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State Clearinghouse No. 96061052 
Department of the Interior No. FES-97-26 

• Kern County Planning Department 
Bakersfield, California 

• United States Department of Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Ridgecrest, California 

PROPOSED ACTION: Construction and operation of the Soledad Mountain Project, a proposed open pit 
heap leach gold mine. 

ABSTRACT: The United States Bureau of Land Management (BLM) issued a Notice of Intent on March 21, 
1996, to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Proposed Action. On June 16, 1996, the 
County of Kem (County) issued a Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report. In accordance with 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the County 
and BLM prepared a joint Draft EIR/EIS which was made available on June 2, 1996. Written comments were 
accepted until August 11, 1997. Oral comments were heard at public meetings in Rosamond, Kern County, 
California on June 24, 1997 and Mojave, Kem County, California on June 25, 1997. The Final EIR/EIS contains 
the Comments and Response to Comments and the monitoring programs for all mitigation measures. The 
Proposed Action would construct and use conventional heap leach processing to recover disseminated gold 
from ore recovered from an open pit excavation. Ore would be processed at a rate of approximately six million 
tons annually for approximately ten years. A total of 930 acres of land would be disturbed by the project 
activities. Reclamation of disturbed areas would occur at the completion of operations. The total project life 
would be about fifteen years. Five alternatives to the Proposed Action were analyzed in detail in the Draft 
EIR/EIS: 1) No Action; 2) Increased Mining and Processing Rate; 3) Decreased Mining and Processing Rate; 
4) Reduced Project Size; and 5) Partial Backfilling. Other alternatives were considered and eliminated from 
detailed consideration. Issues identified through the scoping process and evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS include 
mineral resources, topography, geology and soils, hydrology, vegetation, wildlife, air quality, land use, visual 
resources, cultural resources, transportation, noise, socioeconomics and public health and safety. Regulatory 
requirements and mitigation measures incorporated by project design would result in impacts that are less than 
significant for soils, hydrology, air quality, vegetation, wildlife, visual resources, noise, land use, socioeconomics, 
public health and safety and traffic and transportation. Additional mitigation measures are recommended in 
the EIR/EIS to reduce significant cultural and historical resources to less than significant. Impacts to topography 
and mineral resources are considered significant and unavoidable adverse. 

PUBLIC REVIEW: This Final EIR/EIS is being distributed for a 30-day public review and comment period 
according to the National Environmental Policy Act. Comments should be submitted by October 19, 1997 to 
the attention of Ahmed Mohsen at the following address: 

07330010.336 

Bureau of Land Management 
Ridgecrest Resource Area 
300 South Richmond 
Ridgecrest, California 93555 
(760) 384-5421 
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The Comments and Response to Comments were sent to the agencies and individuals who provided 
comments on the Draft EIR/EIS on August 25, 1997 as part of the CEQA process. A public hearing was held 
before the Board of Supervisors of the County of Kern on September 8, 1997. A Conditional Use Permit will 
be issued in September. 

This document has been approved for public review. 

-.~ TedJames.t>e::::-
Director 
Kern County Planning Department 

~~~ 
District Manager, California Desert I tfict¥ 
Bureau of Land Management 
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USER'S GUIDE 

PURPOSE 

USER'S GUIDE 

The Soledad Mountain Project is a surface open pit gold mine proposed by Golden Queen 

Mining Company, Inc., located on public and private lands southwest of the town of Mojave 

in the County of Kern, California. This document is the joint Final Environmental Impact 

Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIR/EIS) prepared by Kern County (County) 

and the United States Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in compliance with the Federal 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the State of California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA) laws. 

The U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM) issued a Notice of Intent on March 21, 1996, to 

prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Proposed Action. On June 16, 1996, 

the County of Kern (County) issued a Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact 

Report. In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 

• Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the County and BLM prepared a joint Draft EIR/EIS which 

was made available on June 2, 1996. Written comments were accepted until August 11, 

1997. Oral comments were heard at public meetings in Rosamond, Kern County California 

on June 24, 1997 and in Mojave, Kem County, California on June 25, 1997. The Final EIR/EIS 

contains the comments and response to comments and the monitoring programs for all 

mitigation measures as well as changes made in response to comments. 

• 

The EIR/EIS is an informational document designed to outline to the public the effects on the 

land and resources of implementing the proposed action or alternative actions, identify ways 

to minimize the significant effects and describe reasonable alternatives. 

This Final EIR/EIS has been formatted in accordance with the National Environmental Policy 

Act (NEPA), implementing regulations under 40 CFR 1502.10 and California's Public 

Resources Codes 21100(a) and 21003(b). This assures that the document is organized in a 

manner that provides meaningful and useful information to decision-makers, organizations and 

the public . 

07330010.31A S-1 September 1997 



SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
FINAL EIR/EIS 

FORMAT AND CONTENT 

USER'S GUIDE 

This document is intended to be combined with the Draft EIR/EIS to form a complete EIR/EIS 

in the following manner. Replace the Table of Contents, User's Guide, and Executive 

Summary in the Draft EIR/EIS with the new pages contained in the Final EIR/EIS. Replace 

individual correction pages and Section 6.0, Comments and Response to Comments, Section 

7.0, Mitigation Monitoring Program, Section 8.0, Report Preparation, and Section 9.0, Glossary 

and References, from the Final into Volume 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Correction pages for 

appendices are contained at the back of the Final EIR/EIS and should replace the individual 

pages in the Draft appendices with the same page number. Section 6.0, Section 7.0 and 

Section 8.4 are new for the Final EIR/EIS. All other pages contain corrections or new page 

numbers. The corrections include corrections of typographic errors, clarification of wording, 

and revisions to the Draft in response to comments. The correction pages contain additions 

in shading and deletions in strikeout. Please note that the term Draft EIR/EIS is used 

throughout the Draft EIR/EIS and should be changed to Final EIR/EIS, however, correction 

pages were not supplied for each occurrence of the term Draft EIR/EIS. 

This is an abbreviated Final EIR/EIS, prepared according to NEPA. As stated in 40 CFR 

1503.4(c), if minor changes are made in the Draft EIS in response to comments, consisting 

of technical, editorial or nonsubstantive factual corrections, then an abbreviated Final EIS may 

be prepared. An abbreviated Final EIS only contains copies of substantive comments 

received on the Draft EIS, responses to those comments, and an errata section with specific 

modifications and corrections to the Draft EIS in response to comments. Additionally, in 

accordance with the CEQA process, a Mitigation Monitoring Program was developed and has 

been included in the Final EIR/EIS. 

When combined with the Draft EIR/EIS, this document forms the complete EIR/EIS which is 

organized in the following manner: Executive Summary, Introduction, Proposed Action and 

Alternatives, Affected Environment, Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures of the 

Proposed Action, Affected Environment, Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures of 

the Alternatives, CEQA Statutory Sections, Comments and Response to Comments, Mitigation 

Monitoring Program, Report Preparation and Technical Appendices. 

Executive Summary - This section provides a brief project description, major conclusions and 

selection of the Preferred Action by the Lead Agencies, a description of any controversial 
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issues, a description of each significant impact with proposed mitigation measures and a 

summary of the unavoidable adverse project impacts and other issues to be resolved by the 

Lead Agency. 

Introduction/Regulatory Framework (Section 1.0) - This section contains brief discussions of 

the material contained in the document and provides readers with an overview of the CEQA/ 

NEPA process, an overview of the organization and structure of the Environmental Review 

document, the purpose and need of the proposed project and a brief description of the project. 

Proposed Action and Alternatives (Section 2.0) -The Proposed Action portion of this section 

includes a description of the basic characteristics of the project, including its: objectives, 

location, technical, economic and environmental characteristics, size and design, 

implementation schedule and a list of reviewing agencies and required discretionary approvals. 

The Alternatives portion of this section proposed for consideration a range of reasonable 

alternatives to the project which could: 1) reduce to Less Than Significant environmental 

impacts associated with the Proposed Action; 2) achieve the basic project objectives; and 3) 

be technically and economically feasible. Reasonable alternatives are those alternatives 

which may be feasibly carried out based on technical and economic factors and meet the 

purpose and need as outlined in Section 1 of the Final EIR/EIS. A No Action alternative is 

included to form a basis for comparing impacts to a baseline. 

Affected Environment. Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures of the Proposed Action 

(Section 3.0) - This section examines the setting, direct and indirect impacts, the irreversible/ 

irretrievable commitment of resources, the cumulative impacts, the regulatory requirements, 

proposed project design features, the recommended mitigation and the residual impacts of the 

Proposed Action for each environmental area associated with the project, including: 

• Mineral Resources (Natural Resources) 

• Physiography and Geology (Earth Resources) 

• Soils (Earth Resources) 

• Hydrology (Water Resources) 

• Air Quality 

• Biology 

• Cultural and Historical Resources (Cultural Resources) 
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• Visual Resources (Light and Glare/Aesthetics) 

• Noise 

• Land Use (Land Use/Population/Housing) 

• Socioeconomics (Economic Development/Fiscal Analysis) 

• Health Hazards and Public Safety (Human Health/Risk of Upset) 

• Traffic and Transportation (Transportation/Circulation) 

USER'S GUIDE 

Affected Environment, Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures of the Alternatives 

(Section 4.0) - The Alternatives section examines in detail the reasonable alternatives 

considered for further analysis. It evaluates the impact of each of the alternatives on each of 

the project environmental resources, in the same manner as for the Proposed Action. It 

includes a detailed evaluation of the No Action alternative, and a comparison of the impacts 

of the alternatives to those of the Proposed Action. 

CEQA Statutory Sections (Section 5.0) - This section includes assessments of short-term uses 

• 

versus long-term productivity, growth-inducing impacts and a summary of environmental • 

impacts of the proposed project. 

Comments and Response to Comments (Section 6.0) - This section includes the written 

comments on the Draft EIR/EIS and responses to those comments. It also includes responses 

to oral comments made at two public meetings. 

Mitigation Monitoring Program (Section 7.0) - This section presents a program to monitor and 

demonstrate compliance with the mitigation measures developed to avoid potentially 

significant impacts and specific conditions of approval associated with the Conditional Use 

Permit (CUP). 

Report Preparation (Section 8.0) - The Report Preparation section contains a listing of the 

participants responsible for preparation of this document and the individuals, organizations and 

agency representatives contacted during the preparation of the Environmental Review. 

Glossary and References (Section 9.0) - This section contains definitions of technical terms 

and acronyms used in the document, and a list of references cited. 
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Technical Appendices - The Technical Appendices section includes various supporting 

technical reports. 

The descriptions and analyses in this Final EIR/EIS are based on a comprehensive body of 

data and information derived from technical studies, engineering reports and project permit 

applications. Appropriate information has been incorporated to allow assessment of the 

potential for significant environmental impacts of project implementation, following guidelines 

provided in NEPA and CEQA implementing regulations. Various technical documents 

identified in this Environmental Review are attached as appendices. 

DECISION-MAKING PROCESS 

CEQA - There are three basic CEQA compliance tracks: 1) projects exempt from CEQA are 

subject to few, if any, analytical or public participation requirements; 2) projects which are not 

exempt from CEQA, but which will not cause significant adverse environmental impacts are 

subject to simplified analytical and public participation requirements, concluding with the 

issuance of a Negative Declaration; and 3) projects which will, or may, result in significant 

environmental effects are subject to extensive analytical and public participation requirements, 

including the issuance of a Draft EIR and Final EIR. Kern County is the Lead Agency under 

CEQA for preparation of this Final EIR/EIS. 

Open pit mining operations which use cyanide heap leaching processes to produce gold or 

other precious metals require an EIR. 1 The EIR process entails a full and detailed disclosure 

of the environmental impacts of the proposed project, potentially feasible mitigation measures 

to reduce these impacts and potentially feasible project alternatives. 

An EIR consists of two documents: a Draft EIR, which is circulated to solicit comments from 

the public and other government agencies, and a Final EIR, which consists of responses to 

comments on the Draft EIR and modifications to the Draft EIR. If an agency makes substantial 

changes to the project or decides to present significant new information following issuance of 

the Draft EIR, the agency must then recirculate a revised Draft EIR for additional public review 

and comment. 

CEQA §21151.7 
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The final step in the CEQA process is the requirement that agencies adopt findings to 

document the agencies' rationale for approving the proposed project with respect to the 

environmental analysis presented in the EIR. CEQA requires that agencies must find that: 

1) the project will have no significant environmental impacts; 2) the project may have 

significant impacts, but these impacts can be reduced to a Less Than Significant level by 

mitigation measures that can and should be implemented; and/or 3) the project will result in 

significant impacts, but there are specific social, economic or other overriding considerations 

justifying project approval. 

An EIR provides an important opportunity for public participation and informed public agency 

decisions relating to proposed projects, plans and regulatory programs. CEQA compliance 

is significantly enhanced by the establishment and maintenance of sound working relationships 

with all concerned parties, including the community, the media and the project sponsor. By 

using the CEQA process to address environmental impacts and take public concerns into 

account, public agencies can comply with CEQA's legal requirements and establish a process 

that both encourages and benefits from public involvement. 

NEPA - There are five basic steps to completing the NEPA process: 

1) Scoping 

2) Data collection 

3) Documentation of the Environmental Analysis 

4) Decision documentation 

5) Project implementation and monitoring 

The MOU between Kern County and the SLM encourages preparation of a joint document to 

minimize duplication of effort and paperwork. This document is prepared in accordance with 

the MOU and addresses those items specific to NEPA which are not covered in the CEQA 

process. 

The SLM will use this document to process the mining Plan of Operations submitted by Golden 

Queen Mining Company under 43 CFR 3809, Surface Mining Regulations. A Record of 

Decision (ROD) will be the administrative mechanism to approve or deny the Proposed Action. 

Appeals of SLM decisions are subject to 43 CFR 4. 
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INTRODUCTION 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This 9raft rura@i Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Bfaft rural 
EIR/EIS) has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for use by Kem County and the 

United States Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Area Office of the California Desert 

District (SLM) in consideration of a proposed development, by Golden Queen Mining 

Company, Inc. (Golden Queen), of the Soledad Mountain Project, approximately five miles 

southwest of the unincorporated town of Mojave (population approximately 4,000) in Kem 

County, California. 

The purpose of this Braft p\fijl. EIR/EIS is to present SLM and Kem County's comparative 

analysis of the impacts of the Proposed Action and Alternatives on the physical, biological, 

social and economic resources of the area inif:JJg::::=P.!r:i§itK!@2m!rn@m!lflmJIIIriii2miil:!2 
• ~mm.iffliiJiniiffii!:R@ffjl;i.j~I§. The Proposed Action is a mining proposal to extract minerals 

from the subsurface, process the ore using chemical leaching methods and place the waste 

rock adjacent to the processing and mining areas. Alternatives to the Proposed Action include 

variations on the duration of operations and placement of waste rock. After careful 

consideration of the impacts of the Proposed Action and all the alternatives, SLM and Kem 

County have identified a joint Preferred Action in response to regulatory requirements, issues 

raised, resources present, impact analysis results and the effectiveness of mitigation and 

reclamation measures. 

• 

A total of 930 acres are proposed to be disturbed by the Proposed Action at the end of 

operations. The project area consists of approximately 1,690 acres, of which 1,219 acres (72 

percent) are privately owned land and 471 acres (28 percent) are unpatented mining claims 

on public lands administered by the SLM. The Kem County Planning Department is the lead 

agency for compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act and will oversee the 

implementation of and compliance with the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 

(SMARA), which is applicable to all mining operations within the State of California. SLM is 

the Lead Agency for compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act and will oversee 

compliance with the standards and procedures in the SLM regulations for surface mining of 

public land under the United States Mining Law. 

07330010.31A S-7 September 1997 



SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
BRAFF ffl~ EIR/EIS 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A public scoping process was initiated by the BLM and Kem County to identify issues and 

concerns relating to the proposed mining operation and assist the lead agencies in formulating • 

alternatives to the Proposed Action. The scoping process was designed to provide an 

opportunity for receipt of verbal and written comments from the public, organizations and 

government agencies. This was achieved through two public meetings, newspaper 

publications, federal register notice and notice of preparation of an EIR/EIS. Project 

description, resource inventories and public meeting proceedings were made available on the 

worldwide web as early as March 1996. 

The issues raised during the scoping process include the project's impact upon: 

• Storm water runoff and erosion control 

• Water supply and availability 

• Water quality 

• Damage to public roads by heavy truck traffic 

• Vibration damage (from blasting) to structures and water wells 

• Visual impacts 

• Health impacts from dust, fumes and toxic emissions 

• Noise 

• Traffic 

• Property values 

Each of these issues was given special attention and consideration in the development of the 

impact analyses and the conclusions derived from the analyses. l:nfi~fg@niiifrii.fi.iit.fii 
@iJ1tgffi.litmi¥ninmtiifflit@gii'-Yt@afi:t@J;m1itijo.atimgt~wmitia6.vlr@mm1mii.t:Jri1111r@m 
ft.fll.;R&lmiffli31i:iniYiili]§1mMtirii\fiiUM@Hitnt.HP:rifIIUMiil.:$Ilffli@.m:wij$]:f:liiiil¥i]{l§J:jfgq 
QµqgflgWil;§U1iMViffliff~mlio.lIRtiIB!Ptiliintm:@:iiiita:11I:1:11wi.?I@lriiimmimfiIB.ffl 
liill1!:fpti)ijl.iifimffl\t.~igjffn::]i.!i.#~iffl§mllllfs.ffftI@l!@ilil@i!:l.ffili.1lH~mNIMnliil:lllHltfil~Eim 
MP1iiifI~rrft@ggnttW@ll!Iiffiliilb@i.1iiil1tt:1:li1il: 

PROJECT LOCATION AND SETIING 

The project is located within an unincorporated area of eastern Kern County. The project area 

is on and around Soledad Mountain, west of State Route 14 and south of Silver Queen Road. 

• 

The project area includes portions of Sections 5, 6, 7 and 8 in Township 10 North, Range 12 • 

West, Section 1 in Township 10 North, Range 13 West, and Section 32 in Township 11 North, 

Range 12 West, San Bernardino Base and Meridian. The entrance to the facilities will be from 

Silver Queen Road, approximately one and one-half miles west of State Route 14. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The topography of the western Mojave Desert in the area of the site varies from relatively flat 

alluvial areas to steep mountains. Elevations vary from approximately 2,000 feet above mean 

sea level in the flat alluvial-covered areas to over 5,000 feet in some of the mountainous 

areas. Soledad Mountain is a volcanic peak approximately three miles in diameter. The 

topography of the project area consists of rugged outcrops and ridges with intervening 

drainage which grade to alluvial slopes and flat areas on the flanks of Soledad Mountain. The 

elevation of the project area varies from 4,190 feet above mean sea level at the peak of 

Soledad Mountain to approximately 2,700 feet above mean sea level along the northeast flank. 

Industrial facilities in the area include chemical plants, recycling facilities and airplane storage 

and repair facilities at the Mojave Airport. In the higher elevations to the northwest of the site 

are several hundred windmills which generate electricity. Edwards Air Force base is located 

to the east and occupies a large portion of the desert floor. 

Soledad Mountain has been the site of nearly continuous exploration for and mining of 

precious metals since gold was discovered there in 1894. Other open pit mining activity in the 

Mojave area near the project site includes Standard Hill (precious metals), Cactus Gold 

(precious metals), Granite Construction (aggregate), Asphalt Construction (aggregate and 

asphalt batch plant) and California Portland Cement Mojave Plant (aggregate and cement 

plant). 

Distances to the nearest urban centers include Bakersfield, approximately 49 miles northwest, 

Lancaster, approximately 22 miles south, and Los Angeles, approximately 62 miles southwest. 

Approximately five residences are located on Silver Queen Road to the north of Soledad 

Mountain. The Camelot housing and golf course development is located three miles north of 

the project area and consists of 109 houses on approximately 15 acres. Less than 10 

additional homes are located on the north side of the golf course outside the development. 

Approximately 1 S residences are located along Backus Road south of the mountain. iitti.r~ 
@1:::@PP.r2xlm.@~1::1§':::t~~ggn~~';Un:111~u.g~t:i.m§U1imnhg~1!§?J.~'::§mm~:::@t':fgi:::mi1g1:::@r~1:::11:::2r 
hiif::)~gf{gjf!:ggj~fJil.ifIPfi§!?.lifli.iliIJ:@:::im§iiPPf9.XI.ID.l.E.l.ffi!Yiliirfi@iaiiiti:iii.I@riltifi 
Rpµff:@jtw,1!i,1:11i#mt111r:m:Jtit:::iti1P.P.~i:::1,1mfiinP~~ 
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DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

Proposed Action 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Soledad Mountain Project is a proposal to develop an open pit precious metals (gold and 

silver) mining and heap leach processing operation with the potential for the production of 

aggregate and construction materials. Up to 60 million tons of ore and 230 million tons of 

overburden materials will be mined. The anticipated life of the project is up to 15 years with 

employment expected for approximately 230 people. The project will operate 24-hours per 

day, 7-days per week. Processing operations will continue for approximately two years after 

the cessation of mining, at which time the project will begin closure and reclamation. 

Construction activities for the Soledad Mountain Project would last one year and would 

include: construction of haulage and access roads to the open pit mine areas, preparation of 

the initial open pit mine production areas, leveling the crushing and sizing area and installing 

the equipment, grading the first cells of the heap leach pad and installing the liner and leak 

detection systems, creating growth media stockpiles, establishing water wells, erecting the 

process facility, grading the office and parking areas and erecting office, maintenance and 

ancillary facilities. 

Mining will be done using conventional open pit, hard rock mining methods, including: drilling 

of blast holes, blasting, loading haul trucks with shovels or front-end loaders, hauling ore to 

the processing area and hauling overburden to the overburden piles. These activities will be 

supported by bulldozers, road graders, water trucks and miscellaneous service vehicles. Dust 

generation will be controlled by the use of dust suppressant palliatives and watering of roads 

and working areas. 

Prior to leaching, the ore will be crushed and screened to reduce the ore to a nominal minus 

1 O mesh (about one-sixteenth inch) particle size. After crushing, it will be agglomerated, a 

process where fine particles are used to coat larger particles to produce relatively uniform size 

particles. These agglomerates enhance solution percolation within the heap leaching process. 

The agglomeration process will include the addition of cement and/or lime to the ore, which 

• 

• 

minimizes the evolution of cyanide from the leach solution. Throughout the crushing and • 

agglomeration process, dust generation will be suppressed using water sprays and/or 

controlled by dust collectors. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The design concept for this project utilizes modified valley-fill heap leach pads in which heap 

leach pads with internal solution control are constructed. The heap leach pads will be 

designed as side-hill leach pads with a perimeter berm supporting the toe of each heap and 

providing internal solution storage capacity. Gold and silver will be recovered from the 

Soledad Mountain Project ore by cyanide heap leaching, followed by the Merrill-Crowe 

recovery process. 

The project will require the use of an average of 750 gallons per minute of water, pumped from 

up to three water supply wells, over the life of the project. This water will be used for dust 

control and to replenish the water lost in processing to evaporation and residual heap ore 

moisture. Bottled water will meet the potable water needs for the project. A new electricity 

substation will be constructed on the project site with overhead and underground distribution 

to serve the various locations on the project site. 

Reclamation 

• A total of 930 acres will be disturbed by the project, approximately 215 of which have been 

disturbed as a result of prior activities on the site. Except for the steep walls of the open pit 

mine, which cover 221 acres, and 20 acres of process area high wall and side slope, all 

disturbed acreage will be subject to reclamation and/or stabilization processes. A total of 419 

acres will be revegetated using locally gathered seeds. Project operations will be followed by 

closure and reclamation of the site. 

• 

The general objectives of reclamation are: to return disturbed lands to a condition similar to 

the pre-mining land use condition. 

Specifically, reclamation of the Soledad Mountain Project will include: 

• Salvage and storage of top soils for use as growth media; 

• Slope reduction of the overburden piles; 

• Contouring and surface preparation of the top horizontal surfaces of the overburden 

piles; 

• Contouring and surface preparation of the top and sides of the heap leach piles; 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

• Contouring and surface preparation of exploration disturbances and production support 

facilities sites; 

• Revegetation of the prepared surfaces of the overburden piles, heap leach pads and 

support facilities sites; 

• Revegetation with seeds collected from the site and vicinity; 

• Neutralization of process components; 

• Dismantling and removal of structures; 

• Preserving evidence of the mineralization and the mineral resources; and 

• Reducing risk to public health and safety. 

