 
The Draft SEIR (p. 4-1-55) summarized the 1997 FEIR/EIS regulatory 
requirements pertaining to noise as follows:  

• The noise levels at nearby residences will remain within the 
recommendations of the Noise Element of the Kern County General plan. 

• Machinery, equipment and vehicles will be equipped with mufflers in 
accordance with MSHA requirements.  

 
The Draft SEIR (p. 4-1-55) summarized the 1997 FEIR/EIS mitigation measures 
and conditions of approval as follows: 

• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #43 Approximately 75 to 80 percent of 
construction activities will take place during daylight. (Condition of 
Approval No. 47) 

• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #44 Blasting will occur during daylight, one time 
per day, and will be engineered to minimize the amount of explosives 
used, according to United States Bureau of Mines guidelines. (Condition 
of Approval No. 48) 

• The project shall comply with the goals and objectives of the Noise 
Element of the Kern County General Plan. (Condition of Approval No. 
61) 

• If a single-family residence is constructed on private land which lies 
within the projected 65 dB contour line northeast of the project area as 
shown in Exhibit 3.9-1 (Projected Sound Level Contour Map) of the 1997 
FEIR/EIS, it will be ensured that the noise levels at the residence will 
remain within the recommendations of the Noise Element of the Kern 
County General Plan using both of the following methods: 

(c) Noise levels will be monitored to determine if the noise levels are 
above the recommended limits. 
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(d) If noise levels are above the recommended limits, measures will be 
taken to reduce the noise level to acceptable levels. 

 
The measures will include the construction of berms using overburden 
material to shield the noise and will include reduction of work in the 
area of the residence during the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 
(Condition of Approval No. 62) 

 
The Draft SEIR review of noise effects determined that the Revised Project 
would not propose any significantly different mining operations that would 
generate new or more intensive noise. Similar with the 1997 Project, the Revised 
Project would not result in any significant impact. However, revisions to 
Condition of Approval No. 62 will be recommended to the decision-making 
authority to address noise levels for any single-family residence constructed on 
private land within the 65 dB contour line as shown in Exhibit 3.9-1 (Projected 
Sound Level Contour Map) of the 1997 FEIR/EIS (shown in strike-out): 

 
• If a single-family residence is constructed on private land which lies 

within the projected 65 dB contour line northeast of the project area as 
shown in Exhibit 3.9-1 (Projected Sound Level Contour Map) of the 
1997 FEIR/EIS, it will be ensured that the noise levels at the residence 
will remain within the recommendations of the Noise Element of the 
Kern County General Plan using both of the following methods:  

 
(a)  Noise levels will be monitored to determine if the noise levels are 

above the recommended limits. 
 
(b)  If noise levels are above the recommended limits, measures will be 

taken to reduce the noise level to acceptable levels. The measures 
will include, but are not limited to, the construction of berms using 
overburden material to shield the noise and will include reduction of 
work in the area of the residence during the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 
7:00 a.m. (Condition of Approval No. 62) 

 
Blasting Noise and Vibration 

 
As summarized in Table 1-2, Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and 
Level of Significance After Mitigation, the Revised Project is subject to several 
blasting-related mitigation measures that were originally required in the 1997 
FEIR/EIS. The measures are as follows:  
 

1997 FEIR/EIS MM #20 The size and number of blasts in the mine will be 
limited by good engineering design. 
 
1997 FEIR/EIS MM #44 Blasting will occur during daylight, one time per 
day, and will be engineered to minimize the amount of explosives used, 
according to United States Bureau of Mines guidelines. 

 
The Draft SEIR (p. 3-25) describes proposed blasting procedures as follows: 
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Blast holes will be drilled on an engineered grid to allow for the placement 
of blasting agents within the deposit and the collection of drill cutting 
samples for assay and mine development. Blasting will be strictly conducted 
in accordance with Mine Safety & Health Administration (MSHA) 
regulations. Blasting will occur during daylight, one time per day, and will 
be engineered to minimize the amount of explosives used.  

 
The 1997 FEIR/EIS (p. 44-45) also indicated that, "In order to ensure that 
blasting does not result in damage or danger to project or neighboring 
structures, blasting procedures will be designed, conducted and monitored by 
experienced mining engineers and California certified blasters. Blasting will take 
place one time per day, during the afternoon shift change or during the lunch 
break, approximately five days per week.…Initial blasting at the mine will be 
monitored to determine that there are no impacts to adjacent structures or water 
supply wells from the use of explosives." 
 
The 1997 FEIR/EIS found that blasting-related noise and vibration impacts 
would be less than significant with the required mitigation measures and 
conditions of approval. 
 