To assure that reclamation and heap neutralization will be satisfactorily completed at no public 

expense, financial assurances will be posted by Golden Queen prior to construction with Kern 

County, SLM and the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

Alternatives 

NEPA and CEQA require lead agencies to rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all 

reasonable alternatives to the proposed action. The objectives of analyzing alternatives to the 

Proposed Action is to provide the public and decision makers with a comparative analysis of 

the impacts of reasonable alternatives, including the No Action alternative. This provides a 

clear basis for choice among options that are evenly examined. This process provides the 

rationale that allows the lead agencies, in consultation with all affected interests, to select a 

Preferred alternative that best meets its statutory mission. 

A total of 16 alternatives to the Proposed Action were considered for evaluation. 

These included: alternative mining techniques, different overburden disposal methods, 

precious metals recovery processes, project site and facility locations and power supplies. 

Evaluation of Alternatives 

After careful evaluation of each alternative, five alternatives were identified as reasonable 

alternatives considered for detailed analysis. Reasonable alternatives are the ones 
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• determined by SLM and Kem County which may meet the purpose and need of the proposed 

• 

• 

project. 

Those reasonable alternatives selected for consideration are: 

• No Action - in which the proposed project is not approved, and no change from existing 

environmental conditions occurs. 

• Increased Mining and Processing Rate - in which the rate of mining and processing is 

increased by 20 percent. 

• Decreased Mining and Processing Rate - in which the rate of mining and processing is 

reduced by 20 percent. 

• Reduced Project Size - in which the total amount of mining is reduced to avoid 

topographic impact to significant ridge lines of Soledad Mountain. 

• Partial Backfilling - in which portions of the open excavation would be used for waste 

rock disposal. 

Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures of the Proposed Action 

The environmental impacts of the Proposed Action upon each of the following resources have 

been analyzed and conclusions of significance reached. These impacts are summarized 

below: 

• Mineral Resources 

Utilization of the known mineral resources would increase the potential for the discovery 

of additional mineral resources, currently unknown, and is consistent with land use 

policies encouraging the development of mineral resources. Removal of mineral 

resources is considered a Significant and Unavoidable Adverse impact. 

• Physiography and Geology 

The topography of the project site would be altered by the creation of an open pit mine, 

overburden piles and heap leach pads. These will be permanent land forms after 

reclamation is complete. The environmental impact on topography would be Significant 

and Unavoidable Adverse. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Geologic understanding of the area would be enhanced by improved access for 

observation and interpretation. New facilities will be constructed in accordance with the 

Uniform Building Code for the seismic risk at the site. Many existing seismic hazards 

would be eliminated by project development. The environmental impact on geology and 

seismicity would be Less Than Significant. 

• Soils 

Four soil types would be disturbed, two of which would be collected for reclamation use 

as growth media. An approved site drainage plan will provide for storm water and 

erosion control. Since the area soils are rocky and nutrient poor and the best soils will 

be salvaged for reuse, the environmental impact upon soils would be Less Than 

Significant. 

• Hydrology 

Overburden piles are not acid producing and would not release substances to the 

environment which might potentially degrade surface or groundwater. Ore heaps will 

be constructed and managed according to Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control 

Board requirements and regulations. An approved site drainage plan will control storm 

water runoff. The project will be a zero discharge facility. Reagents, chemicals, fuels, 

lubricants and supplies will be stored, used and disposed of in accordance with all 

regulatory agency requirements. Leak detection systems will be installed and 

monitored. The environmental impact upon surface water and water quality would be 

Less Than Significant. 

Approximately 750 gallons of water per minute would be used over the life of the 

project, which is less than 7 percent of the estimated recharge to the basin. This would 

result in a localized water table drawdown, but would not significantly affect other water 

supply wells. The groundwater would recover to within 80 percent of its pre-project 

level within five years after discontinuing the use of the project water supply wells. The 

environmental impact upon water supply would be Less Than Significant. 
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• Air Quality 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

District air quality standards and regulations will be met. A health risk assessment for 

the project has indicated that no significant risk from project-related toxic contaminants 

or activities would occur. Operations will be conducted using Best Available Control 

Technology under permits issued by the Kem County Air Pollution Control District. 

United States Environmental Protection Agency-approved air quality modeling methods 

indicate that the environmental impact upon air quality would meet district air quality 

standards and would be Less Than Significant. Existing ambient air quality will be 

improved in the long-term through reclamation of existing tailings piles that contribute 

a calculated 136,000 pounds of PM10 emissions per year. 

• Biology 

No endangered, threatened, rare or sensitive plant or itf!jjpgifigf pf]Pfiif!fujg animal 

species have been found at the site. Site disturbance would affect existing plants and 

animals until reclamation is complete. Fencing, heap leach pad and agglomeration 

designs would limit wildlife contact with process solutions. Reclamation of the site, 

using locally gathered seeds, would reduce the environmental impact to biological 

resources to Less Than Significant. 

• Cultural and Historical Resources 

Four historical sites have been identified as having scientific and historical value. 

Salvage excavation, architectural recording and data recovery will be performed at each 

of these sites prior to construction. A viewing and informational kiosk, which will include 

site historical information, will be built. Without these studies, deterioration of these 

sites would continue and their value would be lost. 

By definition, disturbance of these sites would constitute a Significant environmental 

impact. As a result of the data recordation efforts proposed, this impact will be 

mitigated to Less Than Significant. 
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• Visual Resources 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Impacts would result from the surface disturbance associated with construction and 

mine operations. Reclamation of the site would reduce the long-term impact. The view 

from residences immediately north of Soledad Mountain, and, to a lesser extent, along 

Backus Road to the south of Soledad Mountain, would be affected. The Proposed 

Action, while retaining the basic elements of the form, line, color and texture of the 

mountain, may attract attention. Evaluation of the impact using SLM Visual Resource 

Management methods indicates a weak contrast in relation to other current and 

historical activities in the surrounding region. This, combined with the viewing distance 

from towns and major travel routes, indicates that the environmental impact upon visual 

resources would be Less Than Significant. 

• Noise 

The project site is designated for mineral development and mining. Current sources of 

noise include sonic booms, vehicle traffic from nearby major roads and trains on nearby 

railroad tracks. The local terrain is complex, sheltering noise which may be generated 

from mining operations. There would be a perceptible increase in area noise, 

attenuated by distance, during the life of the project. The maximum noise levels 

generated from the project would be within the limits recommended by the Noise 

Element of the Kern County General Plan at nearby occupied residences. The 

environmental impact of noise would be Less Than Significant. 

• Land Use 

The majority of the project site is zoned for Limited Agriculture. The Specific Plan for 

Soledad Mountain - Elephant Butte and Vicinity - South of Mojave use designation for 

the site is for mineral extraction and processing, public lands and low-density residential 

uses. Public lands managed by SLM at the site include mining as a permitted use. The 

primary land use within the project area consists of mineral exploration, minerals 

development and open space. Mineral rights for the site have been acquired by Golden 

• 

• 

Queen, and no legal restraints to the project exist. A portion of New Eagle Road • 

extending into the project site will be vacated. Following reclamation, the site will be 

returned to pre-project land uses. The environmental impact upon land use would be 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Less Than Significant. Golden Queen intends to pursue a land exchange with SLM 

whereby all the disturbed public lands within the project boundary would become private 

land. In exchange, the SLM would receive land in areas where there are large areas 

of public holdings. The SLM had previously designated the public land in this area for 

exchange. 

• Socioeconomics 

The project will create 250 construction jobs, approximately 230 full-time jobs and 136 

indirect jobs. During the construction period approximately 13. 7 million dollars would 

flow to the local economy. The value added to the region over the life of the project is 

estimated at 11 million dollars per year. Tax receipts would exceed government 

services provided. Most employees would come from the local area, and no growth

inducing impacts would result. The project would substantially enhance the local 

economy, which will be positive. The environmental impact on socioeconomics would 

be Less Than Significant. 

• Health Hazards and Public Safety 

Project construction and reclamation activities would eliminate or reduce existing 

hazards from historical mining activities, such as particulate emissions from blowing 

tailings, access to existing underground mine openings and unstable structures which 

would reduce existing hazards to Less Than Significant. 

• Traffic and Transportation 

The project would increase traffic by 375 average daily trips, an increase of 91 percent 

over the current level. Silver Queen Road is a county road, constructed and maintained 

to support truck traffic as well as passenger vehicles. The capacity of Silver Queen 

Road is 15,000 average daily trips. The volume to capacity ratio of Silver Queen Road 

would increase from its current 0.03 level to 0.05. Potential aggregate sales could 

result in an additional 140 average daily trips, increasing the volume to capacity ratio 

to 0.06. Ample parking will be provided on the project site. Local transit requirements 

would not be affected since most of the employees will be local residents. There is little 

pedestrian traffic in this undeveloped area, so there would be no effect upon 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

pedestrians. The environmental impact upon traffic and transportation would be Less 

Than Significant. 

Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures of the Alternatives 

Components of the Proposed Action related to the mining operation are common to all of the 

alternatives except the No Action. Each environmental impact was analyzed for each 

alternative in the same manner as for the Proposed Action. 

Of the alternatives, the No Action and the Reduced Project Size represent a change in the 

amount of land that would be disturbed relative to the Proposed Action. The potential impacts 

of these alternatives may vary from those of the Proposed Action in many of the resource 

areas evaluated. 

The Increased Mining and Processing Rate, the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate and 

the Partial Backfilling alternatives do not change the overall size of the project from the 

Proposed Action relative to the land area disturbed or the amount of material mined and 

processed. Therefore, most of the impacts to resources will be the same as those of the 

Proposed Action, with the exception of the tempo or duration of impacts relative to the set time 

frame. 

• No Action Alternative 

The No Action alternative would constitute denial of the operational permit to develop the 

project. This alternative is the CEQA environmentally superior alternative and NEPA 

environmentally preferred alternative. The No Action alternative would result in no change to 

the current impacts on the resources of the area. The No Action alternative would not benefit 

the socioeconomic and employment opportunities of the area. Reclamation of 215 acres 

disturbed by historic mining activities would not be realized under this alternative. This would 

increase impacts to vegetation, wildlife and visual resources from the current levels. Air and 

water quality impacts would continue at their current levels if the No Action alternative is 

implemented. Other benefits to the resources would not be realized as a result of this 

• 

• 

alternative, they include: seismic hazard impacts, long-term air quality, cultural and historical • 

resources. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

• . Because it has several beneficial environmental benefits, this alternative is environmentally 

superior to the Proposed Action. However, the selection of the No Action alternative would 

not be consistent with federal mining laws and regulations (1976 FLPMA and 43 CFR 3809) 

• 

unless operations result in undue and unnecessary degradation of the subject lands. Some 

state and county policies encourage mineral development. While the Specific Plan for 

Soledad Mountain - Elephant Butte and Vicinity - South of Mojave recognizes gold and silver 

mining operations as important land uses, a No Action alternative would still be consistent with 

both the County General Plan and the Specific Plan. 

• Increased Mining and Processing Rate 

This alternative examines the environmental effects of an increased rate of mining and ore 

processing relative to the Proposed Action. The Increased Mining and Processing Rate 

alternative is technically feasible. This alternative would result in the exceedence of PM10 

standards. It also would require implementation of additional mitigation measures associated 

with dust control. This would result in additional water usage and operational equipment 

exhaust. 

If operational air quality monitoring should indicate that the results of pre-operational modeling 

were not indicative of actual conditions, consideration of increased rates should not be 

precluded. 

Although this alternative is technically feasible, it is not environmentally superior to the 

Proposed Action. 

• Decreased Mining and Processing Rate 

This alternative examines the environmental effects of a decreased rate of mining and ore 

processing relative to the Proposed Action. The Decreased Mining and Processing Rate 

alternative is technically feasible. This alternative would have a slight beneficial effect on 

drawdown of groundwater levels, slightly lower noise levels and slightly less traffic. The 

alternative would produce a 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 Proposed Action. 
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Although this alternative is technically feasible and has some beneficial effects, it is not 

environmentally superior to the Proposed Action. It is comparable to the Proposed Action. 

• Reduced Project Size 

The Reduced Project Size alternative examines the environmental effect of the project 

designed to minimize topographical impact and improve, incrementally, visual impacts. This 

alternative would be technically feasible. 

This alternative would have a slight beneficial effect on the topographic profiles in relation to 

the Proposed Action since less disturbed acreage is involved. This alternative would have a 

slight beneficial effect on the vegetative resources of the affected area. With respect to the 

visual impact of this alternative, relative to the Proposed Action, there is a slight beneficial 

difference. This alternative would result in a decrease in employment duration by seven years, 

as compared to the Proposed Action. Health hazard risks would 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 

Proposed Action. 

Reducing the project size would be slightly beneficial relative to the Proposed Action with 

respect to topographic profiles and vegetative resources. This, however, does not render this 

alternative environmentally superior to the Proposed Action since the benefits of reducing 

existing hazards and reclamation of previously disturbed mining activities would not be fully 

realized. 

• Partial Backfilling of the Open Pit 

This alternative examines the environmental affects of modifying the Proposed Action to allow 

for partial backfilling of the depressions created by open pit mining activities. Although this 

alternative is technically feasible, it is not considered to be environmentally superior to the 

Proposed Action because it extends the impacts of the earth-moving operations for an 

additional two and one-quarter years. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Partial Backfilling would be slightly beneficial relative to the Proposed Action with respect to 

topographic profiles and vegetative resources. However, this alternative is slightly less 

beneficial relative to the Proposed Action with respect to noise, air and water quantity. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Three significant impacts would result from the Proposed Action. They include the impact of 

the project upon the mineral resources, the topography of the site and upon cultural and 

historical resources. 

The mining of the ore will result in the removal of the mineral resource which is considered a 

significant and unavoidable adverse impact. Commercial utilization of the geologic resources 

constitutes a beneficial use of available resources. 

The nature of the project will necessarily affect the topography of the site and will result in the 

creation of mine high walls, heap leach piles and overburden piles. Even after reclamation is 

• complete, these features will remain. Other than those reclamation actions proposed in the 

reclamation plan, no mitigation measures have been proposed or specified that have the ability 

to reduce the impact of the project to Less Than Significant. 

• 

Resources of cultural and historical significance would be impacted by the project. This 

impact will be mitigated to a Less Than Significant impact through site investigations and 

recordation of data. Since these sites are deteriorating and their historical significance would 

likely be lost without this effort, the recordation of the sites is positive to an understanding of 

the mining history. 

Although each of the resources analyzed for environmental impact will be affected in some 

manner, the impacts on each were found to be Less Than Significant. Therefore, no additional 

mitigation measures are recommended . 
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Evaluation of these Proposed Action and the alternatives resulted in the following conclusions: 

• The No Action alternative is the NEPA Environmentally Preferred alternative and the 

CEQA Environmentally Superior alternative. 

• The Proposed Action is the BLM's NEPA Preferred alternative. 

A summary of the alternatives is in Table S-1. Table S-2 summarizes the environmental 

impacts of the Proposed Action. 

Technically 
Feasible 

Proposed Action Yes 

No Project Yes 
Alternative 

Increased Mining Yes 
and Processing 
Rate Alternative 

Decreased Mining Yes 
and Processing 
Rate Alternative 

Reduced Project Yes 
Size Alternative 

Partial Backfilling Yes 
Alternative 

TABLE S-1 

Summary of Alternatives 

Environmentally Meets County 
Superior Objectives(1) 

- Yes 

Yes Yes 

No Yes 

Same Yes 

Same Yes 

No Yes 

(1) Consistency with General Plan and/or Specific Plan. 
(2) BLM multiple use mission. 
(3) Remains under consideration after analysis in Section 4.0. 
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Meets BLM Remains Under 
Objectives(2) Consideration 

(3) 

Yes Yes 

No Yes 

No No 

Yes Yes 

No Yes 

Yes Yes 
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Environmental Issue Impact 

Mineral Resources Significant and 
1. Loss of mineral Unavoidable 

resources through Adverse 
extraction. 

Physiography and Significant and 
Geology Unavoidable 
1 . Natural ground contours Adverse 

would be modified. 

2. Potential ground motion Less Than 
from earthquakes could Significant 
cause instability of 
slopes, pose of hazard 
to site facilities, or cause 
collapse of historic 
underground mine areas 
and above ground 
structures. 

07330010.31A 
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TABLE S-2 

Executive Summary Table 

Regulatory Reguirements Project Design Features 
(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

• There are no regulatory requirements related to • Exploration activity, drilling boreholes and 
the mineral resources of the project. analysis of rock samples, has been 

conducted to ensure mineral resources will 
not be covered by overburden or heap piles. 

• The State Mining and Geology Board • During final reclamation, overburden will be 
Reclamation Regulations require that slopes of graded to break up the unnatural angles at 
the pit and overburden piles be stable and the top edges. 
conform with the surrounding topography and 
proposed end use. 

• A Reclamation Plan is required which identifies 
areas to be revegetated and type of vegetation. 

• Bonding for reclamation is required. 

• Construction of buildings will be in accordance • Mine pit slopes will be evaluated throughout 
with Zone 4 seismic design provisions of the operations to assure that excavation occurs 
Uniform Building Code. Building plans require al a slope angle that is safe, considering 
review and approval by Kern County. actual rock strength and structural 

• Earthwork and fills will be constructed in conditions encountered. 
accordance with geotechnical design • Old underground mining areas will be 
specifications and Kern County excavation and excavated or remediated. 
grading guidelines. Grading plans require review • Historical structures will be stabilized or 
and approval by Kern County. removed by the applicant prior to site 

• The State Mining and Geology Board disturbance. 
Reclamation Regulations require that slopes of 
the pit and overburden piles be stable and 
conform with the surrounding topography and 
proposed end use. The requisite slope stability 
analysis will be incorporated as part of the 
approved reclamation plan. 
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Additional Level of 

Recommended Significance 
Mitigation Measures After Mitigation 

None Significant and 
Unavoidable 
Adverse 

None Significant and 
Unavoidable 
Adverse 

None Less Than 
Significant 
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Environmental Issue Impact 

Physiography and 
Geology (Continued) 

Soils Less Than 
1. Potential Loss of topsoil Significant 

due to surface 
disturbances or erosion. 
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TABLE S-2 
Executive Summary Table 

Regulatory Reguirements Project Design Features 
{Applicant-Proposed Mitigation} 

• An Emergency Response Plan to address 
problems related to a seismic occurrence will be 
developed by the applicant as part of the 
Hazardous Materials Business Plan filed with the 
Kern County Environmental Health Services 
Department. 

• Up to six inches of Ariza and Cajon type soils will • Surface disturbance outside the project area 
be removed from areas to be disturbed and will be kept to a minimum by clearly 
stockpiled as growth media for use in reclamation delineating operating areas to limit roads 
and revegetation. The reclamation plan will be and vehicle traffic outside designated areas. 
reviewed and approved by Kern County. • Growth media stockpiles will be stabilized by 

• A Site Drainage Plan has been prepared to allowing germination of seeds naturally 
control erosion and soil stabilization and will be contained in the soil. 
incorporated as part of the approved surface • The feasibility of inoculation of soil with 
mining and reclamation plan. biological components will be investigated in 

• Soils in areas subject to minimal disturbance will test plots. 
be left in place and stabilized, as necessary, in • Site drainage will be inspected periodically 
accordance with the surface mining and to assure that excessive erosion Is not 
reclamation plan reviewed and approved by Kern occurring. In the event excessive erosion is 
County. identified, the drainage plan will be revised 

in consultation with Kern County. 
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Environmental Issue Impact 

Hydrology Less Than 
1 . Alternations of the Significant 

drainage pattern 
resulting in erosion 
and/or flooding. 
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Executive Summary Table 

Regulatory Reguirements Project Design Features 
(APE!licant-Proposed Mitigation} 

• A General Construction Activity Storm Water • Additional erosion prevention techniques 
Permit will be obtained from t he Lahontan include: 
Regional Board to regulate storm water flows at - Site drainage will be retained onsite. 
the site during construction - Site roads and drainage will be inspected 

• A Site Drainage Plan for the control of surface by Golden Queen personnel after rainfall 
flow during operations has been submitted to events which result in surface flow to 
Kern County. ensure erosion prevention is maintained 

• The BLM will regulate the surface drainage and upgraded as needed. 
modifications and erosion control measures - Drainage from the tops of overburden 
through review, approval and issuance of the Plan piles will be directed away from the 
of Operations. Annual inspections will assure slopes toward the pit. 
compliance. - Salvaged growth media will be stockpiled 

• Kern County will regulate reclamation activities away from areas of concentrated 
reviewed to stabilization of drainage and erosion drainage. 
control to assure consistency with SMARA - Reclamation of disturbed areas will occur 
requirements. Kern County will conduct as soon as possible. 
inspections annually to assure compliance. 
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Environmental Issue Impact 

Hydrology (cont.) Less Than 
2. Potential degradation of Significant 

surface water and 
groundwater quality. 
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TABLE S-2 
Executive Summary Table 

Regulatory Reguirements Project Design Features 
{Applicant-Proposed Mitigation} 

• A Report of Waste Discharge will be filed with the • The over liner protective material placed in 
Lahontan Regional Board in accordance with Title direct contact with the HOPE liner will not 
23 CCR, Chapter 15, Article 7. The Lahontan exceed 1.5 inches in diameter, and will not 
Regional Board will implement the following contain hard, sharp, angular pieces. 
requirements through detailed design review, • A cyanide destructing compound (e.g., 
issuance of waste discharge requirements, and hydrogen peroxide or calcium hypochlorite) 
yearly inspections. will be maintained onsite for use in the event 
- Soil and foundation materials under the liner that a spill occurs. 

will be tested. • Historical mining wastes and tailings will be 
- Approval of heap leach pad design and tested and used onsite or, if indicated, 

construction. disposed of at an offsite permitted disposal 
- Low permeability liner systems will be installed facility, removing any future threat of surface 

by experienced contractors with quality water contamination. 
assurance being provided by an independent • The Lahontan Regional Board will be 
engineering firm. consulted prior lo the use of dust 

- A leachate collection and recovery system suppression or soil stabilization chemicals. 
(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. 

S-26 September 1997 

• 

Additional Level of 
Recommended Significance 

Mitigation Measures After Mitigation 

None Less Than 
Significant 

• 



• DAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
BRAFF ~!NAt EIR/EIS 

Environmental Issue Impact 

Hydrology 
(cont.) 

07330010.31A 

• 
TABLE S-2 

Executive Summary Table 

Regulatory Reguirements Project Design Features 
(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

- 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. 

- Quarterly reports on monitoring results and the 
current status of operations will be submitted to 
the Lahonlan Regional Board. 

- The heap leach pile will be neutralized al the 
lime 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 Tille 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 
Tille 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 

6otlntermeasurej\:¢~NM and 6ontto/ 
¢MMirffiiiMWi Plan prepared in accordance 
with the guidelines of 40 CFR, Part 112; 

S-27 September 1997 

• 
Additional Level of 

Recommended Significance 
Mitigation Measures After Mitigation 

' 



SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
BRAR' f.!NA4 EIR/EIS 

Environmental Issue Impact 

Hydrology 
(cont.) 

07330010.31A 

• 

TABLE S-2 
Executive Summary Table 

Regulator~ Reguirements Project Design Features 
{Applicant-Proposed Mitigation} 

- 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. 

• An approval for the septic system design will be 
obtained from Kern County Environmental Health 
Services Department. 

• The BLM will regulate the surface drainage 
modifications and erosion control measures 
through review, approval and issuance of the Plan 
of Operations. Annual inspections will assure 
compliance. 

• Kern County will regulate surface mining and 
reclamation activities related to stabilization of 
drainage and erosion control to assure 
consistency with SMARA requirements. Kern 
County will conduct inspections annually to 
assure compliance. 

S-28 September 1997 

• 

Additional Level of 
Recommended Significance After 

Mitigation Measures Mitigatio!J 

• 



• 
SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
BRAFF fiNAW EIR/EIS 

Environmental Issue 

Hydrology 
(cont.) 
3. Drawdown of water 

levels due to pumping 
for project activities. 

07330010.31A 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

• 
TABLE S-2 

Executive Summary Table 

Regulatory Requirements 

• New water supply wells will be drilled under a 
permit from Kern County Environmental Health 
Services Department in accordance with 
approved methods. A surface seal will be 
witnessed by a representative from the county. 

S-29 

Project Design Features 
(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

• The evaporation of water and, therefore, the 
need for make up water will be minimized by 
the use of enclosed solution storage. 

• 'v'Vater withdrawal from the aquifer will be 
monitored on.a quarterly basis ~ Golden 
Queen and submitted annually to l<ern 
County for review. Golden Queen will 
annually' compare the ~.ater le.el data 
collected by the monitoring program to the 
~.ater levels predicted b) the modeling. In 
the event the monitoring program shoo'S a 
200 percent difference bet .. een the actual 
data and the model results, Golden Queen 
~emenHhe-water supply v.ith up to 
300 gpm from Antelope Valley . East l<ern 
Water Agency to maintain the drawdawn at 
or-less-than-206-pereer,t nf th .. .,, .. tlir.t .. tl 

amottnl: 

September 1997 

Additional 
Recommended 

Mitigati<>n Measures 

None 

• 
Level of 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 



SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
BRAFT- .FINA!:i EIR/EIS 

Environmental Issue Impact 

Air Quality Less Than 
1 . Potential impact to Significant 

visibility and air quality. 

2. Potential impact to Less Than 
short- or long-term Significant 
health risks. 

07330010.31A 

• 

TABLE S-2 
Executive Summary Table 

Regulatory Reguirements Project Design Features 
(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

• The Kern County Air Pollution Control District • Onsite equipment and vehicles will be 
(KCAPCD) will review facility designs and maintained on a routine basis, as 
operations for compliance with Federal and recommended by manufacturer manuals, to 
California regulations for the protection of air reduce exhaust emissions. 
quality. An application for Authority to Construct • Monitoring stations for PM10 will be 
has been submitted to the KCAPCD. established upwind and downwind from the 

• As required by the KCAPCD, permitted sources processing facilities. 
of emissions will be equipped with Best Available • A mercury retort will be installed to control 
Control Technology (BACT). mercury emissions. 

• Roads will be maintained on a routine basis. • The size and number of blasts in the mine 
Appropriate dust suppression techniques will be will be limited by good engineering design. 
used on roads and disturbed surfaces to • The existing tailings piles will be removed, 
minimize fugitive emissions. thereby reducing the long-term fugitive 

, As required by the KCAPCD, sources of emissions from the site. 
emissions will be controlled to ensure compliance • tti~fiij4pt®i:®ii:i:irii@itplijii@tiiW)fiijmli/ij 
with California Health and Safety Code §41700 f Reclamation of previously disturbed areas. 
(i.e., nuisance) and §41701 (i.e., visible 
emissions). 

• Cyanide concentrations at leach pads and 
processes will be monitored. 

• Kern County APCD will be notified prior to 
demolition of any existing structures, as required 
under National Emission Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) Subpart M 
- National Emission Standard for Asbestos. 

S-30 September 1997 

• 

Additional Level of 
Recommended Significance 

Mitigation Measures After Mitigation 

None Less Than 
Significant 

None Less Than 
Significant 

• 
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SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
BRAFF FlNAt; EIR/EIS 

Environmental Issue Impact 

Vegetative Resources Less Than 
1. Project activities would Significant 

result in the disturbance 
of vegetation. 

Wildlife Resources Less Than 
1 . The project will disturb Significant 

wildlife habitats. 

07330010.31A 

• 
TABLE S-2 

Executive Summary Table 

Regulatory Reguirements Project Design Features 
{Applicant-Proposed Mitigation} 

• A Reclamation Plan is filed with Kern County in • Project disturbance will be minimized to that 
accordance with Surface Mining and Reclamation necessary for safe and efficient operation. 
Act requirements. The limits of the construction areas will be 

• The Reclamation Plan requires revegetation of clearly marked and vehicles and equipment 
disturbed areas which will include the heap leach will be confined to these areas. 
pads, facilities area, unnecessary roads, the tops • Mature Joshua trees which may be 
of the overburden piles and the bottom areas of disturbed will be salvaged and replanted In 
the pit. undisturbed areas within the property 

• The seed mix will utilize only plant species native boundary. 
to the site area. • The use of seedlings for revegetation will be 

• Financial assurance is required to assure investigated in test plots. 
appropriate revegetation efforts are completed. • Fencing around the heap leach pile will 

remain in place until vegetation is 
established or as otherwise specified in the 
Reclamation Plan. 

• Reclamation according to SMARA will return the , Grading for the project will be minimized to 
project site to open habitat including native the extent consistent with safe and efficient 
vegetation after mining is completed. operations to limit the total area of surface 

disturbance. 

S-31 September 1997 

• 

Additional Level of 
Recommended Significance 

Mitigation Measures After Mitigation 

None Less Than 
Significant 

None Less Than 
Significant 



SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
BRAH F!N.A4 EIR/EIS 

Environmental Issue 

Wildlife Resources 
(cont.) 
2. The project will disturb 

wildlife in the area. 

07330010.31A 

• 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

TABLE S-2 
Executive Summary Table 

Regulatory Requirements 

• An informal consultation with the California 
Department of Fish and Game will take place 
before construction begins. 

• An informal consultation with the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service will take place before 
construction begins. 

• A preconstruction survey for desert tortoises was 

f: iii~eii.i1iii1111;~111ij 

S-32 

Project Design Features 
(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation} 

• 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. 

• Containers of reagents will be stored within 
controlled reagent storage areas and kept 
closed, stored in enclosed areas, or 
otherwise managed to prevent access by 
wildlife. 

• Project waste will be properly managed at 
the site to control garbage that could attract 
wildlife 

• The maximum vehicle speed will be 25 mph. 
• Wildlife habitat awareness will be included 

in the worker's education program. 
• Some of the mine adils will be retained and 

fenced gjfijij and some of the mine shafts 
will be covered by grates to allow access by 
bats while excluding people. 

September 1997 

• 

Additional 
Recommended 

Mitigation M~~syres 

None 

Level of 
Significance 

Afte_r MitmtiQ!1 

Less Than 
Significant 

• 
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SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
BRAFF FINAi.ii EIRJEIS 

Environmental Issue Impact 

Cultural and Historical 
1 . Project related activities Significant 

could disturb or destroy 
potentially significant 
sites. 

07330010.31A 

• 
TABLE S-2 

Executive Summary Table 

Regulatory Reguirements Project Design Features 
{Applicant-Proposed Mitigation} 

• If any unknown cultural resources (i.e., • Artifacts from the historical sites will be 
archaeological artifacts, human remains, used to establish a small display of historical 
paleontological resources) are discovered in the mining activities onsite. After conclusion of 
course of operations on federal land, the operator the project, the items on display will be 
shall bring this to the attention of the authorized donated to a museum located in Kern 
officer and shall leave such discovery intact until County. 
told to proceed by the authorized officer. • As part of the worker education program, 

• In the event of discovery of human remains, work construction contractors and operations 
in the area will halt until the coroner has personnel will be instructed regarding the 
determined that no investigation of the cause of sensitivity of cultural resources and the 
death is required; or, if the remains are of Native presence of laws against unauthorized 
American origin, descendants have made a collection and disturbance. 
recommendation to the owner regarding proper • If any unknown archaeological/cultural 
disposal of remains, or no descendants have resources are discovered on private land 
been identified or descendants failed to make a during the course of mining or reclamation, 
recommendation with 24 hours of notification. If work in the area of discovery shall be 
no recommendation is received, remains are to be stopped and a qualified archeologist 
reinterred with appropriate dignity on the property contacted to evaluate the find and, if 
in a location not subject to future development. necessary, mitigated rnitifi~ffiJmf.lMm prior 

to resumption of work. 

S-33 September 1997 

• 

Additional Level of 
Recommended Significance 

Mitigation Measures After Mitigation 

• A Phase Ill Data Less Than 
Recovery (salvage Significant 
excavation and 
architectural recording) 
will be conducted at four 
sites. 

• Seven sites will have an 
archaeological monitor 
review the area during 
grading activity. 



SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
BRAH flNA.4 EIR/EIS 

Environmental Issue Impact 

Visual Less Than 
1. The visual character or Significant 

the site could be 
altered by the project 
activities. 

Noise Less Than 
1. Noise levels would Significant 

increase in the vicinity 
of the project due lo 
construction and 
operations. 

07330010.31A 

• 

TABLE S-2 
Executive Summary Table 

Regulator~ Reguirements Project Design Features 
{Applicant-Proposed Mitigation} 

• A Reclamation Plan approved by Kern County will • Surrace disturbance will be minimized to 
include: that required ror sare and efficient operation. 
- The removal or all buildings and foundations at • Historical mining disturbance will be 

the end of the project; reclaimed. 
- Grading of overburden piles and heap leach • Buildings and structures will be painted with 

piles to fit in with the surrounding topography; nonreflective earthtone colors to blend with 
and the predominant background. 

- Revegetation of the disturbed areas with native • Outdoor lighting for the mine pit and other 
species of plants. areas of nighttime activities will be shielded 

• Dust control measures required in the air permit and directed downward to reduce fugitive 
to control particulate emissions will minimize the light. Light poles will be no higher than 
potential visual impact of fugitive dust. necessary for safe and efficient lighting 

Low-pressure sodium bulbs or other 
appropriate technology will be used for 
outdoor lighting. 

• The noise levels at nearby residences will remain • Approximately 75 to 80 percent or 
within the recommendations of the Noise Element construction activities will take place during 
of the Kern County General plan. daylight. 

• Machinery, equipment and vehicles will be • Blasting will occur during daylight one time 
equipped with mufflers in accordance with MSHA per day and will be engineered to minimize 
requirements. the amount of explosives used, according lo 

United States Bureau or Mines guidelines. 

S-34 September 1997 

• 

Additional Level of 
Recommended Significance 

Mitigation Measures After Mitigation 

None Less Than 
Significant 

None Less Than 
Significant 

• 
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SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
BRAFF f'!NAW EIR/EIS 

Environmental Issue Impact 

Land Use No impact 
1. The project could 

conflict with the uses, 
plans, and goals of the 
community in the area. 

Socioeconomics Less Than 
1. The project could Significant 

increase growth, 
causing a shortage of 
housing and services. 

07330010.31A 

• 
TABLE S-2 

Executive Summary Table 

Regulatory Reguirements Project Design Features 
{Applicant-Proposed Mitigation} 

• Compliance with all regulatory permits and plans • Buildings and structures will be painted with 
as sited in the Introduction (Section 1.2). non-reflective earthtone colors to blend with 

• Surface mining is a permitted use in the existing the predominant background. 
zoning districts subject to the requirement to • Outdoor lighting will be shielded and 
obtain a Conditional Use Permit and an approved directed downward to reduce reflective light. 
Reclamation Plan. • Low-pressure sodium bulbs or other 

• Compliance with the Noise Element of the Kern appropriate technology will be used for 
County General Plan (Section 3.9). outdoor lighting. 

• Compliance with permits issued by the Kern 
County Air Pollution Control District, including the 
use of Best Available Control Technology 
(Section 3.5). 

• Drainage will be controlled according to a Site 
Drainage Plan which is reviewed and approved by 
Kern County (Section 3.4.1 ). 

• The acquisition of legal interests in minerals is 
required to conduct mining activities. 

• No regulatory design features with respect to • Golden Queen has committed to hiring from 
potential socioeconomic impacts have been the local population. 
identified. 

S-35 September 1997 

• 

Additional Level of 
Recommended Significance 

Mitigation Measures After Mitigation 

Permanent access lo No Impact 
parcels of land currently 
served by Nen Eagle Road 
will be provided permanent 
access-:-

f:ttjhij 

None Less Than 
Significant 



SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
BRAFF F:!NA( EIR/EIS 

Environmental Issue Impact 

Health Hazard/Public Less Than 
Safety Significant 
1. The project could 

create a potential 
health hazard or threat 
to public safely. 

07330010.31A 

• 

TABLE S-2 
Executive Summary Table 

Regulatory Reguirements Project Design Features 
(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation} 

• Site operations will be conducted in compliance • Fences will be erected around potentially 
with Federal Mine Safety and Health hazardous areas to discourage entry by 
Administration regulations. unauthorized mine personnel or visitors. 

• The routes of hazardous materials being shipped • Historical mining operations will be removed 
to and away from the proposed project will be or closed to the extent feasible. 
coordinated with the California Highway Patrol or • Former mine waste will be removed. 
other appropriate agencies. • Project design will be in accordance with a 

• Transportation of materials and equipment to the preconstruction design study. 
site would be regulated under stale, federal 
and/or local laws, regulations and ordinances. 

• Storage, use and disposal of all hazardous 
materials will be in accordance with all federal, 
state and local regulations, codes and rules. 

• Storage and use of explosives will occur in 
compliance with federal regulations. 

• Hazardous Materials Business Plan and inventory 
will be submitted to Kern County Environmental 
Health Services Department. 

• Onsite personnel will receive annual training in 
emergency response procedures. 

• Used oil and solvents will be collected and sent 
offsite to a licensed recycler. 

• A Process Safety Management (PSM) and Risk 
Management Plan (RMP) will be prepared, if 
required. 

S-36 September 1997 

• 

Additional Level of 
Recommended Significance 

Mitigation Measures After Mitigation 

None Less Than 
Significant 

• 
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SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
BRAFF FINA!;; EIR/EIS 

Environmental Issue Impact 

Traffic and Less Than 
Transportation Significant 
1. The project would 

increase the level of 
traffic on roads in the 
vicinity of the project. 

07330010.31A 

• 
TABLE S-2 

Executive Summary Table 

Regulatory Reguirements Project Design Features 
{Applicant-Proposed Mitigation} 

• Kern County policy requires roadways lo maintain • The entrances road from Silver Queen Road 
a level of service of D or better. to the office area will be paved. 

• Provide a left turn lane on Silver Queen 
Road at the entrance to the project site. 

S-37 September 1997 

• 
Additional Level of 

Recommended Significance 
Mitigation Measures After Mitigation 

None Less Than 
Significant 
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SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
DRAFT EIR/EIS 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

INTRODUCTION 

This document is a Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Draft 

EIR/EIS) which has been jointly prepared by the Kem County Planning Department and the 

United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management - Ridgecrest Resource 

Area (BLM). This document is intended to fulfill the requirements of both the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

Golden Queen is proposing to construct and operate the Soledad Mountain Project, an open 

pit precious metal (gold and silver) mining and a heap leach ore processing project at Soledad 

Mountain. Gold will be recovered using conventional cyanide leaching and Merrill-Crowe gold 

recovery technology (zinc precipitation). Carbon absorption may be used near the end of the 

life of the gold recovery process. 

The project area is located approximately five miles southwest of the town of Mojave in Kem 

County, California, as shown in Exhibit 1. 0-1. The Proposed Action includes: construction of 

• project facilities; mining and processing precious metal ore; stockpiling of overburden 

materials; sale of overburden materials (as aggregate and construction materials); reclamation 

of the project site; vacation of New Eagle Road on the project site; and acquisition of federal 

lands on the project site under a land exchange which is consistent with BLM's policy and the 

Western Mojave Land Tenure Adjustment (see Section 1.2.4.6.2). 

• 

CEQA defines a project to include the whole of an action which has the potential for resulting 

in a physical change in the environment. With respect to this definition, the Proposed Action 

includes provision to explore for additional gold and silver resources within the project 

boundaries during project operations. Any expansion or additional operation beyond the 

currently proposed area of disturbance will require additional environmental review. The 

proposed project has been designed for and the impacts evaluated based upon a foreseeable 

ore reserve of 60 million tons. 

The project area is approximately 1,690 acres, of which 1,219 acres are private lands and 471 

acres are unpatented mining claims on public lands administered by the BLM (Exhibit 1.0-2). 

A total of approximately 930 acres of surface disturbance would result if the Proposed Action 

is approved: 735 acres on private land and 195 acres on public land. 

07330010.31A 1 May1997 
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SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
DRAFT EIR/EIS 

INTRODUCTION 

The proposed project would mine a reasonably foreseeable total of 290 million tons of 

combined ore and overburden material, with the potential for the sale of some overburden for 

aggregate and construction material use. Based upon a reasonably foreseeable total ore 

reserve of up to 60 million tons and a mining rate of up to six million tons of ore per year, 

mining operations at the project may be expected to continue for up to 15 years. The 

proposed Soledad Mountain Project includes interconnected open pit mining areas within the 

boundaries of the planned open pit mine, four overburden material piles, two heap leach pads 

and associated processing and support facilities. Construction is anticipated to begin in 1997, 

and require nine to 12 months to complete. Mining operations would begin in 1998, and could 

continue until about 2013. Processing operations would begin in 1998, and could continue 

until approximately the year 2015, at which time the project could begin closure and 

reclamation. During the development of the open pit mine, it is expected that higher grade 

vein mineralization will be exposed within the open pit. Some of the higher grade ore may be 

mined by underground methods with access from the pit. 

The entire Soledad Mountain Project site and surrounding area, totaling approximately 9,600 

acres, are included in the Specific Plan for Soledad Mountain - Elephant Butte and Vicinity -

South of Mojave.2 This Specific Plan was prepared in March 1973, and adopted by the Kem 

County Board of Supervisors as Resolution 73-485 on June 18, 1973. Gold and silver mining 

operations are recognized in the Specific Plan as important past land uses. The proposed 

project is consistent with the Specific Plan for the general vicinity of the project site and 

previous land use . 

2 Kern County Planning Commission, Specific Plan for Soledad Mountain - Elephant Butte and Vicinity -
South of Mojave, 1973. 

07330010.31 A 4 May1997 



SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
DRAFT EIR/EIS 

1.1 Purpose and Need 

INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to 40 CFR, 1502.13, the purpose and need of the proposed project must be 

addressed in an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to 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 Action will occur on and within fee lands, mining leases, 

patented mining claims and unpatented mining claims owned and/or controlled by Golden 

Queen Mining Company, Inc. (Golden Queen). 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to 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 Company. 

The need to be met by the Proposed Action is the market demand for precious metal. 

Golden Queen's objective in this action is to 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. 

Kem County's objective relative to the Proposed Action is in compliance with the Kem County 

General Plan, to provide employment opportunities in the county and to facilitate other regional 

socioeconomic benefits of project development in an environmentally responsible manner that 

is consistent with other plan elements and the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975, 

codified as California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 271 O et. seq. 

The BLM's objective is to meet federal laws, regulations and policies related to the 

development of mineral resources on public lands and to fulfil its land management 

responsibilities. The BLM has, through land use plans, managed the subject lands under 

multiple use policy, allowing access to mineral rights and mining, subject to Title 43 Code of 

Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 3809 requirements. 

07330010.31A 5 May1997 
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SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
DRAFT EIR/EIS 

1.2 Regulatory Framework 

1.2.1 Intent of CEQA/NEPA 

INTRODUCTION 

Projects subject to CEQA and NEPA are covered by Title 14, California Code of Regulations 

(CCR), Sections 15220 to 15228, which establish preparation of joint documents. The 

guidelines for implementation of CEQA are contained in Title 14 CCR, Sections 15000 to 

15387. The purposes of CEQA are to: 

• Inform public agency decision-makers and members of the public regarding the potential 

significant environmental impacts of proposed activities. 

• Identify ways to avoid or significantly reduce these impacts. 

• Prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring project changes, 

alternatives or mitigation measures which are technically, legally, economically, socially 

and environmentally feasible. 

• Disclose to the public the reasons why a public agency decides to approve a project if 

the project will cause significant environmental impacts. 

Under NEPA, 40 CFR, Sections 1500 to 1508, federal agencies are required to: 

• Develop methods and procedures which will ensure that environmental resources may 

be given appropriate consideration in decision-making, along with economic and 

technical considerations. 

• Utilize a systematic and interdisciplinary approach in the review and evaluation of the 

proposal. 

• Make diligent efforts to involve the public in the process, and to provide for public 

disclosure of proposed actions on public land. The disclosure includes the analysis of 

the Proposed Action and alternatives and the BLM decision regarding the Preferred 

Alternative. 

1.2.2 Type of Environmental Review 

This Draft EIR/EIS has been prepared by Kem County in conjunction with the BLM in 

accordance with the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between Kem County and the 

07330010.31A 6 May1997 



SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
DRAFT EIR/EIS 

INTRODUCTION 

Bureau of Land Management. 3 This Draft EIR/EIS assesses the potential environmental 

effects of the Soledad Mountain Project as proposed by Golden Queen and addresses both 

CEQA and NEPA concerns. 

Open pit mining operations which use cyanide heap leaching processes to produce gold or 

other precious metals require an EIR.4 This document was prepared in accordance with 

CEQA guidelines for the preparation of an El R, 5 Kem County guidelines for the preparation of 

an EIR, BLM mining regulations,6 the Council of Environmental Quality's regulations for 

implementing NEPA7 and BLM guidelines for implementing NEPA.8 This Draft EIR/EIS was 

prepared by Kem County and BLM using the best available information compiled from existing 

files or gathered by consultants in the field. 

A Notice of Intent (NOi) to prepare an EIS was published in the Federal Register on March 28, 

1996. A Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR was distributed by Kem County on June 18, 

1996. Copies of the NOi, NOP and NOP distribution are included in Appendix II. Public 

scoping meetings were held in Rosamond on April 16, 1996, and in Mojave on April 17, 1996 . 

Comments received as a result of distribution of the NOi and NOP and during public scoping 

are addressed in this Draft EIR/EIS. The written comments are included in Appendix II. 

This Draft EIR/EIS analyzes: 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

1) The environmental impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives, including 930 

acres of surface disturbance within the 1,690 acre project boundary; 

Ted James, Director, Kern County Planning Department, to Kern County Board of Supervisors, re: 
Memorandum of Understanding, Kern County and the Bureau of Land Management; Surface 
Mining and Reclamation Plan Coordination, June 13, 1994, included as Appendix I. 

CEQA§21151.7 

14 CCR §§ 15000-15387 

43 CFR §3809 

40 CFR §§1500-1508 

United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, National Environmental Policy 
Act Handbook, BLM Handbook H-1790-1, Release 1-1547, October 25, 1988. 
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2) The proposed Reclamation Plan for the surface disturbance within the project area; 

and 

3) Mitigation measures which reduce impacts to the environment. 

This Draft EIR/EIS also evaluates the cumulative impacts of the alternatives, including the 

Proposed Action, on the environmental resources of the Mojave - Rosamond area. 

The Soledad Mountain Project is required to comply with the Surface Mining and Reclamation 

Act of 1975 (SMARA)9 and State Mining and Geology Board regulations re~arding the 

reclamation of mining operations on lands within the State of California. These regulations 

relate to: mining operation and closure; end land use; environmental setting; geotechnical 

requirements; erosion and sediment control; resoiling and revegetation; and administrative 

requirements. 

Impacts of the mining operation will be addressed by conditions of approval associated with 

the Lead Agency's (Kem County) approval of the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the project. 

• These conditions, if not specifically addressed by SMARA or other federal, state or county 

regulations, will appear as mitigation measures to the development of the project or as specific 

conditions of approval to ensure compliance with SMARA and Chapter 19 .100 (Surface Mining 

Operations) of the Kem County Zoning Ordinance. All required conditions will be identified in 

a resolution adopted by the hearing body at a regularly scheduled public hearing. The 

environmental document, resolution and staff report, in addition to any material contained 

therein, will constitute the Lead Agency's response to comments received from the California 

Department of Conservation/Division of Mines and Geology (DMG). 

• 

The Proposed Action and alternatives are subject to federal laws specifically governing the 

permitting and the operations of surface gold mining activities. The Golden Queen Mining 

Company Plan of Operations was submitted pursuant to 43 CFR 3809 surface mining 

regulations. These regulations recognize the statutory right of mineral claim holders to explore 

and develop federal mineral resources, and encourage such development. The federal 

regulations require the BLM to review proposed operations to ensure that: 1) adequate 

9 
California Public Resources Code §2710 et. seq. 

10 
14 CCR §3500 et.seq. 
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provisions are included to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of public lands, 2) 

measures are included to provide for reclamation and 3) the proposed operations comply with 

other applicable federal, state and local laws and regulations. 

1.2.3 Responsible Agency List 

The Kem County Planning Department is the Lead Agency for preparation of the CEQA 

compliance document and SLM is the Lead Agency for preparation of the NEPA compliance 

document. A list of persons/agencies consulted has been identified by Kem County and the 

SLM and is included in Section 8.2. 