28-C Thank you for your comment regarding contamination from past site activities 
and measures for containment and prevention of further contamination. Since the 
comment requests information about containment of hazardous substances, 
including existing contaminants from past mining activities, the lead agency 
refers the commenter to the following chapter, section, heading and subheading 
locations for complete descriptions of project provisions and analyses of impacts 
for the topics in question:  
 
Waterborne Toxics and Groundwater 
 
Chapter 3 – Project Description 

3.7 Proposed Processes and Facilities 
3.7.6  Heap Leach Facility 

 Pad Design 
 Solution Containment 

3.8 Waste Rock Management Plan 
3.8.1 Goals 
3.8.2 Waste Rock Leachate Control 

3.9 Reclamation and Revegetation 
3.9.1 Reclamation Plan 

 Reclamation of the Heap Leach Facility 
3.11 Utility Systems 

3.11.1 Domestic and Process Water 
3.11.2 Wastewater Disposal 
3.11.3 Solid Waste Disposal 
3.11.5 Drainage and Flood Control 

 Sitewide Stormwater Controls 
- Runoff and Erosion Controls 

3.12 Environmental Controls 
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3.12.1 Hazardous Materials 
3.12.3 Water Quality  

 
Section 4.1 – Effects Not Found to be Significant 

4.1.3 Environmental Analysis 
VII. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
VIII. Hydrology and Water Quality 
XVI. Utilities and Service Systems 

 
Airborne Toxics and Carcinogenic Substances 
 
Chapter 3 – Project Description 
The sections and subsections listed above also apply to the use, containment, 
disposal, and remediation of airborne toxics and carcinogenic substances. 
Additional relevant information is found in:  

3.12 Environmental Controls 
3.12.2 Air Quality  

 
Section 4.1 – Effects Not Found to be Significant 

4.1.3 Environmental Analysis 
III. Air Quality 
VII. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
VIII. Hydrology and Water Quality 

 
Section 4.2 – Air Quality 

4.2.2 Environmental Setting 
Soil Characteristics 

4.2.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
Project Impacts 

 Design Modifications (1997 Project vs. Revised Project) 
 Construction Activities 
 Operations and Maintenance Activities 
- Emissions Sources and Controls 

 Health Risk Assessment 
- Toxic Air Contaminants 

  
28-D Thank you for your comment regarding prevailing winds. The Draft SEIR (p. 3-

9) contains a reference to "dry winds from the west and southwest" during the 
summer months, and also indicates, "Primary wind direction is to the northeast. 
Secondary winds blow towards the south and southwest during the daytime in the 
winter months." (Draft SEIR p. 4.2-2) However, those seasonal descriptions 
should not be construed as indicative of prevailing conditions for worst-case 
transport of particulate and other air emissions. The Draft SEIR and its technical 
appendices provide ample consideration of, and data regarding, prevailing winds 
and their influences on project design and monitoring.  

 
The Soledad Mountain Project Baseline and Background Soil Assessment 
prepared in October 2006 by P.M. DeDycker & Associates, Inc. is an attachment 
to the Soledad Mountain Project Human Health Risk Assessment prepared in 
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May 2008 by ARCADIS. Regarding the study area necessary to characterize the 
surface soil layer surrounding the proposed Merrill-Crowe plant, the Baseline 
and Background Soil Assessment states:  
  

A study area perimeter has been defined around the proposed location of 
the Merrill-Crow plant. The shape and overall size of the study area was 
selected to incorporate the zone potentially affected by airborne 
emissions released from the Merrill-Crowe plant during operations. 
Prevailing wind patterns, number of soil samples to be collected, and 
factors such as historic mine waste disposal areas were considered in 
delineating the study area boundary. A meteorological station 
established on the project site, monitored wind frequency distribution by 
direction and speed from October 1989 through August 1991. Results 
indicate that typical prevailing winds at the project site are out of the 
northwest representing flow from the San Joaquin Valley. Wind 
frequency distribution graphs (wind rose diagrams) for the period 
October, 1989 to December 1990 is presented as Figure 2 (Air Sciences, 
Inc.). 
(DeDycker 2006, p. 4) 

 
The Human Health Risk Assessment (ARCADIS 2008) also provides 
information about the monitoring and use of wind data for project design, as 
follows: 
 

This risk assessment is based on the assumption that normal conditions 
prevail during construction of the mine and ore processing facilities. The 
on-site air quality and climate monitoring station was erected in late 
2006. As shown on Figure 2, approximately 18 months of wind data has 
been compiled today and is available for evaluation and for development 
of construction plans. This data provides insight into the diurnal wind 
patterns and can be plotted as part of the project’s fugitive dust 
suppression plan and, specifically, the timing of activities where dust 
suppression is critical. The optimal time for grading and excavation 
activities will be the calmest times of day for wind. This would also 
reduce the potential health risks associated with the historical tailing 
and downwind soils with elevated metal levels.  
(ARCADIS 2008, p. 6-1) 

 
Finally, the Draft SEIR provides the following information regarding prevailing 
winds and related provisions for project design and emissions monitoring:  
 

 "A hood has been designed to enclose trucks when dumping at the primary 
crusher receiving hopper. The hood is oriented with the closed end toward 
the prevailing wind direction." (Draft SEIR p. 3-26)  

 
• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #18 "Monitoring stations for PM10 will be 

established upwind and downwind from the processing facilities. 
(Condition of Approval No. 22 – condition satisfied)" (Draft SEIR p. 4.1-
12)  
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• 1997 FEIR/EIS MM #21 "The existing tailings piles will be removed, 
thereby reducing the long-term fugitive emissions from the site. 
(Condition of Approval No. 25)" (Draft SEIR p. 4.1-12)  

 
In their Notice of Preparation (NOP) comment letter dated September 16, 2008, 
the Kern County Air Pollution Control District (KCAPCD) related the following 
regarding the anticipated uses of wind data and downwind monitoring: 

 
4. After review of the subject NOP most air quality issues were addressed. 

Minor items not addressed in the NOP will be addressed by the District 
permitting process. 