1.2.4 Applicable Permits and Approvals 

This section summarizes the legislative and regulatory framework which, in addition to NEPA 

and CEQA guidelines, would be addressed as part of the Soledad Mountain Project. Various 

aspects of the Soledad Mountain Project must be in compliance with applicable federal and 

state environmental requirements. Numerous different acts, codes, rules and regulations have 

been identified. 

It is anticipated that the permits listed in Table 1.2-1 will be required for the Soledad Mountain 

Project. 

1.2.4.1 Air Quality 

Construction and operation of the Soledad Mountain Project will be subject to federal, state 

and local rules and regulations 11 pertaining to the control of air pollutants. Region IX of the 

United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has federal jurisdiction over the area, 

and the California Air Resources Board (CARS) is responsible at the state level. At the local 

level, the Kem County Air Pollution Control District (KCAPCD) has authority over stationary 

11 
Federal Clean Air Act (42 USC §§7401 to 7671q), California Clean Air Act {California Health & Safety 
Code §§39000 to 44394) and Kern County Air Pollution Control District Rules and Regulations. 
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TABLE 1.2-1 
Permits Required for the Soledad Mountain Project 

Agency/Department 

Federal Agencies 

Bureau of Land Management 

Fish and Wildlife Service 

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms 

Environmental Protection Agency 

Mine Safety and Health Administration 

State Agencies 

State Water Resources Control Board 
Lahontan Regicmal Water Quality Control 
Board 

California Department of Fish and Game 

State Office of Historic Preservation 
(SHPO) 

California Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (Cal OSHA) 

Kern County 

Planning Department 

Roads Department/Planning Department 

Engineering and Survey Services 
Department 

Permit/Approval 

Plan of Operations 

Cultural/Paleontological Resource Permit (National Historic 
Preservation Act, 16 USC ~470) · 

Informal Consultation 

Purchase, Storage or Transportation of Explosives Permit 

Toxic Chemical Release Inventory System 

Mine Identification Number 

General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit 

Waste Discharae Permit 

Informal Consultation 

Section 106, (National Historic Preservation Act, 16 USC 
470): Desianation, Survev, Determination of Effect 

Construction Permit 

Explosive Blaster's License 

Process Safety Management Proaram 

Environmental Report 

Mitiaation Monitorina Plan 

Mininq/Reclamation Plan and Financial Assurance 

Conditional Use Permit 

Road Encroachment/Road Vacation 

Gradina Permit 

Buildinq Permit 

Environmental Health Services Department Sewage Disposal System Permit/Water Well Drilling 
Permit 

Hazardous Materials Business Plan 

Hazardous Materials lnventorv 

Risk Manaaement Plan 

Kem County Fire Department Fire Protection Plan 

Air Pollution Control District Authority to Construct 

Permit to Operate 
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sources of air pollutants. CARS serves as technical review and advisory agency, providing 

technical advice to KCAPCD when necessary. CARS has retained authority over mobile 

sources in California. 

As provided under the Clean Air Act, EPA has delegated primacy for implementation of the 

New Source Review (NSR) permitting program to KCAPCO. EPA retains control for the 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit program for this area. KCAPCD will have 

primary, regulatory authority over potential sources of air pollution associated with the Soledad 

Mountain Project. 

1.2.4.1.1 The Federal and California Clean Air Acts 

The Federal Clean Air Act as amended was enacted to ensure that minimum standards were 

maintained for certain "criteria pollutants" in all areas of the United States. These minimum 

standards are termed National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and are limits for 

ambient levels of air pollution. Pollutants for which NAAQS have been established are 

nitrogen dioxide (N02), sulfur dioxide (S02), carbon monoxide (CO), suspended particulate 

matter less than 10 microns in aerodynamic diameter (PM10), ozone (03) and lead (Pb). 

There are primary and secondary NAAQS established for criteria pollutants. The primary 

standards are intended to reflect levels of air quality deemed necessary to protect the public 

health, incorporating an adequate margin of safety. The secondary standards reflect the levels 

of air quality necessary to protect public welfare from any other known or anticipated adverse 

effects of a pollutant (e.g., effects to wildlife or visibility). Most areas of the United States were 

required to attain the primary standards no later than December 31, 1982, with conditional 

extensions to 1987 granted to certain problem areas. 

The NAAQS may be equaled continuously or exceeded once per year. NAAQS for fine 

particulate matter (PM2.5) were proposed in November 1996 at levels of 15 µg/m3 (annual 

average) and 50 µg/m3 (24-hour average). 12 These new standards are not scheduled to be 

finalized until July 1997. 13 In addition, the analytical and technical tools for evaluating PM2_5 

12 
61 FR §§65637 to 65713 (December 13, 1996) 

13 
Inside EPA ·s Clean Air Report, Vol. VIII, No. 4, February 20, 1997. 
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emissions and concentrations are still being developed. For this project, evaluation of the 

• impacts of PM2_5 is not required. 

• 

• 

Under the Clean Air Act, state and local authorities were given primary responsibility for 

assuring that their respective regions were in attainment of the NAAQS, or had a verifiable 

Attainment Plan to achieve them. This provision also gave state and local agencies authority 

to promulgate more stringent ambient air quality standards. 

In California, CARS has promulgated its own set of California Ambient Air Quality Standards 

(CAAQS). The CAAQS were established in 1969 as a result of the Mulford-Carrell Act. There 

is no deadline for attainment of the CAAQS. However, the Air Quality Attainment Plan must 

allow for a 5 percent reduction in annual volatile organic compounds, carbon monoxide and 

nitrogen dioxide emissions in nonattainment areas, until the state standards for these 

pollutants are achieved. Based on the ambient air quality of the San Joaquin Valley portion 

of Kem County, the desert portion of Kem County is currently classified nonattainment for 

ozone. Thus, a 5 percent annual reduction is required for volatile organic compounds and 

nitrogen dioxide emissions (e.g., ozone precursors). KCAPCD has submitted the required 

"Reasonable Further Progress" Plan for achieving the requisite reductions . 

In addition to the criteria pollutants, California also established standards for visibility reducing 

particles, sulfates, hydrogen sulfide and vinyl chloride. The CAAQS for ozone, carbon 

monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide and PM10 are not to be exceeded, while the 

remaining California standards cannot be equaled or exceeded. 

The pollutants and their corresponding national and state ambient air quality standards are 

shown in Table 1.2-2. 

The 19n Federal Clean Air Act Amendments required each state to identify geographic areas 

in compliance with the NAAQS, as well as those areas that are not in compliance. These 

designations are known as the "attainment" status designations. 

Areas not in compliance with the NAAQS are termed "nonattainment" and are subject to New 

Source Review (NSR) regulations. Areas meeting the NAAQS are referred to as "attainment." 
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TABLE 1.2-2 
State and Federal Ambient Air Qualitv Standards 

Averaging California Standards 1 National Standards 2 

Pollutant 
Time Concentratio Method 4 Primary 3.5 Secondary Method 7 

0.09ppm Ultraviolet 0.12ppm Same as Ethylene 
Ozone 1 hour (180 µg/m3

) Photometry (235µg/m3
) Primary Std Chemilumi-

nescence 

8 hour 9.0 ppm Non-dispersive 9ppm Non-dispersive 
Carbon (10 mg/m3

) Infrared (10 mg/m3
) Infrared 

Monoxide 
1 hour 20ppm Spectroscopy 35ppm Spectroscopy 

(23 mg/m3) (NDIR) (40 mg/m3
) (NOIR) 

Annual 
Gas Phase 

0.053 ppm 
Gas Phase Nitrogen Average 

Chemilumi-
(100 µg/m3

) Same as 
Chemilumi-Dioxide 

1 hour 0.25ppm nescence 
Primary Std 

nescence 
(470 µg/m3) 

Annual 80µglm3 
Average (0.03 ppm) 

24 hour 0.04ppm 365µg/m3 

Sulfur 
(105 µg/m3

) 
Ultraviolet 

(0.14ppm) 

Dioxide Fluorescence 1,300 Pararosaniline 
3 hour µg/m3 

(0.5ppm) 

1 hour 0.25 ppm 
(655 µg/m3

) 

Suspended 
Annual 

30µg/m3 Size Selective Inertial 
Particulate 

Geometric 
Inlet High- Separation 

Matter 24 hour 50µg/m3 volume Sampler 150 µg/m3 and 
(PM,0) and Gravimeteric 

Gravimetric Same as Analysis 
Annual Analysis 50µg/m3 Primary Std 

Arithmetic 

Sulfates 24 hour 25µg/m3 Turbidimetric 
Barium Sulfate 

30-day 1.5µg/m3 

Average Atomic Atomic Lead 
Calendar Absorption Same as Absorption 
Quarter 

1.5µg/m3 
Primary Std 

Hydrogen 
1 hour 

0.03ppm Cadmium Hydr-
Sulfide (42µg/m3

) oxide STRactan 

Vinyl Chloride 0.010ppm 
Tedlar Bag 

(chloroethene) 
24 hour 

(26µg/m3) 
Collection, Gas 
Chromatography 

In sufficient amount to produce an 

VISibility 8hour extinction coefficient of 0.23 per 

Reducing (10am to kilometer due to particles when the 

Particles 8 6pm, PST) relative humidity is less than 70 
percent. Measurement in 

... .+h AOCI Un•h~-' \/ 

Source: CAI.EPA. 1992. 
I. Califomiastmdarda for ozone. cmbonmonoxide, mlfllrdioxido(-hoar). nilmgmdiaxide. vilibility-mlm:ing panideo. and panicubu-- PM,,. anvalueslllatarenotto be exceeded. 
The sulf'alls. lead. hydlogm aullide. and vinyl chloride stmdarda are not to be equaled or m:eeded. 
2. Nlllional llllnclanll, other than ozone and !hon baled on ammalavaaga orammal- - an DDI to be exceeded moro than once a year. The ozone 111andard is - when the 
expected nmnber of days per calendaryearwith maximmnhomly average-above tho -.lard is equal to or lea dmn one. 
3. Conc-.iionexpreaed filllin unilain which it-~ Equivalatt1lllillgiwninpan,nthaa .,.-.i uponanfcrmcetanpm111teof2S" C and arefenncepresan of760 llllll or 
mercmy. All............- of air quality are to be c:omctcd to anference tempclSlln ot25" c and am....,.. presan of760 llllll ofmercmy (1.013.2 millibar); ppm in this table refers to ppm 
by volamo, or miaomolel of pollmanl per mole of ga. 
4. Any equivllent pn,cedme which can be shown to the-of the Air-Bomd to gin equivalent nml!a a ornarthe levd of the air qualily-maybe ucd. 
5. Nlllional Pmmry Slandards: The levels of air quality -.my, with an adeqalle lllllZgin of safety to protecl the public hnllh. Each ,au mmt - the pmnmy stmdarda no laer Uum tluu 
yean afterlllat ..... implemenlalion plan ia approved by the Enwomnenlll Pmkdion Agency. 
6. Nalional Secondlly Slandards: The levell of air quality n-r to protecl the public welfare fmm my tnown or llllic:ipalcd adverle effects of a pollmmU. Each SIiia mllll - the secondary 
stmdarda wilhin a -.,le time" after the implemenlalion plan is appmved by the EPA. 
7. Reference 11101boc1 • daaibed by the EPA. AD "equivllent me!llod" of-may be used but IDllltbave a "o:onmtentrdaliomhip to tho rofennce Jlldhocl• andmmt be approved by 
the EPA. 
8. This Slandard is iDladed to limit the fRqllency and severity ofvilibilily impmmem due to Rgi<mal haZII and ia eq1livalent to a ID-mile nommal visual nnge when relalive humidity is lea Uum 
70pm:ent. 
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Part of the New Source Review process includes the evaluation of Best Available Control 

Technology (BACT) for individual processes. BACT are defined as the most stringent control 

technique or limitation that has been achieved in practice for the same class of source, or is 

contained in an approved implementation plan, or is both technologically feasible and cost 

effective. BACT are required for all pollutants expected to be emitted from a new emissions 

unit. 

Federal PSD regulations14 require that the maximum allowable increase in total suspended 

particulate in a Class I wilderness area resulting from emissions from a major stationary 

source is five µg/m3 (annual geometric mean) and 1 O µg/m3 (24-hour maximum). Federal 

major stationary source PSD regulations apply to 28 specific-named facilities emitting, or 

having the potential to emit, 100 tons per year or more of any pollutant subject to regulation 

under the Act, or any other facility emitting, or having the potential to emit, 250 tons per year 

or more of any pollutant subject to regulation under the Act. Fugitive emissions are not 

counted toward the emissions quantification for PSD, unless the source is one of the 28 

specifically-named types of facilities . 

The Mojave Desert Air Basin, where the Soledad Mountain Project site is located, is an area 

that is in attainment or unclassified (due to a lack of data) for all NAAQS and CAAQS except 

the California 24-hour PM10 standard and the California and federal one-hour ozone standards. 

Section 176(c) of the Federal Clean Air Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7401 et. seq.) and 

regulations under 40 CFR part 51 sub-part W, with respect to the conformity of general federal 

actions to the applicable implementation plan, apply to projects within nonattainment areas. 

Under those authorities, no department, agencies or instrumentality of the federal government 

will engage in, support in any way or provide financial assistance for, license or permit, or 

approve any activity which does not conform to an applicable implementation plan. Under 

Clean Air Act 176(c) and 40 CFR part 51 sub-part W, a federal agency must make a 

determination that a federal action conforms to the applicable implementation plan before the 

action is taken . 

14 
40 CFR §52.21 

07330010.31A 14 May1997 



SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
DRAFT EIR/EIS 

INTRODUCTION 

Federal and California laws also regulate emission and notification requirements related to air 

toxics (or hazardous air pollutants), some of which are typically emitted by precious metal 

mining operations. California's Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Information and Assessment Act15 

requires specified facilities to submit comprehensive air toxics emission inventory plans and 

reports to local air pollution control districts, and, if necessary, to conduct health risk 

assessments for approximately 350 toxic substances identified by AB2588. In addition to 

requiring such an inventory, AB2588 established standards and requirements for health risk 

assessments and public notification of possible health risks. 

1.2.4.1.2 KCAPCD Rules and Regulations 

KCAPCD is empowered to regulate stationary sources of air pollutant emissions in such a 

manner that the region within its jurisdiction either attains, or is projected to attain, the NAAQS 

for all criteria pollutants. Should it become clear that any part of the region is moving away 

from attainment of the standards, KCAPCD must implement corrective measures to bring the 

region back into attainment or toward attainment. These could include measures such as 

lowering net emissions and creating more stringent air pollution control regulations. In certain 

instances, these regulations could be retroactive and require existing emission sources to 

conform to the new regulations. 

Emissions from sources of any contaminant for which there is an NAAQS are governed by 

KCAPCD rules and regulations. These rules and regulations include New Source Review as 

part of a permitting process whereby new or modified sources of emissions are evaluated for 

adequate controls and compliance with federal, state and local regulations. 

15 
The Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Information and Assessment Act of 1987 is commonly referred to by the name 
of the authorizing legislative bill; Assembly Bill 2588 (AB2588). California Health & Safety Code §44300 
et seq. 
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1.2.4.2.1 The Federal Clean Water Act 

INTRODUCTION 

The Clean Water Act16 regulates discharges to surface waters from all types of sources. 

Discharges to surface water are subject to the requirements of a National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES) permit, which ensures that the water meets applicable standards 

at the point of discharge. The NPDES provisions are contained in Section 402 of the Clean 

Water Act. In California, control of surface water discharges in accordance with the Clean 

Water Act (Section 401) is delegated by EPA to the State Water Resources Control Board 

(SWRCB), and ultimately, the Regional Water Quality Control Board (Lahontan Regional 

Board). The State may issue, condition, deny or waive certification for such discharge. 

Certification or waiver of certification must be based on a finding that the proposed discharge 

will comply with water quality standards. 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act regulates discharge of dredged or fill material into waters 

of the United States. Permitting of these types of discharges occurs under the authority of the 

U.S. Army Corp of Engineers. The definition of "waters of the United States" is included in 33 

CFR, 328.3 which, in part, states that they include " ... lakes, rivers, streams [including 

intermittent streams], mudflats, sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, 

playa lakes or natural ponds, the use, degradation or destruction of which could affect 

interstate or foreign commerce ... " 

1.2.4.2.2 The Federal Safe Drinking Water Act 

The Safe Drinking Water Act 17 establishes minimum national drinking water standards and 

guidelines for protecting groundwater. Both primary and secondary standards are specified 

for drinking water. Primary standards are established for the protection of human health and 

set Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) for a variety of inorganic and organic substances. 

Secondary standards are intended as guidelines and are not federally enforceable. They are 

established primarily for aesthetic purposes such as color and taste. 

• 
16 

33 USC §§1251 to 1387 

17 42 USC §§300f to 300j-26 
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The Safe Drinking Water Act is enforced at the state and local level by the SWRCB and the 

Lahontan Regional Board, through water quality protection regulations, and by the California 

Department of Health Services (OHS) and the Kem County Department of Environmental 

Health Services through regulation of drinking water systems. 

1.2.4.2.3 California Water Code 

The state enforces federal water quality protection programs for which they have been 

delegated authority !Jnder the California Water Code and implementing regulations. The 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 18 provided a comprehensive statewide system for 

water pollution control that included designation of the SWRCB and nine Regional Boards 

covering the entire state. Local jurisdiction over water quality is also provided. Under the 

Porter-Cologne Act, the SWRCB is responsible for adopting water quality standards as 

required to fulfill the state's responsibilities under the Clean Water Act. In addition to surface 

water discharge permitting requirements of the Clean Water Act, the Porter-Cologne Act 

regulates discharges and potential discharges to groundwater. 

Any person proposing to discharge waste that could affect the quality of waters of the state 

must file a Report of Waste Discharge with the Lahontan Regional Board. The Lahontan 

Regional Board may permit discharges that comply with the Clean Water Act and the Porter

Cologne Act, subject to issuance of waste discharge requirements to protect the quality of 

waters of the state. 

Standards more stringent than required under these laws may be required in waste discharge 

requirements, if needed, to implement water quality control plans and to protect beneficial 

water uses. 

The Regional Boards regulate water resources under federal and state antidegradation 

policies, 19 regional water quality control plans and other applicable policies and regulations. 

The project site is located in the northern part of the Antelope Valley in an area encompassed 

18 
California Water Code §§13000-14076 

19 
40 CFR Section 131.12, and State Water Resources Control Board Resolution 68-16 
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by the South Lahontan Basin Water Quality Control Plan,20 which was adopted in 1975 and 

amended several times. Designated beneficial uses of water in the Antelope Valley are 

identified in this plan and are further discussed in Section 3.4 of this EIR/EIS. 

1.2.4.2.4 California Code of Regulations Title 23 

The SWRCB, and ultimately the Regional Boards, regulates systems or activities that have the 

potential to discharge contaminants to surface or groundwater. The review and permitting 

process for mining facilities follow the requirements of Title 23 CCR, Chapter 15, Article 7 

(Mining Waste Management). Article 7 also provides the Regional Board with the authority 

for adoption of waste discharge requirements to protect the waters of the state from 

contamination. 

1.2.4.3 Biological Resources 

1.2.4.3.1 Federal Endangered Species Act 

The Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973,21 as amended, extends legal protection to plants 

and animals listed as endangered or threatened by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

(Service). The Act authorizes the Service to review proposed federal actions to assess 

potential impacts to "listed" species. 

Listed species are those which are threatened or endangered (in danger of extinction 

throughout all or a significant portion of their range) and which have been the subject of final 

regulation and listing in the Federal Register, and those species officially proposed for listing 

in a Federal Register Notice. 

2° California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Lahonton Region, Water Quality Control Plan for the 
Lahonton Region, 1994. 

21 
16 USC §§1531 to 1544 
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Any species which is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its 

range other than a species of the Class lnsecta determined by the Secretary to constitute 

a pest whose protection under the provisions of this Act would present an overwhelming 

and overriding risk to man. 

Threatened 

Any species which is likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable future 

throughout all or a significant portion of its range. 

Proposed 

Species for which a general notice and a proposed regulation for listing have been 

published in the Federal Register. 

Candidate 

Those species for which the Service has on file sufficient information on biological 

vulnerability and threat(s) to support issuance of a proposed rule, but issuance of the 

proposed regulation is precluded. The Service will publish a Notice of Review annually in 

the Federal Register identifying all current plant and animal taxa, and all taxa that has been 

proposed for listing. 

In the past, as a tool for identifying candidates, the Service published lists of species for which 

additional information was needed to determine whether listing may be appropriate (formerly 

Category 2). Species which were Category 1 are now, for the most part, considered 

"Candidates." Species which were Category 2 or 3 are no longer listed as Category 

Candidates, but may be considered as species of concern. 

Section 7, the interagency portion of the Endangered Species Act, requires federal agencies, 

in consultation with the Service, to ensure "that any action authorized, funded or carried out 

by such agencies ... is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any listed species or 

result in the destruction or modification of [critical] habitat." 
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1.2.4.3.2 California Endangered Species Act and Native Plant 

Protection Act 

The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) of 198422 and the Native Plant Protection Act 

of 1977 (NPPA)23 are administered by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). 

Maintaining priority within the various lists is the function of the California Natural Diversity 

Data Base, which is also maintained by CDFG. 

The CDFG maintains lists of plant and animal species which are designated to be endangered, 

threatened, rare or candidates. The CDFG designations are defined as follows: 

Endangered 

A native California bird, mammal, fish, amphibian, reptile or plant (species or subspecies) 

is endangered when it is in serious danger of becoming extinct throughout all, or a 

significant portion of, its range due to one or more causes, including loss of habitat, change 

of habitat, over exploitation, predation, competition or disease.24 

Threatened 

A native California bird, mammal, fish, amphibian, invertebrate, reptile or plant (species or 

subspecies) is threatened when, although not presently threatened with extinction, it is 

likely to become an endangered species in the foreseeable future in the absence of special 

protection and management efforts. Any animal listed as "rare" by the Commission on or 

before January 1, 1985 is now included as a "threatened" species.25 

Rare 

A native California plant (species, subspecies or variety) is rare when, although not 

presently threatened with extinction, it is in such small numbers throughout its range that 

22 14 USC §670.5 

23 
California Food and Agricultural Code, Division 23 

24 
California Fish and Game Code §2062 

25 
California Fish and Game Code §2067 
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it may become endangered if its present environment worsens.26 Since 1985, this • 

designation applies to plants only. 

Candidate 

A native California species or subspecies of a bird, mammal, fish, amphibian, reptile or 

plant is a candidate when the Fish and Game Commission has formally noticed it as under 

review by the Department to determine whether listing as threatened or endangered is 

warranted, or when it is the subject of a proposed rule-making by the commission to list as 

threatened or endangered.27 

Section 15380(d) of the Guidelines states that a species not listed as endangered, threatened 

or rare in Title 14 CCR28 or 50 CFR, 29 "will nevertheless be considered to be rare or 

endangered if the species can be shown to meet the criteria in subsection (b)." 

Section 15065 of the CEQA guidelines specify that "A Lead Agency will find that a project may 

have a significant effect on the environment and thereby require an EIR to be prepared ... " if 

the project has " ... the potential to reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or • 

endangered plant or animal. .. " Appendix G of the CEQA implementing guidelines indicates 

that "A project will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will substantially 

affect a rare or endangered species of animal or plant or the habitat of the species." These 

concepts are utilized in the vegetation and wildlife impacts significance criteria presented in 

Section 3.0. 

1.2.4.3.3 BLM Sensitive Species List 

BLM Manual Section 6840 provides policy and guidance for the conservation of Special Status 

Species of plants and animals, and the habitats on which they depend. 

26 
California Fish and Game Code §1901 

27 
California Fish and Game Code §2068 

28 
14 CCR §670.2 or §670.5 

29 
50 CFR §17.11 or§17.12 
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• BLM California sensitive plant and animal species are those designated by the State Director, 

usually in cooperation with the state wildlife agency responsible for managing the species, as 

sensitive. The protection provided by the policy for candidate species will be used as the 

minimum level of protection. Management for the conservation of these species and their 

habitats will ensure that actions authorized, funded or carried out do not contribute to the need 

to list any of these species as threatened or endangered. They are species that are: 

• under status review by the Service or the National Marine Fisheries Service; or 

• whose numbers are declining so rapidly that federal listing may become necessary; or 

• with typically small and widely dispersed populations; or 

• those inhabiting ecological refugia or other specialized or unique habitats. 

Sensitive plant species in California are designated as all plants on List 1 B (Plants Rare, 

Threatened or Endangered in California and Elsewhere) of the most recent edition of the 

California Native Plant Society's Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California that 

are on BLM lands or affected by BLM actions, unless they are specifically excluded by the BLM 

• State Director or fall into another category. 

• 

1.2.4.3.4 Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act3° makes no provision for the killing of migratory birds without a 

permit. All birds are considered migratory birds under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, with the 

exception of three: English sparrow (Passer domesticus), starlings (Stumus vulgaris) and 

barnyard pigeons . (Co/umba livia). A zero mortality objective regarding wildlife will be 

maintained. Migratory bird deaths associated with cyanide heap leaching processes would 

come under the jurisdiction of this statute. Any mining operation which repeatedly or 

negligently fails to prevent migratory bird mortality could be federally prosecuted . 

30 Title 16, United States Code (USC), §§701-718(h) 
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1.2.4.4 Cultural Resources 

1.2.4.4.1 National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106) 

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, established: (1) a National 

Register of Historic Places to be maintained by the Secretary of the Interior, (2) the position 

of State Historic Preservation Officer and (3) the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. 

Section 106 requires federal agencies to provide the State Historic Preservation Officer and 

the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation an opportunity to comment on any project on 

federal lands within their state that would affect properties included in or eligible for inclusion 

in the National Register of Historic Places. Section 304 directs federal agencies to withhold 

from disclosure to the public information relating to the location or character of eligible 

properties whenever disclosure of such information may create risk or harm to such resources. 

National Register of Historic Places eligibility criteria are specified in 36 CFR, Part 60.4. 

The advisory council regulations outline procedures to be followed by federal agencies.31 

• 

Federal agencies are required to consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer to • 

determine if a proposed undertaking encompasses any property included in or eligible for 

inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. For each eligible property identified, the 

federal agency must determine if the proposed undertaking had an effect. If there could be 

an effect, the Criteria of Adverse Effect are applied, and treatment measures are developed 

for resources that would be adversely affected. 

Wrthin the statutory constraints, 32 the advisory council regulations encourage participation by 

local governments, Native American tribes and the public. Within this context, comments on 

the Soledad Mountain Project are sought from Kem County, the local Native Americans, 

archaeologists, historians and other groups or individuals concerned with cultural resources . 

31 
Volume 51, Federal Register (FR), 31118 (published September 2, 1986) 

32 
National Historic Preservation Act §304 and Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, Section 9. 
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CEQA Archaeological Guidance 

CEQA Guidelines, Appendix K, Archaeological Impacts, provides guidance for the 

identification, evaluation and mitigation of archaeological properties that may be affected by 

a proposed project. Additionally, Appendix K contains detailed procedures for determining the 

significance, or lack thereof, of a proposed project on a cultural resource. Only impacts on 

"unique" or "important" cultural resources can be considered significant in terms of the 

potential effects of a proposed project. 33 

The terms "unique" and "important" are interchangeable when referring to cultural resources 

within a proposed project area under CEQA review. California Public Resources Code (PRC) 

Section 21083.2 uses the term "unique," while CEQA Guidelines, Appendix K, uses the term 

"important." 

Guidelines for treatment of the cultural resources on federal lands are established by SLM and 

the "Secretary of Interior's Standards and Guidelines, Archeology and Historic Preservation."34 

1.2.4.5 Hazardous Materials 

1.2.4.5.1 Hazardous Materials Planning and Notification Programs 

On October 17, 1986, the President signed into law the Superfund Amendments and 

Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA). Included as Title Ill of SARA, the Emergency Planning 

and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) contained authorizations relating to hazardous 

materials35 emergency planning, notification, community right-to-know and a toxic release 

inventory. 

33 
California Public Resources Code (PRC) §21083.2 

34 48 FR 44716-44742 (September 29, 1983) 

35 
Herein, the term "hazardous material'' is used universally for "hazardous materials" regulated under 
California regulations, and "hazardous substances" regulated under EPCRA regulations. California's 
"hazardous materials" include all of the EPCRA listed "hazardous substances." 
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Under EPCRA, businesses which handle certain quantities of listed hazardous materials must 

notify local, state and federal emergency response authorities of the location and quantity of 

such materials. Businesses must also notify authorities when a release of a hazardous 

material has occurred in excess of specified quantities. 

California had previously passed similar legislation under the Waters Bill, which requires 

businesses which handle hazardous materials to prepare Hazardous Materials Business 

Plans.36 To eliminate dual regulation, the California regulations were modified such that 

compliance with state requirements constitutes compliance with the EPCRA requirements. 

In addition to the EPCRA requirements, Hazardous Materials Business Plans also contain 

emergency response plans and an employee training program. 

California law also includes regulations pertaining to materials deemed acutely hazardous. 

Business which handled such listed "acutely hazardous materials" above certain thresholds 

were required to prepare Risk Management and Prevention Plans (RMPPs). An RMPP 

includes a report and analysis of the accidents involving acutely hazardous materials which 

have occurred at the business during the past three years, information about the equipment 

or processes which use acutely hazardous materials, controls and procedures to minimize 

risks, training and emergency response procedures and a schedule for implementing 

additional safety equipment and procedures. Integral to each RMPP is a hazards and 

operability study which identifies the hazards associated with the handling of the acutely 

hazardous material due to operating error, equipment failure or external events which could 

cause or contribute to an accident involving the acutely hazardous material. RMPPs are 

reviewed by local emergency response authorities and made available for public comment. 

The Federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) devised regulations which 

required facilities handling "highly hazardous chemicals" to prepare Process Safety 

Management (PSM) plans fortheirfacilities.37 Although the covered chemicals and threshold 

quantities are slightly different, the elements of the PSM plan were substantially the same as 

the California RMPP. The California Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

(Cal/OSHA) has adopted these regulations and implements the program. 38 

36 
California Health & Safety Code §25500 to 25545 

37 29 CFR 1910.119 

38 8 CCR 5189 
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Section 112 (r) of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments authorized the Risk Management 

Program (RMP). EPA promulgated the final RMP regulations on June 20, 1996, with an 

effective date of August 19, 1996.39 The RMP contains the same basic elements as both the 

California RMPP and OSHA PSM programs: hazard assessment, a risk prevention program 

and an emergency response program. The RMP regulations apply to facilities which handle 

"regulated substances." Facilities subject to RMP requirements must comply with the program 

by June 1999.40 

In order to reduce regulatory overlap, California replaced the RMPP regulations with the RMP 

regulations, effective January 1, 1997.41 Under the California RMP program, new facilities 

which handle "regulated substances" in greater than threshold quantities must implement an 

RMP prior to operation. 

One provision of EPCRA which has not been adopted under California State law is the toxic 

chemical release inventory (TRl).42 The TRI program was codified February 16, 1988 as 40 

CFR Part 372. The basic intent of the TRI program is to make available to the public 

information about releases of certain chemicals into the air, water and land that result from 

certain facilities within their communities. It contains provisions which allow the public to 

consistently track pollution prevention measures undertaken by individual facilities. Currently, 

40 CFR, Part 372, applies to facilities with Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes that 

begin with the first two digits of 20 through 39, and have the equivalent of 1 O or more full-time 

employees. 

On June 27, 1996, EPA proposed to add seven new industrial groups to the TRI program.43 

Metal mining, with SIC codes that begin with 10, is included as one of the seven major 

industrial groups proposed for addition. To assure that the public and other interested parties 

39 
61 FR 31668 (June 20, 1996). Regulations codified as 40 CFR 68. 

40 
40 CFR §68.10 

41 
California Health & Safety Code §25531 

• 
42 

EPCRA§313 

43 
61 FR 33588 
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may review and comment, EPA was accepting comments on the proposed rule until 

September 4, 1996. EPA believes that the addition of these industrial groups to the TRI 

program will significantly add to the public's right-to-know about releases and other waste 

management activities of toxic chemicals in their communities. 

TRI reporting will be required for metal mining facilities, with 1 O or more employees, that 

manufacture, process or otherwise use threshold quantities of any listed chemicals or 

chemical categories established under the TRI program. These covered facilities will be 

required to submit annual reports on their releases, transfers and other management practices 

for more than 650 chemicals listed under the TRI regulations. The data contained in the report 

will be compiled and made available to the public through a variety of means, including a 

report issued by EPA. 

If a facility exceeds the established threshold for a chemical release, the owner/operator must 

report all releases for that chemical throughout the facility. Releases to the environment 

include emissions to the air, discharges to surface waters, onsite releases to land, 

underground injection wells and quantities of materials sent offsite for recycling or disposal. 

Reportable releases also include both routine and accidental releases. 

If the manufacturing, process or other use thresholds have been exceeded for a certain 

chemical, then the TRI program requires reporting of releases of that chemical to EPA. EPA 

has developed Form R to fill out and report for each chemical release. If a facility does not 

exceed the threshold for any of the reportable chemicals and release reporting is not required, 

then that facility should retain documentation onsite to be able to demonstrate that reporting 

was not required for that reporting year. 

If a facility "manufactures" or "processes" 25,000 pounds per year of any listed chemical or 

chemical category, or if a facility "otherwise uses" 10,000 pounds per year of any listed 

chemical or chemical category, then the quantity thresholds are met and a report is required 

for that calendar year. 

When this regulation was enacted, there were more than 300 chemicals and 20 chemical 

categories. EPA may add or delete chemicals from the list, which it has, and the current list 

now contains over 650 chemicals. 
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Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 197644 requires federal and state 

agencies to promulgate regulations implementing standards for handling hazardous waste 

materials. Regulations applicable to generators of hazardous waste are included in 40 CFR, 

Parts 260, 261, 262 and 266. California is authorized to implement a hazardous waste 

program that, at a minimum, must be at least as stringent as the federal standards. State 

hazardous waste standards are included in Title 22 CCR, which is administered by the 

California Department of Toxic Substances Control. 

1.2.4.6 Relationship to Other Land Use Plans 

1.2.4.6.1 West Mojave Coordinated Management Plan 

The West Mojave Coordinated Management Plan is a proposed multi agency habitat 

conservation plan covering nearly nine and one-half million acres of California desert lands. 

It involves a regional planning and management framework to conserve species habitats and 

to foster economic development. An Administrative Draft EIS for the plan is currently in 

preparation. The Soledad Mountain project site is not included in any proposed or existing 

core reserve, specialty reserve or habitat linkage corridor in the current alternative. 

1.2.4.6.2 Western Mojave Land Tenure Adjustment 

The federal lands contained within the Soledad Mountain project site are designated for land 

exchange by the SLM according to a SLM Record of Decision dated January 1991 for the 

Western Mojave Land Tenure Adjustment Project. There are 522,000 acres of public lands 

within the 2.8 million acres included within the Land Tenure Adjustment project boundary. The 

purpose of the Land Tenure Adjustment Project is to consolidate federal land holding into 

manageable blocks through voluntary exchange with privately owned land. The project 

proposes to release 105,000 acres of public lands and proposes to acquire 255,000 acres of 

public lands through land exchanges. The SLM has established three zones or area 

classifications to assist in accomplishing the goal of the Land Tenure Adjustment Project Area . 

The three zones are consolidation, disposal and retention. 

44 
42 use §§6901 to 6991i 
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The consolidation zone is an area in which the SLM seeks to acquire private land that is 

intermingled with public lands in an effort to form manageable blocks of land. The disposal 

zone is comprised of scattered public lands interspersed with private holdings. The SLM has 

determined that the public lands in the disposal zone provide the least opportunity for 

successful public management. The public land within the disposal zone is designated for 

exchange with land in the consolidation zone. The retention zones represent areas where the 

BLM desires to retain the public land. The Golden Queen project is located within the area 

classified as a "disposal zone." 
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2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

The Proposed Action has been designed to accomplish Golden Queen's basic objectives for 

the Soledad Mountain Project, which include the following: 

• Develop a commercial mine to recover precious metals from the ore body. 

• Efficiently design and manage the project to optimize precious metal recovery and meet 

the financial expectations of the shareholders. 

• Minimize surface disturbances and mitigate other potential environmental effects. 

• Perform reclamation that will return the site to a state that is consistent with surrounding 

land uses following mining. 

• Construct, operate and reclaim the site in a manner consistent with federal, state and 

local laws and regulations . 
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2. 1.1 Regional Location 

SETTING 

The project is located in the western Mojave Desert within the unincorporated area of eastern 

Kem County, California (Exhibit 2.1-1). The topography of the western Mojave Desert in the 

area of the site varies from relatively flat alluvial areas to steep mountains. Elevations vary 

from approximately 2,000 feet above mean sea level in the flat alluvial-covered areas to over 

5,000 feet above mean sea level in some of the mountainous areas. The site is located 

approximately five miles southwest of Mojave, an unincorporated town of approximately 4,000 

people situated at the intersection of State Route 58 and State Route 14. The Mojave airport 

stores and repairs jets for various operators. Industrial facilities in Mojave include chemical 

plants and recycling facilities. In the higher elevations to the northwest of the site are several 

hundred wind turbines generating electricity. Edwards Air Force Base is located east of the 

project, and occupies a large portion of the desert floor (Exhibit 2.1-2). 

The unincorporated town of Rosamond, with a population of approximately 22,000 people, is 

located approximately seven miles to the south, adjacent to State Route 14. 

The Tehachapi Mountains lie approximately 1 O miles west and northwest of the project site. 

The Tehachapi Mountains form a natural barrier that separates the San Joaquin Valley from 

the desert portions of Kem County. The San Gabriel Mountains lie approximately 20 miles 

southwest of the project site and form a natural barrier that separates the Mojave Desert from 

the Los Angeles area. Distances to the nearest urban centers include Bakersfield, 

approximately 49 miles northwest, Lancaster, approximately 22 miles south, and Los Angeles, 

approximately 62 miles southwest. 

2.1.2 Project Location 

• 

• 

The project area is on and around Soledad Mountain, west of State Route 14 and south of 

Silver Queen Road. The project area includes portions of Sections 5, 6, 7 and 8 in Township 

10 North, Range 12 West and Section 1 in Township 10 North, Range 13 West, and Section 

32 in Township 11 North, Range 12 West, San Bernardino Base and Meridian (SBBM) (Exhibit • 

2.1-2). Golden Queen has acquired control of approximately 2,840 acres, including the project 

site. 
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The topography of the project area consists of rugged outcrops and ridges, with intervening 

drainage which grade to alluvial slopes and flat areas on the flanks of Soledad Mountain . 

The elevation of the project area varies from 4, 190 feet above mean sea level at the peak of 

Soledad Mountain to approximately 2,700 feet above mean sea level along the northeast flank. 

The project is situated in an area covered by the Kern County General Plan and the Specific 

Plan for Soledad Mountain - Elephant Butte and Vicinity - South of Mojave. The plan allows for 

the development of residential areas with a minimum lot size of one-half acre, by right as well 

as mining and processing of gold and silver ores upon obtaining approval of a conditional use 

permit. 

Other open pit mining activity in the Mojave area near the project site includes Standard Hill 

(precious metal), Cactus Gold (precious metal), Granite Construction (aggregate), Asphalt 

Construction (aggregate and asphalt batch plant) and California Portland Cement Mojave Plant 

(aggregate and cement plant). Mining has ceased at Standard Hill and Cactus Gold Mines. 

Reclamation is expected to be completed in the near future . 

The area surrounding the project is sparsely populated. There are approximately 15 resider,ees 

located alor,g Backus Road south of Soledad Mour,taiFI. Jlir'-::i.ri::?PP.f:.m@t.i!Y.!:'1irnl.$.l4iniilil: 
1:nn11mmt?ntr:,ininn?ilt1u:::1iYtt=t::itittt~Hiriii1t11:11Iio.I:Pr:::n11rt1?1tt1\1&11@&1.it:IitI11?ti: 
Rili.Jilll@intUIPPii*-!ffi.llliiiigJf:r.~J.gijpigjfgijjf{qU!$.tffi.ifBgQ\jf}f:tiw1.Jfj!f:fl:f&.§Iii'liiiIPf::i:ifii. 
pfgpgjig:i@i!JirPinii.I Five residences are north of Soledad Mountain on the north side of 

Silver Queen Road. A tract of land east of the project site, referred to as Goldtown, is designed 

as a residential area. One house has been constructed in Goldtown, but has not been certified 

for occupancy and is not expected to receive certification in the foreseeable future. One house 

is located on Mojave - Tropico Road directly west of the project area. 

The Camelot housing development is located two and one-half miles directly north of the project 

area and consists of 109 lots on approximately 15 acres. Development began in 1986; all lots 

have been developed. A golf course is located next to the development and less than 1 O 

additional homes are located on the north side of the golf course outside the development. 

Access to the site is from Silver Queen Road, an existing, paved county road. Silver Queen 

Road is an east-west road which runs approximately 600 feet north of the project site. Golden 

Queen's entrance road will intersect Silver Queen Road near the eastern boundary of Section 

6, Township 10 North, Range 12 West, SBBM, directly opposite Gold Town Road (Exhibit 2.1-

3). 
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2.2 Project Characteristics 

2.2.1 Proposed Action 

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

Golden Queen is a wholly-owned United States subsidiary of Golden Queen Mining Company, 

Ltd. (incorporated in November 1985). Golden Queen has headquarters in Spokane, 

Washington, and local offices at the project site. In addition to its own holdings of private land 

and mineral claims, Golden Queen has mining and mineral rights agreements with 76 

landowners associated with the Soledad Mountain Project. 

Golden Queen is proposing to construct and operate an open pit precious metals mine and 

heap leach recovery operation on Soledad Mountain. Aggregate and construction materials 

will be sold as a byproduct. 

The project includes vacating a portion of New Eagle Road, an unpaved county road which 

extends into the project area in the northwest one-quarter of Section 6, Township 10 North, 

Range 12 West, SBBM. 

New Eagle Road, a county road, currently extends into the project area in the northwest one

quarter of Section 6, Township 10 North, Range 12 West, SBBM (Exhibit 2.1-3). New Eagle 

Road was created as a public road by order of the Board of Supervisors of Kern County in 

1937, and was recorded in Minute Book 39, Page 487 of the Board of Supervisors. New Eagle 

Road intersects Silver Queen Road in the south one-half of Section 31, Township 11 North, 

Range 12 West, SBBM, and travels in a southerly direction approximately 0.41 miles to the 

base of Soledad Mountain in Section 6, Township 10 North, Range 12 West, SBBM. Silver 

Queen Road and New Eagle Road are clearly visible in the lower left portion of Exhibit 2.2-1. 

New Eagle Road terminates at the base of Soledad Mountain and does not connect to any 

existing roads, and cannot be used by the general public to travel past its terminus in Section 

6. The Soledad Mountain project includes vacating that portion of New Eagle Road within 

Section 6, Township 10 North, Range 12 West, SBBM. 

The Golden Queen project area lies within the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM's) 

Western Mojave Land Tenure Adjustment Project. 
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PROJECT DESIGN 

Golden Queen plans to cooperate and work with the BLM toward the accomplishment of the 

Land Tenure Adjustment Project's objectives in the Soledad Mountain Project area. Golden 

Queen plans to acquire lands within the designated retention and consolidation zones, or in 

other areas acceptable to the BLM, in exchange for public lands designated for disposal within 

the Soledad Mountain property boundary. 

2.2.2 Project Design 

The project is scheduled to begin construction in mid-1997, or as soon as permitting is 

completed. Construction will be completed within twelve months, with a projected start of 

operations in 1998. 

Construction activities for the Soledad Mountain Project will include: 

• improving site access and creation of a construction staging area; 

• building access and haulage roads to the open pit mining areas and other site facilities; 

• preparation of the initial open pit mine production areas; 

• site preparation and construction of crushing, conveying and agglomeration facilities; 

• site preparation and construction of the heap leach solution processing and precious 

metal recovery plant; 

• site preparation and installation of the first stage of the heap leach pad liner and leak 

detection system; and 

• site preparation and construction of parking, office, maintenance and other ancillary 

facilities. 

Short-term personnel needs for project construction activities are anticipated to be 

approximately 250 people. The work will be performed by a combination of contractor 

employees and company employees. 

Long-term personnel requirements for project operations are expected to be approximately 

230. The average number of employees per shift is expected to be 35 to 40. Local residents 

are expected to comprise up to 80 percent of the work force . 
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Exhibit 2.2-2 presents a conceptual plot plan for the project and facilities proposed for the site. 

The drawing illustrates the proposed location of the open pit mine and the proposed 

locations of the: 

• overburden piles; 

• heap leach pads; 

• ore crushing, agglomeration, conveying and stacking facilities; 

• precious metal recovery plant; 

• analytical laboratory; 

• entrance road, parking and offices; 

• warehouse and maintenance shops; and 

• fuel, lubricant and reagent storage area. 

Exhibit 2.2-3 presents federal and private land ownership within the mine operational areas. 

Within the constraints imposed by the location and the size of the ore body and the steep 

topography of Soledad Mountain, the project design was formulated to meet several 

objectives, including: 

• minimizing surface disturbance and environmental impacts; 

• providing for safe, efficient and economic operations; and 

• efficient and timely reclamation. 

The project is based upon the mining of a reasonably foreseeable total of 290 million tons of 

ore and overburden materials, with a portion of the overburden expected to be sold for 

aggregate and construction material use. Based upon a reasonably foreseeable total ore 

reserve of 60 million tons, and a mining rate of up to six million tons of ore per year (up to 30 

million tons per year of combined ore and overburden), mining operations at the project will 

be expected to continue for up to 15 years. The proposed project has been designed for and 

the impacts evaluated based on the foreseeable ore reserve of 60 million tons. 

During the development of the open pit mine, it is expected that higher grade vein 

mineralization will be exposed within the open pit. Some of the higher grade ore may be 

mined by underground methods with access from the pit. 
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Exhibit 2.2-1 is a low angle, oblique aerial photograph of the project site viewed from the north

northwest. The photograph illustrates the extent of the disturbance resulting from previous 

activities at the site. A Site Drainage Plan has been developed in accordance with Kem 

County regulations and is presented in Appendix Ill as Attachment E. This plan provides for 

minimized land disturbance, erosion control through energy dissipation and direction of storm 

water runoff away from processing and ·other mine facilities to sedimentation catchment ponds. 

The project is designed as a zero discharge facility. The catchment ponds will be planted with 

native vegetation, which will encourage the percolation of storm water for soil and groundwater 

recharge. The settled solids may eventually be used as reclamation growth media. The plan 

is based upon the 100-year, 24-hour maximum storm event. Exhibit 2.2-4 presents a 

schematic site drainage profile showing the general features designed to control storm water 

runoff. 

The choice of sites for location of the overburden piles, heap leach pads, processing facilities 

and the remaining ancillary facilities has taken into account, through drilling and examination 

of surface and underground site geology, the potential for recoverable mineral resources to 

exist at these sites. The planned location of these facilities is in areas with low potential for 

future mineral development. 

Occasional upset conditions, such as storms, power outages, reagent spills and equipment 

breakdowns may occur. Preparation for unplanned or upset conditions will include personnel 

training, availability of emergency response equipment and plans and procedures for various 

types of response. 

Reaction to a spill of hazardous, or potentially hazardous materials, will focus upon 

containment of the material, recovery of the material, recovery of contaminated materials, 

appropriate disposal of recovered and contaminated materials, treatment or neutralization of 

affected areas and testing of affected areas. Reactions to non-routine events or releases may 

require coordination with the appropriate regulatory agencies. Written plans, such as the 

Hazardous Materials Business Plan (which includes an emergency response plan), the Spill 

Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan and the Risk Management Program 

(RMP) will specify standard, acceptable procedures, and will include procedures for the 

notification of regulatory agencies. Employees will receive training in the procedures of these 

plans. 
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Access to the project facilities will be controlled with fencing, utilization of berms and natural 

topography. The heap leach pads and process plant areas will be enclosed using eight-foot 

high fencing designed to exclude people and animals. The remainder of the fencing will be 

standard four-strand barbed wire. 

2.2.2.1 Mine Plan 

Mining will be conducted from interconnected areas contained within the planned boundaries 

of the open pit. Mining operations will be conducted 24-hours per day, seven-days per week. 