5. Air District staff will complete a health risk assessment based on 
proposed emissions, because of possible toxic air contaminant emissions. 
Real wind (air-flow) data will be utilized by the Air District.  

6. The Air District is requesting that the Applicant proceed with downwind 
monitoring so District staff can complete its modeling prior to issuance 
of District permits and the Planning Department’s final environmental 
determination. 

(Draft SEIR p. 4.1-13)  
 

28-E Thank you for your comment regarding the cyanide overflow pond and potential 
interactions with wildlife. As a framework for understanding the types of surface 
water features that will be present on the project site, the Draft SEIR indicates 
that "Runoff from mining operations will be separated from the runoff from 
nonmining operations. All runoff from disturbed areas will be diverted directly 
into the sediment ponds.… Runoff from mining operations such as the plant area, 
pads and crushing and screening facility will be collected within each facility 
boundary and routed into the surface water collection system or stored within the 
pad solution control system in order to meet zero discharge criteria for these 
areas." (p. 3-43)  
 
Draft SEIR Section 3.7.6 (Heap Leach Facility) states, "The Heap Leach Facility 
(HLF) consists of the facilities that receive ore for leaching with dilute sodium 
cyanide solution (NaCN) and includes the heap leach pads, solution conveyance 
channel, pump box, and overflow pond." (p. 3-27) In describing the proposed 
overflow pond, the Draft SEIR has been revised to indicate that the overflow 
pond is strictly intended as a contingency and will not be used to store solutions 
during normal operations. It is therefore expected that the pond will typically be 
dry. Additionally, the following will be recommended to the decision-making 
authority for inclusion as a condition of the project’s approval:  
 
“The project proponent shall install netting or other protective measures 
approved by the Kern County Planning Department, around the heap leach 
facility pump box in a manner that prevents wildlife access. Said protective 
measures shall be continuously maintained in good condition.” 
 
Draft SEIR Chapter 6 (Alternatives) includes an evaluation of alternative solution 
storage configurations comparing the favored, proposed configuration to the 
rejected "open solution storage pond" design. As described for the proposed 
configuration, "One of the important attributes of the valley-fill concept is the 
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lack of solution ponds exterior to the leach pads. The toe berm will create a pond 
area for in-heap management of the solutions, runoff from precipitation and 
retention of the design storm event. The lack of barren and pregnant solution 
ponds minimizes hazards to wildlife." (p. 6-13) Open solution storage, on the 
other hand, "…have large surface areas that result in increased water losses due 
to evaporation and represent a threat to wildlife. Suitable locations for open 
solution storage ponds are not readily available at the project site. Because of 
the increased solution losses, wildlife hazards and lack of available sites, the 
open solution storage ponds alternative was eliminated from further 
consideration in the 1997 FEIR/EIS." (p. 6-13) 
 
Additionally, on page 4.1-13, under the list of Existing Mitigation 
Measures/Conditions of Approval from the 1997 FEIR/EIS, Mitigation Measure 
#28 provides that "Routine distribution of cyanide solution on the top of the heap 
leach pad will occur via a drip irrigation system and the heap leach pads will be 
contoured to prevent surface ponding which could attract birds and small 
animals. (Condition of Approval No. 32) "  
  

28-F Thank you for your comment regarding compensation and property values. With 
regard to potential loss of property values, the evaluation of property values is 
beyond the scope of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
document. The focus of a CEQA analysis is on physical changes to the 
environment. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a) the economic 
effects of a project (i.e., the perceived lowering of a property's values) cannot be 
treated as a "significant effect" on the environment. A "significant effect" means 
a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in the environment. In 
order to determine a significant effect, "substantial evidence" of the impact must 
exist. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, "Substantial evidence" 
means enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from this 
information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even 
though other conclusions might also be reached. Whether a fair argument can be 
made that the project may have a significant effect on the environment is to be 
determined by examining the entire record. Substantial evidence shall include 
facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion 
supported by facts. Mere uncorroborated opinion or rumor does not constitute 
substantial evidence. 

 
The preceding CEQA guidance notwithstanding, the issue of property values was 
previously addressed in the Addendum to the Socioeconomic Study contained in 
Appendix XI of the 1997 Final EIR/EIS (Draft SEIR Volume 7, Appendix V: 
1997 FEIR/EIS Volumes 5-7). Page 3 of the addendum reflects the results of an 
analysis by Sedway Kotin Mouchly Group which indicates that residences within 
one-half mile of the project could be impacted but residences along the Backus 
Road corridor will not experience any measurable value loss relative to the 
proposed Soledad Mountain Project, given the distance from the mining 
operations and the topography separating the two. 
 

28-G Thank you for your comment. It is noted for the record and will be made 
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
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