Each shift will employ approximately 25 people. Up to 30 million total tons of material will be 

mined per year, of which up to six million tons may be ore. The proposed project has been 

designed for and the impacts evaluated based upon the foreseeable ore reserve of 60 million 

tons. 

The mining process will consist of the following operations: 

• Exploration and development drilling, usually to a depth of 200 to 1,000 feet, to further 

define and delineate the extent and location of precious metals resources within the 

project area; 

• Drilling blastholes on an engineered grid to allow for placement of the blasting agents 

within the deposit and the collection of drill cutting samples for assay and mine 

development; 

• Loading of blasting agent, an ammonium nitrate and fuel oil mixture (ANFO), into the 

blastholes, connecting the detonation equipment and initiating the blast; 

• Delineating the blasted ore and overburden materials based upon the blasthole cuttings 

analyses; 

• Loading ore and overburden materials, using wheel loaders and/or track shovels into 

off-road haulage trucks; and 

• Transporting ore in off-road haulage trucks to the crushing facility and overburden to 

one of the overburden piles, all of which are located adjacent to the mine. 

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 

07330010.31A 44 May1997 

• 

• 

• 



• 
SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
DRAFT EIR/EIS 

PROJECT DESIGN 

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. 

The United States Bureau of Mines has conducted extensive research into the effects of 

blasting upon structures. As a result, they have concluded that a peak particle velocity of less 

than two inches per second has a low likelihood of causing damage to structures. Also, they 

have determined that if individual detonations of blastholes are greater than eight milliseconds 

apart the effect of individual detonations will not be cumulative. 45 

Based upon this information, a relationship was developed correlating the amount of explosive 

used in a blast to the distance at which no damage would be expected to occur. This 

relationship will be applied to all blasting operations at Soledad Mountain. 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. 

Roads and other operating areas within the project will be maintained by using motor graders 

• and/or wheel dozers to provide optimum road surfaces, and by using water trucks to control 

fugitive dust. Long-term and semipermanent roads and surfaces within the project will be 

constructed using dust palliatives to control dust and reduce road maintenance and water 

requirements. Mine haul roads will be designed with a maximum slope of 1 O percent and will 

conform to Mining Safety and Health Act requirements. 

• 

Mining equipment will be refueled and lubricated within the mine using specially designed 

fuel/lubrication trucks or at the fueling station located near the mine maintenance shop. When 

equipment maintenance or repairs must be done at a location other than the maintenance 

shop, the work will be accomplished using mobile mechanics' vehicles, portable welding 

equipment and mobile cranes. Oil lubricants will be contained during maintenance operations 

using pans or similar containment devices. 

Mine shift changes will generally be done within the mine. Miners will be transported to their 

work site using a passenger bus. Mine supervisors and surveyors will use small vehicles for 

access to the mine and transportation of people and materials within the mine . 

45 Nickells, H. R., C. F. Johnson and W. I. Duvall, Blasting, Vibration and Their Effects on Structures: 
U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Mines Bulletin 656, 1971. 
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Table 2.2-1 presents the listing of the mining equipment anticipated to be required for the 

project. All of this equipment is either diesel or gasoline powered. 

TABLE 2.2-1 

Preliminary Mining Equipment List 

Item 

Exploration drills (contracted/seasonal) 

Blast hole drills 

ANFO truck 

Wheel loaders 

Off-road haul trucks 

Track dozers 

Water trucks 

Motor grader 

Fuel trucks 

Maintenance/lubrication trucks 

Passenger van 

Portable lights 

Crane 

Quantity 

2 

3 

1 

5 

9 

4 

2 

2 

1 

3 

1 

8 

1 

A number of ore producing areas will be developed within the overall open pit mine, with 

operations being conducted at several locations during any day. The open pit will be 

excavated using the standard bench mining method. Examination by experts in rock 

mechanics and slope stability has confirmed that a safe and stable mine can be developed 

utilizing overall highwall slopes of 55 to 63 degrees. 

Although the ultimate slopes will be developed by mining 20-foot high individual benches, the 

final slope configuration will consist of 60-foot high vertical intervals with 20-foot wide safety 

and stability benches. Appendix Ill, Attachment C, presents the slope stability work performed 

by John Abel Jr., Ph.D, and reviewed by Don Poulter, California Registered Engineer. 
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Exhibit 2.2-5 is a plan drawing which shows the locations of cross sections made through the 

current planned mining areas. Cross sections A-A' and 0-0' are presented here (Exhibits 2.2-

6 and 2.2-7). All of the cross sections are presented in Section 3.2. The actual mine 

configurations may change somewhat during operation as adjustments are made to adapt to 

localized conditions. As designed, the greatest vertical relief of the mine, measured from the 

original ground surface to the projected pit bottom, will be about 1,300 feet. The highest point 

on the mine highwall will be 4, 150 feet above mean sea level. The lowest pit bottom elevation 

will be approximately 2,780 feet above mean sea level. The approximate, maximum linear 

dimensions of the mine area will be 5,600 feet in length and 4,900 feet in width. The existing 

high point topography of Soledad Mountain will not be altered. Open pit mining is a 

generalized term in surface mining. Mining of the open pit at the Soledad Mountain site will 

initially remove ore from elevated ridge lines. After a time, ground depressions will become 

more apparent. 

Overburden piles will be constructed to stable design configurations by dumping haul truck 

loads directly into place or by dumping near the edge of the pile and using a track dozer to 

push the material into place. 

The overburden piles are designed to be built with essentially horizontal tops and 37 degree 

side slopes (1.5:1.0 horizontal to vertical). This slope is the approximate natural angle of 

repose for this material and will be stable under static loading conditions. An engineering 

stability analysis has been done for these piles by Don Poulter, California Registered 

Engineer.46 As designed, the aspect of the overburden piles ranges from 300 feet to 600 feet. 

When reclaimed, the overburden piles will be graded and contoured to approximately 29 

degree side slopes (1.8: 1.0 horizontal to vertical). 

Golden Queen anticipates that much of the overburden material will be marketable in the form 

of aggregate and construction materials. Overburden resulting from mining on private lands 

owned or controlled by Golden Queen may be processed and/or sold as aggregate or 

construction materials, after obtaining necessary permits and licenses. Overburden materials 

46 Poulter, Don A, Glasgow Engineering Group, Inc., to Tony Casagranda, Golden Queen Mining Corporation, 
re: Slope Stability for the Soledad Mountain Project Mine Overburden Disposal Piles, October 25, 1996, 
included in Appendix Ill, Attachment C. 
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mined from or piled on SLM lands may not be used for such purposes unless prior approval 

is obtained from the SLM. 

During the development of the open pit mine, it is expected that higher grade vein 

mineralization will be exposed within the open pit. Some of the higher grade ore may be 

mined by underground methods with access from the pit. Development of an underground 

mineral resource will result in the design, construction and operation of processing and 

recovery facilities, appropriate for the quantity and quality of the underground ore. These 

facilities, which may include additional milling and leaching capacity, will be integrated with the 

existing process facilities. 

2.2.2.2 Process 

The ore processing facilities will be located directly south of cell number 2 of leach pad 

number 1. Exhibit 2.2-8 presents the general arrangement of the facilities . 

2.2.2.2.1 Crushing and Agglomeration 

Mining operations will haul and deposit ore at the jaw crusher dump pocket or at the ore 

stockpile which will be located adjacent to the crushing facilities. This stockpile, which will 

contain up to 80,000 tons, provides for the continuous processing of ore independent of mining 

operations. It is expected that greater than 75 percent of the ore will be unloaded directly to 

the jaw crusher dump pocket. 

The crushing facility will be a four-stage process designed to reduce the run-of-mine ore to 

nominally minus 10 mesh (approximately one-sixteenth inch) particles. This process exposes 

precious metals mineralization at the surface of the particles and in newly created fractures 

so that efficient mineral recovery can be effected. The crushing facility will utilize proven 

processing equipment and procedures. 

Following crushing, the particles will be agglomerated using a binder, such as cement or lime, 

and barren process solution. This process forms relatively uniform particles with an 

approximate diameter of one-eighth to three-eighths inch. Agglomeration is also a 

conventional, proven process. It assures percolation of solutions within the heap for maximum 
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precious metals recovery rate and efficiency, provides dust control during transfer and 

placement of ore to and on the heaps and allows for timely and efficient neutralization and 

reclamation of the heap. Agglomeration also helps to assure that ponding of process solution, 

which may be attractive to wildlife, will not form on the top surface of the heap leach pad. 

Finally, the agglomeration binder provides protective alkalinity to the process solutions which 

is the chemical mechanism that maintains cyanide in liquid solution. 

Incorporated into the design of the crushing facility will be the use of water sprays for dust 

suppression and three baghouses for dust collection. At the ore dump pocket, dust 

suppression will be accomplished by the use of water sprays. To affect dust collection, 

process equipment feed and transfer points are swept by the baghouse dust collectors. The 

conveyors are hooded to prevent wind from entraining dust. Dust collected from the 

baghouses will be returned into the process. 

The crushing facility, as well as the remainder of the processing and project facilities, will be 

constructed under an Authority to Construct and operated under a Permit to Operate. Both 

of these documents are issued by the Kem County Air Pollution Control District after 

examination of the project and demonstration of its ability to meet air pollution control 

requirements. The agglomeration process does not require dust suppression or collection 

equipment because of the water added to and contained within the process. 

The crushing facility will process an average of 800 tons of ore per hour and operate 24-hours 

per day, seven-days per week, with seven to 10 people assigned to each crew. This crushing 

plant area will be the major power consumer for the project. The power supply for all 

equipment will be commercial electric power. 

Equipment maintenance will generally be done in place, with occasional component parts 

being repaired or refurbished at the maintenance shops or offsite at a contractor. 

Exhibit 2.2-9 presents a generalized flowsheet for the crushing and agglomeration facilities. 

A listing of the crushing and agglomeration equipment is shown in Table 2.2-2 . 
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TABLE 2.2-2 

Crushing and Agglomeration Equipment 

Item 

Apron feeder 

Vibrating grizzly feeder 

Jaw crusher, 42 in. x 48 in. 

Secondary 7 ft. standard cone crushers 

Tertiary 7 ft. shorthead cone crushers 

Quaternary vertical impact crushers 

Vibrating double deck screens 

Conveyor belts 

Feeders 

Agglomeration drum 

Cement storage silo 

PROJECT DESIGN 

Quantity 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

7 

16 

8 

26 

1 

1 

Ore will normally be fed to the system by direct dumping of haul trucks into a dump pocket built 

over the vibrating grizzly. Alternatively, wheel loaders will feed the system from an ore 

stockpile. Using the variable feed rate provided by the vibrating grizzly feeder, ore will be 

withdrawn from the ore dump pocket. Ore less than five inches in size will pass through the 

grizzly to a belt conveyor. The larger than five-inch pieces of ore will be discharged from the 

grizzly into the jaw crusher, where they will be crushed to less than five inches in size. After 

passing under a magnet, where tramp metals will be removed from the process stream, ore 

will be weighed using a belt scale, and screened at the primary screen. From the primary 

screen, the oversize, pieces larger than one and one-quarter inches, will be fed to the 

standard cone crusher. Product from the standard cone crusher will return to the primary 

screen for removal of the newly crushed particles. The smaller than one and one-quarter inch 

ore will continue to the primary storage bin. 

From the primary storage bin, ore will be withdrawn by feeders to the secondary screens. At 

the secondary screens the ore will be divided into three fractions: a smaller than 10 mesh 

(approximately one-sixteenth inch) product, which will meet the final product sizing criteria; a 

• size fraction between five-eighths inch and 10 mesh, which will be fed through surge bins to 

the tertiary impact crushers; and a size fraction between one and one-quarter inches and five-
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eighths inch which will be fed through surge bins to the shorthead cone crushers. The entire 

crushing system will be in a closed circuit, meaning that all final product will pass through the 

secondary screens prior to leaving the crushing and screening circuit for the secondary 

storage bin that feeds the agglomeration system. 

Movement of the ore in process between the various crushers and screens will be 

accomplished using conventional-covered belt conveyors. Following final sizing, the ore will 

be fed from the secondary storage bin to a conveyor belt, onto which cement, or other binders 

will be added in controlled amounts to the ore. The ore will be conveyed over a scale and 

through a sampling system to the agglomeration drum. 

The agglomeration process consists of adding controlled amounts of barren process solution 

to the ore and feeding it into the drum, which rests horizontally and rotates on its long axis. 

The rotation of the drum induces the ore to roll within the drum. This, in combination with the 

solution and the binder, tends to adhere the fine particles together and coat the more coarse 

particles with fine particles so that one-eighth to three-eighths inch sized spherical particles 

emerge from the discharge end of the drum. As these agglomerated particles cure, that is 

as the binder sets up, a porous particle with good integrity will be produced that provides 

structural stability to the heap, allows for good solution permeability within the heap, and 

provides for contact between the process solutions and the gold bearing surfaces of the 

particles. 

Because barren process solution will be used in the agglomeration process, the agglomeration 

facilities and all downstream conveyor transportation equipment will be placed over a 

containment structure or liner. This containment, which will meet State Water Resources 

Control Board requirements, will prevent discharge to the environment of any solution bearing 

material. 

2.2.2.2.2 Conveying and Stacking 

Agglomerated ore will be transported from the agglomeration drum to the heap leach pads, 

for leaching of precious metals from the ore, utilizing a system of fixed and portable 

"grasshopper'' conveyors. Agglomerated ore for leach pad number 2, may be loaded and 

hauled by truck. The conveying systems will be placed upon and over lined areas between 
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the agglomeration area and the heap leach pads. The lined areas are designed to contain 

spills and prevent the agglomerated ore from contacting the ground surface. Ore conveyed 

across the leach pads will be located above the leach pad containment system. At appropriate 

points, ore will be transferred from the main transport conveyor(s) to grasshopper conveyors 

that cross the heap leach pad and discharge to a radial stacker. The radial stacker will provide 

final placement of ore on the heap. 

Placement of the agglomerated ore in this manner will reduce the need for the use of heavy 

mobile equipment on the heap and allow for improved structural integrity of the agglomerates. 

It also reduces the potential for natural segregation of particles by size, improving permeability 

of the heap and percolation rates. 

Dust collection and suppression will not be required in this system due to the agglomeration 

of fines and the moisture content of the material. 

Ore will be stacked in horizontal lifts from 30 to 35 feet in height, up to a final height of 180 

feet. The down slope portion of the heap will be constructed at 2.5: 1.0 (horizontal to vertical) 

and the perimeter slopes will be constructed at a slope of 2.0:1.0 (horizontal to vertical). 

Geotechnical analyses of the heap have shown this configuration to be stable under static and 

earthquake induced loads. 

Equipment maintenance will generally be done in place, with occasional component parts 

being repaired or refurbished at the maintenance shop. 

2.2.2.2.3 Leach Pads and Leaching 

Two heap leach pads are proposed for construction at the site. The planned locations for both 

are shown in Exhibit 2.2-2. Leach pad number 1, located to the north of the mining area, will 

be the first to be constructed. Leach pad number 2, located to the west of the mine, will be 

built as leach pad number 1 reaches capacity. 

Both pads will be constructed sequentially as required to meet mining and processing 

demands. Both heap leach pads will be designed and constructed in conformance with 

requirements of the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board. For general reference 
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to the design concept of the proposed pads, the term modified valley-fill heap leach can be 

used to describe them as dedicated heap leach pads with internal solution storage. Each pad 

will consist of cells which will have internal dividers or berms to control solution flows and 

solution storage. Perimeter berms support the toe of the heaps and form the sides of each 

cell. The berms will also provide solution storage capacity, eliminating the need for 

conventional process surge ponds (Exhibit 2.2-10). The perimeter berms and internal dividers 

will be constructed of overburden material from the open pit mine and/or surplus alluvial 

materials generated from grading the heap leach pad sites. 

The toe berm portion of the pads will be designed to allow for a 100-year, 24-hour storm event, 

and will be no more than 25 feet in height. The crest of the toe berm will serve as an access 

road. The storage capacity of the individual cells will be less than 50 acre-feet prior to the 

stacking of ore. 

Based upon these criteria, the toe berm will not be subject to the jurisdiction of the State of 

California Department of Water Resources, Division of Safety of Dams (DSDD). 

This design was selected for several reasons. The modified valley-fill heap is the preferred 

design to create a flatter area for a freestanding pad on steep slopes. The toe berm 

supporting the heap enables the heap to be constructed over the natural topography rather 

than having extensive earthwork to reduce the pad grade for a stable unsupported heap. One 

of the important attributes of the valley fill concept is the lack of solution ponds exterior to the 

leach pads. The toe berm creates a pond area for in-heap management of leach solutions, 

runoff from precipitation and retention of the design storm event. Also, the lack of barren and 

pregnant solution ponds minimizes evaporation of water and hazards to wildlife. The pad liner 

in the area of solution storage of the heap is more difficult to repair than a leak in a separate 

solution pond. Discontinued use of a cell within the heap may be required, in the event a leak 

is detected in the liner, as directed by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. The cells are 

designed as separate containment units within the heap leach pad and can be drained 

separately. 

The pad liner system will be a composite liner. The top liner will consist of 80 mil High Density 

Polyethylene (HOPE) and the bottom liner will consist of 12 inches of bentonite amended soils 

installed with a permeability no greater than 10.s cm/sec (Exhibit 2.2-10). The existing tailings 

piles will be the source of some of the soil for the bottom liner. 
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In the down slope portions of the heap leach pad which will contain standing process 

solutions, a leachate collection and recovery system (LCRS) will be installed within the 

amended soil layer. The LCRS will consist of a continuous layer of geotextile connected to 

a geotextile wick drain system that will direct any intercepted liquid to a sampling sump located 

at the lowest portion of the leach pad cell. 

The LCRS serves two purposes: 1) it provides a detection method in the event there is a leak 

in the upper liner and 2) it removes any liquid which may pass through the upper liner to 

prevent the liquid from potentially passing through the lower liner. Any liquid which collects 

in the LCRS is collected and analyzed to determine if it contains liquid from the heap leach 

pad. 

This liner system will be in compliance with design requirements for a Group B waste under 

Title 23 CCR, Chapter 15 guidelines. Based on test data, the ore placed on the pads will be 

classified as a Group B waste during the operations phase of the project and declassified at 

closure. Group B wastes are defined as mining wastes that pose a low risk to water quality . 

The Regional Water Quality Control Board determines if the waste can be declassified (no 

longer considered Group B waste) after the waste is neutralized, tested and proven that any 

potential future discharge (such as, storm water) would be in compliance with water quality 

objectives. 

The synthetic pad liners will be installed by experienced contractors with quality assurance 

being provided by an independent engineering firm. Seams and joints will be inspected and 

tested during construction to ensure liner integrity. Prior to release for operation, the liner will 

undergo a final inspection and any imperfections corrected. Similarly, base materials and the 

clay portion of the composite liner will be constructed and inspected according to engineered 

specifications. 

Existing tailings will be used in the construction of the amended solid portion of the composite 

liner, and for other liner base and bedding materials to the maximum extent feasible. 

Vadose zone monitoring will be done using lysimeters. The vadose zone is the area of soil 

and alluvium between the ground surface and the groundwater which is aerated and does not 

contain free water. Lysimeters are soil pore water collection devices. The lysimeters will be 
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placed under the fluid storage portion of the cells to detect any potential leakage through the 

liner system. They will be placed 25 feet below the solution control portion of the liner deep 

enough to exclude condensation or moisture resulting from the weight of ore being stacked 

on the leach pads. 

Lysimeters are designed to allow the collection of liquids which occur within the unsaturated 

zone between the liner and groundwater. If the lysimeters collect a sample, it will be analyzed 

to determine if any solution is being released from the leach pad. In the event analyses 

indicate the presence of sodium cyanide in the vadose zone, the Lahontan Regional Board will 

be notified immediately. An action/response plan, based on calculated flow rates, will include 

weekly monitoting, identification of the problem area and, for higher flow rates, a shutdown of 

activity in the problem cell and development of a remedial action plan. The action/response 

plan will be established as part of the Monitoring and Reporting Program set up by the 

Lahontan Regional Board. 

Initially, three groundwater monitoting wells will be located near the berm outside of leach pad 

number 1, cell numbers 1 and 2. The monitoring wells, which will be installed with approval 

from the Lahontan Regional Board, will provide for statistical sampling comparisons of 

groundwater for any constituents of concern. One of the wells will be "up-gradient" from the 

leach pads, providing for sampling of water that cannot be affected by the mining operation. 

The remainder of the wells will be "down-gradient, n allowing for monitoring for any potential 

releases. Regionally, "up-gradient" is northwest of Soledad Mountain. Monitoting wells for 

leach pad number 1 will be added as the heap leach cells are extended to the east. Leach 

pad number 2 will be designed and constructed with similar monitoring systems. 

Precious metals will be leached from the ore using an alkaline, 10.5 pH or greater, dilute 

sodium cyanide solution (containing up to 300 ppm of cyanide). This solution will be applied 

on a controlled basis using drip irrigation methods (emitters) at a rate of up to 5,400 gallons 

per minute. As the solution percolates through the heap, it contacts the precious metals and 

dissolves them. The enriched solution (pregnant solution) is intercepted at the top liner by a 

network of solution collection pipes. These pipes carry the solution to the solution storage 

portion of each pad cell, where it will be stored for either recirculation to the heap or pumping 

• 

• 

to the process plant for recovery of the contained metals. The piping system also reduces the • 
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static solution head on the composite liner, reducing the potential for significant leakage and 

improving the rate of process solution recovery. 

Single steel pipe solution lines located within the heap leach pad will rest directly on ore, or 

be buried in the ore. For steel pipe solution lines located over, but near the edge of the liner, 

the steel pipes will be within corrugated polyethylene piping. This double pipe system may be 

placed directly on HOPE-lined areas as no steel/HOPE contact exists and contraction/ 

expansion of the steel pipe is accommodated within the corrugated polyethylene. 

Pregnant solution stored within the heap will be extracted, for processing and recovery of 

metals, by pumps placed in pipes laid down on the inside slope of the berm. This prevents 

liner penetration and associated leakage potential. Booster pumps will move the solution to 

tankage at the process plant. No open ponds will be required with this arrangement. 

Within the leaching process, sodium cyanide will be lost through chemical complexing with 

minerals within the ore and through natural degradation due to exposure to oxygen and 

• sunlight. Following processing of the pregnant solution for the recovery of precious metals, 

concentrated sodium cyanide solution will be added, as required, to the barren solution to 

maintain the design leaching solution strength. 

• 

Sodium cyanide will be received in either solid or liquid form in tanker trucks. If received in 

solid form, a batch of alkaline solution (barren) will be circulated between the tanker truck and 

a storage tank to dissolve the sodium cyanide. The concentrated solution in the storage tank 

will be added to the barren solution stream using metering pumps. If liquid sodium cyanide 

solution is received, the solution will be transferred directly to the sodium cyanide storage tank 

upon receipt. In either case, the delivery truck, the storage tank and the transfer system will 

be located on a spill containment system. Spill containment may consist of any of the 

following: concrete-bermed areas, synthetically-lined areas and double-walled pipes. 

Although there will be no discharge from the process, water will be held within the heap as 

residual moisture and will be lost from the processing solutions through evaporation. Fresh 

water will be continually added in order to maintain the necessary volume of the process 

solution . 
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Access to the heap leach pads by wildlife or public will be restricted by the construction of a 

fence around the perimeter of the leach pad sites. 

History of Heap Leaching 

The first use of cyanide solution for gold extraction occurred in the late 1800's. Until the 

1970's, gold extraction by cyanidation was primarily limited to conventional milling operations 

where ground ore particles are slurried with cyanide solution in tanks or vats. The ore must 

be finely ground (generally to sand, silt or clay-sized particles) because the retention time in 

the extraction process is short; usually hours to days. After the gold is removed from the ore 

particles, the barren ore particles or "tailings" are disposed of as slurry or a dried filter cake in 

specially designed impoundment areas. Ore processing using this milling procedure is capital 

intensive, costly to operate and is usually economical only for higher grade ores. 

It was not until 1969 that large-scale heap leaching began to be considered, based on the 

work of the United States Bureau of Mines. 47 Commercial implementation of the process 

occurred shortly thereafter at a mine in northern Nevada, to extract gold from mineralized rock 

that was below the current economic cut off grade for milling. Since the early 1970's, heap 

leaching facilities have been developed that have ranged from small, intermittent, one-man 

operations to large, well-capitalized operations capable of average processing rates of 20,000 

tons of ore per day and more. 

The heap leaching method is suitable for extracting free, disseminated, submicron particles 

of gold and/or silver in pervious host rock. The heap leaching process can make gold deposits 

economic that could not be developed using conventional milling due to its substantially lower 

capital requirement and operating costs. The average ore grade processed by heap leaching 

is about 0.05 ounces of gold per ton of rock, compared to an average grade of 0.09 ounces 

for conventional milling.48 

47 EPA, Gold/Silver Heap Leaching and Management Practices that Minimize the Potential for Cyanide 
Releases, EPA Document 600/2-88-002, January 1988. 

48 
Ibid. 
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Heap leaching became well established through the 1970's and 1980's due to rising gold 

prices and its suitability for low grade ore deposits. The engineering design of heap leach 

operations has been refined over the years to optimize gold recovery and improve 

environmental protection. Along with the development of heap leaching technology has been 

the promulgation of laws and regulations to assure that mining companies complete 

comprehensive engineering designs and adopt operating procedures that minimize the 

potential for impacts to the environment. 

Examples of the technical and regulatory improvements in heap leaching that have occurred 

over the years include the following: 

• Increased sophistication of the engineering and construction of impervious liner systems 

to prevent gold solution loss and protect the underlying soil and groundwater resources. 

Coupled with this has been a substantial increase in available synthetic liner and 

drainage systems. Synthetic liners are generally manufactured from plastic and are 

referred to as flexible membrane liners. They can be used in place of the more 

traditional clay liners, or in conjunction with clay liners to construct composite liners, 

which provide a high level of assurance against leakage. 

• Development of engineered drainage systems (e.g., gravel layers and/or perforated 

piping systems) on the tops of pad liners in order to quickly drain off the solution after it 

percolates to the bottom of the ore pile. These drainage systems reduce the time 

required for leaching and reduce the depth of solution (hydraulic head) over the liner, 

thereby minimizing the potential for leakage. They also increase the stability of the leach 

pad slopes by minimizing hydrostatic pressures in the stacked ore above the liner. 

• State regulations require modem leach pad liners to meet design requirements for low 

permeability and for drainage systems that minimize the hydraulic head on liners. 

Agency requirements also include extensive quality assurance and quality control checks 

during construction to assure that liner systems meet the design specifications. 

• Regulatory requirements for monitoring systems in the soil under the liner and in the 

groundwater to confirm that the process solution containment systems are functioning 

as designed, and that leakage, which could degrade the environment, is not occurring. 

• Reductions in the concentration of cyanide in the leaching solution, and improvements 

in process facility design and operation that maximize the recycling of solution reagents 

within the process circuit. These developments reduce the potential to impact the 
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environment, and allow more efficient operations due to reduced reagent handling 

requirements and costs. 

• Development of measures that minimize the amount or surface area of solution that is 

exposed. This reduces the potential for wildlife to be exposed to process reagents, and 

also reduces evaporation and reagent consumption. Such measures include: 

1) designing solution holding ponds as integral, internal features of the leach pads or 

covering and/or netting the process water ponds; 2) using drip emitters to apply process 

solution to the top of the leach pads instead of spray systems and 3) configuring the 

solution collection ditches around the edges of the heap leach pads to avoid exposed 

liquid. 

• Rinsing of ore piles after leaching to reduce soluble cyanide and any associated metal 

concentrations to very low residual levels prior to closure. 

Sodium cyanide, used to create the cyanide pulp,49 is a hazardous material for which 

procedures have been developed for its handling and use. Cyanide is routinely used in 

metallurgical operations in the major gold mining areas of the world. 50 

2.2.2.2.4 Solution Processing 

The precious metal recovery process plant and its associated reagent storage area will be 

located up-slope from heap leach pad number 1 and will be constructed with a designed 

containment system. The spill containment may consist of concrete-lined bermed areas, 

synthetic liners and double-walled pipes. This system will allow the recovery of any spill, and 

its return into the gold recovery process at the appropriate point in the process. 

Two precious metal recovery processes may be used at the project. The Merrill-Crowe zinc 

precipitation process will be used throughout the majority of the operating period and early into 

the reclamation portion of the project. For the completion of heap neutralization and 

reclamation, a carbon adsorption process may be required. If the change is necessary, it will 

occur when the tenor of the pregnant solution becomes low in gold content, making the Merrill

Crowe process inefficient. Also, the carbon adsorption process will assist in the removal of 

49 
Cyanide pulp is the mixture obtained by grinding crude gold and silver ore and dissoMng the precious metal 
content in sodium cyanide solution. Condensed Chemical Dictionary, 10th edition. 

so DuPont, Facts About Sodium Cyanide. 
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other metals, such as copper, which may be found in the process solutions during 

neutralization. Since neutralization of the heaps will proceed on a phased plan, the two 

processes would operate in parallel for a portion of the life of the project. 

Both precious metal recovery methods process pregnant solution for the recovery of gold and 

silver leached from the ore. Both will be closed circuit systems which recirculate all solutions. 

The only water lost in these processes will be through evaporation and that which will be tied 

up as moisture within the ore. 

The Merrill-Crowe zinc precipitation process is a common, widely used method for gold and 

silver recovery. This process is based upon the ability of gold and silver to precipitate from 

a cyanide complexed state by replacement with zinc. The zinc cyanide complex released to 

solution later precipitates within the heap as part of insoluble compounds, namely calcium 

zincate and zinc sulfides. The resultant gold and silver precipitate sludge is smelted with 

common fluxes to produce dare' bullion, a metallic mixture of gold and silver. Trace amounts 

of lead, used in the precipitation reaction as a catalyst, are fixed as insoluble in the smelting 

slag. 

The generalized precipitation reaction is written as: 

In a carbon adsorption process, the pregnant solution is introduced to a series of tanks in 

which activated carbon is held. As the pregnant solution flows through the carbon, gold, silver 

and other metals such as copper and zinc, are adsorbed from solution and held by the carbon. 

When the carbon reaches its precious metals holding capacity, it is transferred from its column 

to a stripping vessel. 

In the stripping cycle, a hot caustic soda and sodium cyanide solution is circulated at a low 

flow rate through the carbon, resulting in the precious metals being released from the carbon 

to the caustic solution. This solution is passed through an electrowinning cell where the 

precious metals are recovered electrolytically from solution to cathodes. The cathodes are 

processed to produce a gold-silver sludge, which is then smelted in a manner similar to that 

used in the Merrill-Crowe process. 
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Exhibit 2.2-11 presents a process flow diagram showing both processes and how one may 

replace the other. Table 2.2-3 presents a listing of the major process equipment components 

used in the process. 

The feed solution to either process will be the pregnant solution stored within each cell of the 

heap leach pads. This solution will be pumped from the cells to the plant through the use of 

submersible pumps located inside pipes which run from the top of each cell embankment into 

the solution holding portion of the cell. The submersible pumps deliver the solution to a 

booster pump and piping system, which transports the solution to the process plant by way of 

the pregnant solution holding tank. 

Barren solution, that solution from which the precious metals have been recovered, flows 

directly to barren solution surge tanks for recirculation back to the heap leach pads. 

All cyanide solution storage tankage, pumps, piping, equipment, transfer and handling systems 

are designed with secondary containment for protection of the environment. Varied forms of 

secondary containment are utilized, including synthetic liner, concrete slabs, curbed concrete 

containment areas and piping within piping systems. 

Incidental concentrations of mercury, generally less than one ppm, are expected to occur in 

the ore. As mercury will be leached and precipitated with gold and silver, mercury removal 

from the precipitate sludge will be accomplished using a mercury retort. The retort removes 

mercury from the precipitate sludge by heating to volatilization where, by means of a vacuum 

pump, the mercury vapor is drawn through a water-cooled condenser from which the mercury 

is collected as the liquid metal. The recovered mercury will then be sold to the commercial 

market. Off gases from the condenser will be scrubbed using activated carbon. No other 

mineral, metal or organic vapors are expected to result from the retort process. 

2.2.2.3 Building Structures 

Five existing structures are located on the project site. Two of the structures were residences. 

One of the residences has been converted for use as an office by the applicant. The other 

residence will be converted to office, laboratory or workshop space at a later time. A former 

workshop will be used for storage. The remaining two structures will be demolished. 
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Process Plant Equipment List 

Item 

Merrill-Crowe Processing 

Pregnant solution tank pump 

Solution clarifier 

Deaeration column 

Filter press 

Mercury retort and scrubber 

Smelting furnace 

Barren solution tank and pump 

Carbon Adsorption Processing 

Carbon adsorption columns 

Carbon stripping column 

Acid wash tank 

Electrolytic cell 

PROJECT DESIGN 

Quantity 

1 

2 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

5 

1 

1 

1 

Two combination maintenance shops/warehouses will be constructed in which repair and 

maintenance of project equipment will be done. One will serve the mining and mobile 

equipment for the project; the other will serve the crushing, agglomeration and process plant 

needs. Each shop will be located as shown in Exhibits 2.2-8 and 2.2-12. 

2.2.2.3.1 Truck Shop/Warehouse 

The truck shop/warehouse facility will consist of a 100-foot by 70-foot steel building with a 

concrete floor and a concrete apron at the front of the building (Exhibit 2.2-12). It will contain 

two "high bays" ( designed with door openings and a roof height such that a mine haul truck 

could enter the building and raise its bed), two "low bays" (which will essentially be a typical 

garage-sized bay for the repair of smaller equipment and vehicles) and a repair parts storage 

area. Outdoor work will be done on equipment parked on the apron. 

The warehousing portion of the mine maintenance facility will provide for the receipt, storage 

and disbursement of operating and maintenance supplies and for outside storage of bulk fuels, 
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lubricants and replacement parts. Used materials planned for rebuild, reuse or disposal will 

also be stored at this facility, both inside the building and in the outdoor storage area. 

This facility, which will include offices, lockers and sanitary facilities, will be designed and 

constructed to meet the Uniform Building Code and the fire and safety requirements of Kem 

County. 

Fuels and lubricants will be stored in approved tanks, above ground, within containment 

structures designed to contain the quantity of materials stored with adequate freeboard. 

Provision will be made for the collection and disposal of used lubricants and filters. All 

hazardous materials will be received, stored, dispensed and recovered in compliance with 

applicable rules and regulations. 

Blasting agents and explosives received by the warehouse will be placed in separate storage 

facilities and magazines located as shown in Exhibits 2.2-8 and 2.2-12. These facilities will 

be designed, permitted and maintained according to the rules, regulations and standards of 

the California Occupational Health and Safety Administration (Cal OSHA), the Federal Mine 

Safety and Health Administration (MSHA) and the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms 

(ATF). 

Adjacent to the truck shop/warehouse will be an equipment wash down facility, as shown in 

Exhibit 2.2-12. High pressure water, combined with biodegradable detergent, will be used to 

clean vehicles and equipment. Steam cleaning will also be done in the wash down area. 

The equipment wash down facility will comprise a curbed concrete slab with sumps for 

containment and recycling of wash water. Oil or grease will be recovered and disposed of 

according to the applicable regulations. Soils recovered will be placed on a containment 

structure (e.g., the heap leach pile or the wash down pad), allowed to drain, and transported 

to an overburden pile. 

2.2.2.3.2 Process Shop/Warehouse 

The process shop/warehouse facility will consist of a 60-foot by 40-foot steel building with a 

concrete floor and a concrete apron at the front of the building (Exhibit 2.2-8). It will contain 
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equipment repair areas and a repair parts storage area. Outdoor work will be done on the 

apron. 

The warehousing portion of the process shop/warehouse will provide for the receipt, storage 

and disbursement of operating and maintenance supplies and for outside storage of bulk fuels, 

lubricants, reagents, chemicals and replacement parts. Used materials planned for rebuild, 

reuse or disposal will also be stored at this facility, both inside the building and in the outdoor 

storage area. Some supplies, such as process reagents, small parts and lubricants, will be 

stored at the location where their use will take place. 

This facility, which will include offices, lockers and sanitary facilities, will be designed and 

constructed to meet the Uniform Building Code and the fire and safety requirements of Kem 

County. 

Provision will be made for the collection and disposal of used lubricants and filters. All 

hazardous materials will be received, stored, dispensed and recovered in compliance with 

applicable federal and state laws and regulations. 

2.2.2.3.3 Analytical Laboratory 

The analytical laboratory will provide a facility for the analytical and metallurgical testing needs 

of the project. The laboratory will comprise a new 60-foot by 40-foot steel building, or be 

located in one of the existing buildings on the project site. In either case, the laboratory 

building will contain offices, sample preparation and analytical equipment laboratories, lockers, 

sanitary facility space, storage and work areas. It will be designed and constructed to meet 

the Uniform Building Code and the fire and safety requirements of Kem County. Exhibit 2.2-12 

presents the tentative location of this facility. Activities within the laboratory will include 

sample reduction and preparation, fire assaying of mine samples, digestion of solid samples 

for analysis by chemical and atomic absorption techniques, analysis of solution samples by 

chemical and atomic absorption techniques and metallurgical process testing of mine 

materials and process technology. Hazardous waste materials will be accumulated and 

transported to licensed offsite waste disposal facilities . 

Emissions control equipment will be provided as required by and in accordance with permit 

provisions issued by the Kem County Air Pollution Control District. 
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General Offices 

Initially, existing site buildings will be used for the project offices. These buildings will 

eventually be removed from the site as the project proceeds. At that point, a new office 

building will be constructed near the new entrance to the project. Exhibit 2.2-12 presents the 

location of this facility. 

The new office will house offices for management, operations and engineering, meeting rooms 

and sanitary facilities. It will be designed and constructed to meet the Uniform Building Codes 

and the fire and safety requirements of Kem County. Included will be an adjacent parking lot 

for employees and visitors. 

2.2.3 Ancillary and Public Service Facilities 

The proposed project will require auxiliary services to support operations of the mine. These 

services include electrical power, process water, chemical storage, sewage treatment, trash 

disposal, roads and hazardous material storage. Each of these ancillary services is discussed 

more fully in the following sections. 

2.2.3.1 Electrical Power 

The mining operations will use publicly available electrical power. An existing Southern 

California Edison Company 64 KV line runs adjacent to the proposed project and will feed the 

project substation (shown on Exhibit 2.2-2) from which power will be distributed to operating 

facilities. Both overhead and underground power distribution will be used. For backup power, 

in case of a commercial power outage, diesel powered electric generators will be maintained, 

primarily to provide power to the heap leach pumping operations. 

2.2.3.2 Water 

Two sources of water will be used. Bottled water will be supplied for drinking. Well water will 

be used for all other operating needs. 

The project will require water for makeup to heap leach solutions and for dust control in the 

mining and crushing/conveying operations. Water will be obtained from up to three 
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groundwater supply wells planned to be installed in Section 32, Township 11 North, Range 12 

West, SBBM, north of Silver Queen Road. From the wells, water will be pumped under Silver 

Queen Road to the project site. Water requirements for the project are estimated to average 

750 gallons per minute. Existing water wells located on the site will be used to supply water 

at startup, until project production wells are complete. If water drawdown exceeds projected 

levels by 200 percent, the applicant will obtain additional supplies from AVEK to supplement 

supplies from wells. 

2.2.3.3 Chemical Storage 

Chemicals will be stored in closed, appropriately designed, weatherproof containers in 

secured, open air or well-ventilated storage areas. All containers will be properly labeled and 

stored in conformance with state and federal regulations and the Spill Prevention Control and 

Countermeasure Plan. Containment structures will be constructed and used in the storage 

of liquids . 

The 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. The general 

requirements for spill control are a minimum of four inches of raised sill or recessed floor. The 

general requirement for secondary containment in areas exposed to rainfall is a system 

designed to hold the contents of the largest container plus the volume of a 24-hour rainfall as 

determined by a 25-year storm. 

Employees will be trained in proper handling, storage and use of all reagents and chemicals. 

Trained employees will be the only people with direct access to reagents and chemicals. 

Sodium cyanide may be received in solid form (briquettes) or as a 30 percent liquid solution. 

If sodium cyanide is received in solid form, it will be received in truckload quantities contained 

within a sealed tanker truck, or in sealed 3,000 pound tote bins. The dry bulk solid reagent will 

be off-loaded from a tanker truck by circulating an alkaline solution through the truck tank and 

into a solution storage vessel until all the solid sodium cyanide is dissolved and removed from 

the tanker. Sodium cyanide will be delivered to the site by a vendor or the manufacturer. 

Drivers will be trained in the safe handling of both solid and liquid cyanide shipments . 

Alternately, if sodium cyanide is delivered in tote bins, it will be received on a flat bed truck. 

The tote bins will be removed from the truck using a forklift and stored in the reagent storage 
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area. The sodium cyanide solution will be made from the tote bins by emptying the tote bins 

into an agitated mixing tank containing alkaline water solution. The mixed solution will then 

be transferred to the solution storage vessel for use. 

If received in liquid form, the sodium cyanide will be off loaded from the truck by pumping the 

solution from the tanker into the solution storage vessel. All additions of sodium cyanide to 

the process solutions will be made using the stored solution. No other sodium cyanide will be 

kept onsite except for small quantities needed by the laboratory for analytical purposes. 

Other fuels, reagents or chemicals will be received in bulk (primarily fuels and lubricants) or 

in steel or plastic drums. The bulk materials will be transferred to storage vessels. Other 

materials will be stored in their shipping containers, over containment structures, such as 

concrete-lined bermed areas. Table 2.2-4 in Section 2.2.3.7 presents a listing of the 

hazardous materials that will be stored and the amounts that will be expected to be onsite. 

2.2.3.4 Sewage Treatment 

Permitted sewage (septic system) facilities will be provided in a number of operational areas, 

including the general office, the maintenance shops/warehouses, the laboratory and the 

process plant. People in areas not directly served by these facilities will have access to 

portable toilets placed at their work sites. Permits for the septic systems will be obtained from 

the Kem County Environmental Health Services Department. 

2.2.3.5 Trash Disposal 

The existing Gold Fields mill and other miscellaneous structures in the number 1 heap leach 

pad area will be demolished during the construction effort. All debris will be disposed of in 

accordance with applicable local, state and federal laws and regulations. 

Non-mining waste, such as office and lunchroom waste, will be removed from the site by a 

contract hauler for disposal in an approved landfill. The quantity of this waste will be expected 

to be 10 to 12 cubic yards per week (six to eight tons per month). 

Regulated wastes, such as used oil, spent solvents and laboratory wastes, will be manifested 

and transported from the site by authorized haulers. All wastes will either be recycled or 

disposed of in accordance with applicable local, state and federal laws and regulations. 
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Exhibit 2.1-3 shows the location of area roads and those which will be used for access to the 

project site. Access is via Mojave-Tropico/Silver Queen Road, an existing paved road. 

Mojave-Tropico Road runs north/south on the west side of the project. Mojave-Tropico Road 

turns east just north of the project and the name changes to Silver Queen Road. Silver Queen 

Road intersects State Route 14 approximately two miles east of the project site. State Route 

14 is the major highway connecting Mojave, Rosamond, Lancaster and the Los Angeles area. 

The 1995 level of traffic on State Route 14 at the Silver Queen Road interchange was 

approximately 15,000 average daily trips (ADT). The 1995 Annual Traffic Census prepared 

by Kem County states that the ADT on Silver Queen Road is 410. 

The entrance road to the project site will be south from Silver Queen Road directly opposite 

the intersection of Silver Queen Road and Gold Town Road. The entrance to the site, off 

Silver Queen Road, will be paved within the right-of-way of Silver Queen Road pursuant to an 

Encroachment Permit issued by the County of Kem. The remainder of the entrance road, 

., parking and maneuvering areas will be surfaced with rock aggregate to minimize fugitive dust. 

• 

Silver Queen Road is a county road and is constructed to accommodate trucks as well as 

automobiles. Silver Queen Road is maintained by Kem County. The project is not expected 

to result in a pivotal increase in the amount of truck traffic, but may result in the need for a 

slight increase in road maintenance on Silver Queen Road. However, any increase in 

maintenance costs is expected to be mitigated by increased taxes such as fuel tax and 

property tax. An analysis of fiscal impacts associated with this project is contained in the 

socioeconomic analysis, Section 3.11 of this document. The analysis indicates that the project 

is expected to generate a positive cash flow to Kem County by providing taxes in excess of 

costs that will be incurred for county services. 

Haul roads will be constructed on the project site to move the ore and overburden. Water 

and/or approved chemical treatments will be used on the haul roads to control fugitive dust. 

Ore will not be transported on public roads. Overburden will not be transported on public 

roads unless it has been sold as aggregate or construction materials. Transport of overburden 

materials for sale may add up to 140 ADT's to traffic on State Route 14 and Silver Queen 

Road. 
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New Eagle Road, a county road, currently extends into the project area in the northwest one

quarter of Section 6, Township 10 North, Range 12 West, SBBM (Exhibit 2.2-4). It cannot be 

used by the general public to travel past its terminus in Section 6. The Soledad Mountain 

project includes vacating that portion of New Eagle Road within Section 6, Township 10 North, 

Range 12 West, SBBM. Silver Queen Road and New Eagle Road are clearly visible in the 

lower left portion of the oblique aerial photograph (Exhibit 2.2-1). 

2.2.3.7 Hazardous Materials 

The project requires the use of materials which are classified as hazardous.51 A Hazardous 

Materials Business Plan will be prepared and filed with the Kem County Environmental Health 

Services Department and the Minerals Branch of the BLM Ridgecrest office. The Hazardous 

Materials Business Plan will contain an inventory of all hazardous materials that exceed the 

threshold limits of 500 pounds of a solid, 55 gallons of a liquid or 200 cubic feet of a 

compressed gas, as well as a list of the quantity and storage location of the hazardous 

materials. All materials will be handled, stored and used in conformance with local, state and 

federal regulations and company safety policy. Where appropriate, Proposition 65 notices will 

be posted. 

The storage of hazardous materials will comply with the requirements of the 1994 Uniform Fire 

Code including the requirements for spill control and secondary containment found in Section 

80.301 8.008.ltfz. In addition, the storage of oil and petroleum products will comply with the 

requirements of the California Above Ground Petroleum Storage Act and the requirements of 

a Spill Prevention* Control and Countermeasure Plan found in 40 CFR, 112. The California 

Above Ground Petroleum Storage Act requires the preparation of a Spill Prevention!;: Control 

and Countermeasure Plan for facilities that have the storage capacity of 10,000 gallons or 

more of petroleum. The requirements found in 40 CFR, 112 include the preparation of a Spill 

Preventioni Control and Countermeasure Plan for facilities that store more than 1,320 gallons 

or have a single container in excess of 660 gallons located in areas that could spill to 

navigable water of the United States. Spill Prevention} Control and Countermeasure Plans 

require secondary containment systems, such as a cement-lined bermed area sized to hold 

the contents of the largest tank plus sufficient freeboard for precipitation. 

·
51 

California Health & Safety Code §25500 et seq. 
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The hazardous materials expected to be used onsite and the anticipated maximum daily 

• inventory is shown in Table 2.2-4. 

• 

• 

2.2.3.8 Buildings 

Project related buildings, including offices, shops, warehouses, laboratory, storage and 

process buildings, will be designed and constructed in accordance with Uniform Building 

Codes and other state and local building regulations. Required building and occupancy 

permits will be obtained. Buildings will be furnished, where appropriate, with water, electricity, 

heat, air conditioning and sanitary facilities. Vehicle parking lots will be located near to or 

adjacent to most buildings. 

2.2.3.9 Communications 

Commercial telephone service is available onsite and will be extended to numerous facilities 

within the project. Areas which will have telephone service will include: the general offices, 

the laboratory, the maintenance shops/warehouses, the process plant and the crusher control 

room . 

Mobile FM band radio, licensed by the Federal Communications Commission, will provide for 

local two-way radio communications between people, equipment and areas without ready 

access to telephone service. A solar powered radio repeater will be located at an appropriate 

site within the project boundary to assure radio signal coverage. 

2.2.4 Environmental Monitoring and Protection 

Measures for environmental protection, based on regulatory requirements, have been 

incorporated into the design and operations plans for the Soledad Mountain project. 

Monitoring will occur throughout construction, operation and reclamation to assure these 

measures achieve the results intended. Performance evaluation will occur on a routine basis 

to assure compliance with regulatory standards and to serve as an early warning system. An 

onsite employee will be assigned to coordinate the monitoring program . 

The Mitigation Monitoring Program in Section 7.0 describes additional monitoring required to 

ensure specified mitigation measures resulting from the permitting process are adequately 

implemented and effective. 
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Hazardous Material 

Sodium Cvanide, 30% solution 

Sodium Hvdroxide, 25% solution 

Sulfuric Acid 

Nitric Acid 

Calcium HvPochlorite 

Lead Nitrate 

Mercury (approximately one year 
Production) 

Zinc metal 

Prooane 

Diesel fuel 

Unleaded aasoline 

Refined motor oil, gear oil, transmission 
fluid, etc. 

Solvents 

Greases 

Acetvlene 

Oxvoen 

Calcium Oxide (Lime) 

Borax 

Fluorsoar (fluorite) 

Activated carbon 

Anti-sealants 

Ammonium Nitrate 

Blastina emulsion 

Cast boosters 

Detonation cord 

Silica sand 

Portland II cement 

Diatomaceous earth 

ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING AND PROTECTION 

TABLE 2.2-4 

List of Hazardous Materials 

Estimated Maximum 
Use Daily Inventory 

Gold/silver recoverv 40,000 aallons 

oH control 10,000 aallons 

Assay reagent 220aallons 

Remove metals from carbon 220qallons 

Cvanide neutralization 2,000 oounds 

Cataiv..t in acid recoverv """tem 4tons 

Possible byproduct 1,000 pounds 

Precioitate acid/silver from solution 6tons 

Heat/smeHina 10,000 aallons 

Heavy eauioment fuel/blastina 40,000 gallons 

Small eauipment fuel 6,000 gallons 

Equipment lubrication 23,000 gallons 

Eauioment maintenance 5,000 aallons 

Eauipment lubrication 3tons 

Assavina and maintenance 15 - 390 ft3 cvlinders 

Maintenance 30 - 249 ft3 bottles 

oH control 10 tons 

Smeltina flux 1 ton 

Smelting flux 500oounds 

Gold/silver recoverv 10 tons 

Prevent pipe and tubinq scalin!I 5,000 qallons 

Blastina 80tons 

Blastina 2 tons 

Blastina 4,000each 

Blastina 80,000feet 

SmeHinaflux 1,000 oounds 

Aaalomeration/oH control 60tons 

Leach solution clarification Stans 

An overview of planned environmental protection measures and monitoring is provided in this 

section. It is anticipated that some of the measures described will be modified and that 

additional measures may be added during the permitting process. 
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2.2.4.1 Water Quality Protection and Monitoring 

The Proposed Action will comply with all applicable regulations relating to hydrology and water 

quality. Water quality protection and monitoring is accomplished through cooperation with the 

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board. The Lahontan Regional Board regulates all 

project systems with the potential to impact water quality of surface or sub-surface waters. 

The project review and permitting process will follow requirements of Title 23 CCR, Chapter 

15, Article 7 (Mining Waste Management), the California Health and Safety Code, Chapter 

6.67 (Above Ground Storage of Petroleum), the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act 

of 1985 and other applicable laws and regulations. 

In compliance with applicable regulations, the Lahontan Regional Board will require the use 

of materials and procedures to safely contain ore and ore processing solutions, in order to 

achieve the closed, zero-discharge system proposed for the project. These requirements 

include: 

• Low permeability liner systems for solution and reagent containment within the heap 

leach pads, the process plant, the agglomeration and conveyor system and the solution 

storage tanks. 

• A leachate collection and recovery system (LCRS) designed to 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. 

• Drainage or diversion ditches outside the processing solution area to preclude entry of 

storm runoff into the system. 

• Monitoring of storm water runoff, the vadose zone (the unsaturated zone between the 

liner and groundwater) and groundwater for potential contaminants. 

• Quarterly reports on monitoring results and the current status of operations. 

• Neutralization of the heap leach pile at the time of closure. 

The Lahontan Regional Board will implement these requirements through detailed design 

review, issuance of waste discharge requirements and yearly inspections. 

• The Lahontan Regional Board requirements will also include posting of financial assurance 

by the project proponent. Financial assurance for neutralization and closure of the heap leach 

pile will be posted in accordance with Title 23 CCR, Section 2580(f). An amount sufficient to 
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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}. 

The overburden piles will be regulated by the Lahontan Regional Board. It has been 

demonstrated that the acid generation potential of the overburden material is low and does not 

constitute a threat to surface or sub-surface water. 

The Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board regulates storage of petroleum products 

in above ground tanks exceeding 660 gallons in capacity. Requirements for bulk oil storage 

facilities include: 

• Development of a detailed Spill Prevention Countermeasure and Control 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; and 

• Secondary containment for the entire contents of the largest tank, plus adequate 

freeboard. 

A General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit will be obtained from the Lahontan 

Regional Board to regulate storm water flows at the site during construction. Erosion and 

sedimentation will be minimized by the use of best management practices during construction. 

During operation, flows upstream of the open pit area will be diverted by a series of channels, 

culverts and ditches designed in accordance with Kem County regulations for the Site 

Drainage Plan. Surface flows upstream of the heap leach pads and waste rock piles will be 

diverted around the facilities by contouring, drainage ditches and culverts. Since the facility 

is designed as a zero discharge facility, a General Industrial Activities Storm Water Permit will 

not be required during the mine operation. 

In addition, the SLM will ensure compliance with 43 CFR, 3809 regulations and surface 

management policies for mining to avoid unnecessary or undue degradation by regulation of 

surface drainage modifications and erosion control measures implemented during site 

construction, operation and reclamation. The BLM requirements will include minimizing 

surface disturbance, use of riprap, water bars and other stabilization measures as necessary 

to control erosion and reseeding of areas not subject to additional disturbance. The BLM will 
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• exercise authority through review and approval of the project design and operations in 

conjunction with issuance of the Plan of Operations. The Plan of Operations will include 

stipulations under which the project will be required to operate. The BLM will also perform 

• 

quarterly inspections. 

Kem County will regulate reclamation activities related to stabilization of drainages and erosion 

control to assure consistency with SMARA requirements. This authority will be implemented 

through Redamation Plan review and approval. Kem County will conduct inspections annually 

to assure compliance. 

2.2.4.2 Air Quality Protection and Monitoring 

Pursuant to requirements of the Kem County Air Pollution Control District and the California 

Air Resources Board, extensive controls and operational features are incorporated into the 

project design to minimize impacts to air quality. Key features include: 

• Appropriate dust suppression techniques used on roads and disturbed surfaces, 

including water spray and chemical suppressants. 

• Crushing, screening and conveying equipment will employ Best Available Control 

Technology, including water spray, covered conveyors and transfer points with 

baghouse dust collectors. 

• Onsite vehicles and equipment maintained on a regular basis. 

• Monitoring of cyanide concentrations at leach pads and process facilities. 

• Minimizing hydrogen cyanide emissions by controlling pH of sodium cyanide solution. 

• Monitoring mercury concentrations in retort facility. 

• Record keeping of tons of rock moved, amount of fuel used, amount of water used and 

crusher system throughput. 

• Road maintenance on a routine basis. 

Golden Queen intends to establish a meteorological monitoring station and PM10 upwind and 

downwind monitoring stations to ensure that the ambient air quality standard in the vicinity of 

the project site is maintained in accordance with federal and state ambient air quality 

standards. Data collected will be reported to the Kem County Air Pollution Control District and 

• will be used to verify that impacts do not exceed those predicted by modeling and to document 

compliance with air quality permit restrictions. 
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2.2.4.3 Biological Resources Protection and Monitoring 

Surveys of the biological resources, plant and animal life have been conducted on the site. 

No listed, that is endangered, threatened, candidate, proposed or rare, plants or animals have 

been observed on the project site. Golder, Queer, $.mt.i has conducted an informal 

consultation with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (the Service) and G.&lii.ffiffiQpqij 
giffii!ilffliiilffl the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) with regard to the findings 

of the wildlife surveys. 

A preconstruction survey for desert tortoise was conducted in April 1997, the optimum time 

for desert tortoise sighting due to increased levels of activity. No desert tortoise or evidence 

of desert tortoise was identified by the survey. 

The boundaries of the area required for construction and operation will be clearly marked to 

prevent unnecessary disturbance. Off-road vehicle traffic will be restricted. The heap leach 

pads and process facilities will be surrounded by a aliaiif.lfril fence designed to exclude people 

and large animals &w.il#:'.i. 

Employee training will include a wildlife education program. During employee orientation, 

employees will be trained on wildlife awareness, recognition and avoidance. This will include 

speed limits, trash control, no firearms allowed, no pets, no off-road vehicles and access 

limited to disturbed areas only. Employees will be acquainted with procedures to follow should 

wildlife be encountered. Project waste and garbage will be controlled in closed containers and 

regularly removed so as not to attract wildlife and discourage scavengers, such as ravens. 

The sodium cyanide solution will be applied to the top of the heap by drip emitters. The 

agglomeration of the ore particles and grading of the top of the heap will decrease the 

potential for localized ponding of solution on the heap. The solution will be contained in a 

solution storage area covered by ore within the heap and in closed tanks and piping to prevent 

animal contact. Animal mortalities within the project area are required to be reported to the 

BLM. Should an animal death occur, measures will be taken to prevent a recurrence. 

• 

• 

Reclamation to restore natural vegetation and wildlife habitat on the project site will take place • 

according to SMARA as described in Section 2.2.5. 
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2.2.4.4 Visual Resource Preservation 

Measures that will be implemented to reduce the visual impacts of the project include the 

following: 

• Neutral colors will be used on the structures and stationary equipment to blend with the 

surrounding natural materials and minimize visual impacts; 

• Areas around office buildings will be landscaped with native plants which will reflect the 

surrounding vegetation; and 

• High intensity lighting around operating and maintenance areas will be shielded and 

directed toward the work area to reduce offsite glare at night. 

Dust generation will be controlled as discussed in Section 2.2.4.2. 

2.2.4.5 Reclamation Progress Monitoring 

• The reclamation plan52 will be approved and monitored by Kem County through the Surface 

Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975. A description of the reclamation procedure is in Section 

2.2.5. 

• 

During operation, reclamation activities will include grading and seeding of pre-project mining 

disturbance areas adjacent to the project area, onsite seed collection and test plots to 

evaluate reclamation methods. Topsoil with potential for use as growth media will be salvaged 

and stored for use as cover during reclamation. Not all top soil is suitable for growth media 

(see discussion of soil types in Section 3.3). Annual reporting will include total acreage newly 

disturbed, total acreage reclaimed, total acreage unreclaimed, estimated amounts of growth 

media salvaged and reused and the progress and evaluation of revegetation test plots. 

Final reclamation will include removal of structures and facilities, grading and contouring of the 

heap leach and overburden piles, placement of growth media, seeding and control of noxious 

weeds. ,After termination of operations and subsequent to implementation of final reclamation 

measures, a report of the reclamation efforts will be provided to Kem County and the BLM . 

52 Bamberg Associates, Reclamation Plan and Revegetation Procedures for Soledad Mountain Project. 
County of Kem, January 1996, included as Appendix 111, Attachment B. 
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Conformance with the final reclamation plan will be evaluated in this report. 

The site will be inspected annually by Kem County and the BLM until reclamation is deemed 

complete. 

A vegetation baseline study has been completed. The Reclamation Plan recommends that 

the standards for revegetation be set at 35 percent of the vegetative cover (amount of surface 

covered by plant canopies), 20 percent of the density (number of perennial plants per unit 

area) and 30 percent of diversity (number of different species in a sample area) as compared 

to the baseline study results. The revegetation success monitoring will utilize sufficient sample 

sizes to determine an 80 percent confidence level. 

Golden Queen will be required to provide financial assurance for the successful completion 

of reclamation. The bond will be released when reclamation is deemed complete by Kem 

County and BLM. 

2.2.4.6 Noise Protection and Monitoring 

A baseline ambient noise level study and calculations of projected noise levels have been 

completed f~r the proposed project showing that noise levels will remain within the guidelines 

of the Noise Element of the Kem County General Plan. 

Measures which will minimize the effect of noise as a result of the project are: 

• Construction activities will take place primarily during the day. 

• Internal combustion engines will be equipped with mufflers. 

• Blasting will occur during daylight hours, usually once per day, five days per week, 

generally on weekdays. 

2.2.4.7 Cultural Resources Protection 

The entire project site has been surveyed for sites and items of archaeological interest and 

value according to the requirements of the state (private land) or federal (BLM land) 

governments. The initial surveys, designed to identify areas of interest, were completed on 

the entire property. Areas of interest were subject to a second survey which consisted of test 

excavations and determinations of site significance. 
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• Four sites on private land were found to have significance. Two of the sites are in the area 

of the number 1 heap leach pad and two of the sites are in the area of a proposed haul road 

between the pit and the processing facilities. Architectural recording and salvage excavations 

were undertaken at these sites as an alternative to avoidance and site preservation. In 

addition to the four sites which have undergone salvage excavating, the Echo Mill Site (CA

KER-4450H) and two identified prospecting areas (CA-KER-4695H and CA-KER-4693H), and 

one prehistoric site {CA-KER-4694) will have an archaeological monitor review the areas 

during grading activity to record and coiled any additional archaeological information that may 

be uncovered during such activity. 

• 

• 

A visitor outlook and display area will be established to provide information to the public 

concerning historical mining activities onsite and in the surrounding areas. Artifacts from the 

four sites may be included in the displays. 

2.2.5 Reclamation Plan 

2.2.5.1 Proposed Actions 

Federal and state regulations require reclamation as part of all mmmg projects. The 

reclamation activities are defined in Title 14 CCR, 3500 and 43 CFR, 3809.1-3(d). The 

reclamation plan, presented in Appendix Ill, addresses the disturbance which will result from 

the Proposed Action as well as the existing disturbed areas within the project boundary. The 

goals of the proposed reclamation plan are consistent with the land use goals contained in the 

Specific Plan for Soledad Mountain - Elephant Butte and Vicinity - South of Mojave, including 

future mining, wildlife habitat and open space. 

The goals of reclamation according to state regulations as defined in the Surface Mining and 

Reclamation Ad of 1975 are: 

(a) To assure that adverse environmental effects are prevented or minimized and that 

mined lands are reclaimed to a useable condition. 

(b) To encourage the production and conservation of minerals while giving consideration 

to values relating to recreation, watershed, wildlife, range and forage and aesthetic 

enjoyment. 

(c) To assure that residual hazards to the public health and safety are eliminated. 
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One goal of federal regulations is to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of federal 

lands during operations. Unnecessary or undue degradation is defined as: surface 

disturbance greater than normal as a result of the project; failure to initiate and complete 

reasonable mitigation measures including reclamation of disturbed areas; and failure to comply 

with environmental protection statutes and regulations. Reclamation as defined in 43 CFR, 

3809.1-3(d) includes: 

(1) planning access routes of a minimum width following natural contour lines where 

possible; 

(2) disposal of waste produced by the operations in such a way as to prevent 

unnecessary or undue degradation; 

(3) beginning reclamation at the earliest feasible time; 

(4) saving topsoil for final application after reshaping of disturbed areas; 

(5) measures to control runoff and water erosion; 

(6) measures to isolate, control or remove toxic materials; 

(7) revegetation of disturbed areas where reasonably practicable; and 

(8) rehabilitation of wildlife habitat. 

The proposed Reclamation Plan will return the land to a post mining land use similar to the 

pre- mining land use, ensure public safety and prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of 

the land. The proposed Reclamation Plan includes measures for: 

• protection of wildlife and the public; 

• minimization of erosion and minimization of the potential for slope failure in the pit, 

overburden piles and heap leach; 

• demolition and removal of structures; 

• heap leach pile neutralization; 

• salvage and storage of topsoil for growth media; 

• revegetation with seeds collected from the site and vicinity; 

• reduction of the slope on overburden piles; 

• contouring and surface preparation of top horizontal surfaces of overburden piles; 

• contouring and surface preparation of the top and sides of the heap leach pads; 

• contouring and surface preparation of exploration roads and drill areas and production 

support facilities sites; and 

• revegetation of the prepared surfaces of the overburden piles, heap leach pads and 

support facilities sites. 
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The objective of the reclamation activities is to establish a productive ecosystem through 

revegetation and wildlife habitat development and to achieve visual harmony with the 

surrounding area. Reclamation activities at the proposed project will be initiated concurrently 

with the operation when individual sites or facilities are no longer required. Removal of 

facilities, rough grading and scarifying activities may occur at any time during the project. 

Mining operations will stop when ore reserves are exhausted. Operation of the heap leach 

and recovery process will continue beyond the end of mining operations and will cease upon 

reaching uneconomic recovery rates. 

Approximately 215 acres of the project area have been disturbed as a result of previous 

mining, milling and exploration activities as shown on Exhibit 2.2-13. Previously disturbed land 

directly affected by the Proposed Action will be reclaimed consistent with the reclamation plan. 

The remainder of the previously disturbed areas near or adjacent to the Proposed Action will 

also be reclaimed in a manner consistent with the reclamation plan where possible. Each of 

these sites will be reviewed on a case by case basis, since access to some of these areas 

may create more disturbance than would be reclaimed. 

Golden Queen will provide financial assurance to guarantee that reclamation activities can be 

completed at no public expense in the event the sponsor does not complete all required 

reclamation activities. The acceptable financial assurance mechanisms include surety bonds, 

irrevocable letters of credit and trust funds. 

2.2.5.2 Impact on Future Mining 

Implementation of the proposed reclamation plan will not limit future development of mineral 

resources in the area. Currently sub-economic precious metal resources contained in the 

walls and floors of the open pit mines will remain accessible for future development. Future 

advancements in knowledge and understanding may result in additional discovery and 

development. Permanent project structures, such as heap leach pads and overburden piles, 

have been located where it is unlikely that additional mineral resources will be discovered . 
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2.2.5.3 Equipment and Structures 

RECLAMATION PLAN 

All portable and salvageable structures will be relocated or removed from the site. Permanent 

structures constructed for the project will be dismantled and removed or converted to another 

approved continuing use. All foundations will be broken up and buried under at least one foot 

of clean fill material. All surplus materials and storage containers will be recycled or disposed 

of offsite. Trash will be transported to a landfill. The remaining waste products and all fuel 

and similar materials will be removed from the site and disposed of according to state and 

federal regulations. Any soil material contaminated by regulated waste materials will be 

disposed of in accordance with state and federal requirements. 

All water wells and monitoring wells, if and when abandoned, will be abandoned according to 

the state and county requirements as specified in the California Well Standards, Bulletin 74-90, 

or other regulations in force at the time of abandonment. 

2.2.5.4 Overburden Piles 

Upon final mine closure, the tops of the overburden piles will be graded to control erosion, 

break up compaction and form shallow basins to stimulate natural revegetation. Edges will 

be rounded and straight lines will be smoothed to provide contours which are visually and 

functionally compatible with the surrounding terrain. The sides of the overburden piles will be 

graded to a final slope of 1.8:1.0 (horizontal to vertical). Revegetation of the flat surfaces will 

be accomplished as described in Section 2.2.5.6. 

2.2.5.5 Heap Leach Pads 

Industry experience with heap leaching has demonstrated that the spent ore can be 

neutralized by washing in place with water at the end of the leach cycle. Spent ore, which will 

be left on the heap leach pads, will be rinsed until the following general requirements of the 

Lahontan Regional Board have been met: 

• Weak Acid Dissociable (WAD) cyanide in effluent rinse water less than 0.2 mg/I; 

• Contaminants in any effluent from the processed ore which will result from percolating 

meteoric waters will not degrade surface or groundwater. 
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Detailed requirements will be issued by the Lahontan Regional Board as part of their Waste 

Discharge Report, which will be issued prior to the commencement of mining activities. 

The spent ore remaining on the heap leach pads will be reclaimed by neutralization, grading 

and seeding. Neutralization of the heap leach piles will be accomplished by rinsing with fresh 

water and through natural degradation to reduce cyanide levels to meet Report of Waste 

Discharge requirements. With agreement from the Lahontan Regional Board, the time 

required for neutralization may be reduced by supplemental destruction of cyanide achieved 

by chemical, biological or other acceptable and demonstrated technologies. The supplemental 

technology that may be best suited for use at the Soledad Mountain Project will depend upon 

specific site conditions at the time of neutralization. Sampling and laboratory testing will be 

conducted to evaluate the neutralization process at the conclusion of heap rinsing. 

The design of the heap leaching pads and facilities at the Soledad Mountain Project allows for 

neutralization of the spent ore concurrent with the operation of the mine. The leach pads will 

be built in discrete, self-contained sections called cells. Each of the seven planned cells will 

be operated and neutralized in sequence. 

In general, a given cell will have ore placed upon it in 30-foot high lifts and each lift will be 

leached for precious metals recovery. This sequence will continue in cycles until the ore 

holding capacity of the cell is reached. At that point, ore stacking will commence using the 

same procedures on the next cell. 

As the operating transition is made from one cell to the next, leaching will take place on both 

cells until precious metal recovery from the first cell reaches its economic cut-off grade, which 

is expected to take about six months. After that, the leached cell will enter the neutralization 

phase. 

The fresh water will be applied directly to the ore being neutralized through the same emitter 

systems that are used for leaching. When recovered in the cell sump, it will be transferred to 

the cell that is under active leaching for use as process solution makeup. 

Periodically, a cell being rinsed will be allowed to "rest," which allows air to circulate within the 

heap and promotes continued degradation of cyanide. This rinse-rest cycle will continue until 
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the ore is neutralized such that it meets the Lahontan Regional Board criteria. This process 

may go on for an extended period of time, depending upon the rate of neutralization that 

occurs and the fresh water makeup requirements of the process. 

During the neutralization process, effluent waters from the portion of the heap being 

neutralized will be sampled and analyzed to determine the pH and free cyanide content. When 

these samples indicate that neutralization is complete, contact will be made with the Lahontan 

Regional Board and a solids sampling protocol will be presented for approval. 

This protocol will include a program to recover representative samples of the rinsed, spent ore 

for analysis, a listing of elements for which the samples are to be analyzed, sample analysis 

procedures, the basis upon which the data will be compiled and conclusions formed and any 

other criteria that are relevant at that time. 

Once neutralization of the heap leach piles has been completed, all remaining process waters 

and rinse solutions will be neutralized, if necessary, and disposed of by evaporation or by 

• application to land, in accordance with Lahontan Regional Board requirements. 

• 

After rinsing and neutralization is complete, the top of the heaps will be graded with a slight 

crown to reduce the amount of precipitation which will be retained on the heaps and percolate 

through the spent ore. The down slope of each heap leach pile will be finished to a 2.5:1.0 

(horizontal to vertical) and the side slopes will be graded to 2.0: 1.0 (horizontal to vertical). 

Some benches may be retained on the slope faces to facilitate drainage and erosion control. 

2.2.5.6 Revegetation 

Revegetation and contouring procedures have been prepared for the Soledad Mountain 

Project and are included as Appendix Ill, Attachment D. The plan focuses on establishing a 

productive ecosystem through revegetation, wildlife habitat development and attainment of 

visual compatibility with the surrounding landscape . 
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Revegetation testing programs at other mining sites in southern California have confirmed that 

revegetation of mined lands in the desert can be successful. The testing programs are 

discussed in greater detail in the reclamation plan. 53 

The results of these testing programs form the basis for the general approach to reclamation 

at Soledad Mountain. This approach entails the following elements. 

1. The project will be revegetated by establishing surface drainage control and small 

catchment basins that will capture drainage and are capable of sustaining vegetation 

without artificial irrigation. Revegetation will use seeds contained in the growth media 

supplemented by local seeds collected from the immediate areas. 

2. A reclamation standard for vegetation on the reclaimed surfaces will be established 

by appropriate sampling of adjacent vegetation types and habitats. The goal is a 

productive self-sustaining ecosystem consistent with the altered soil and slope 

conditions at the reclaimed sites. 

3. The project will be returned to open space as the primary land use objective, as 

defined in the Specific Plan for Soledad Mountain. 

4. The reclamation plan proposes to revegetate 419 acres of the total 930 acres 

disturbed. Portions of the project site will not be revegetated due to steep slopes with 

poor soil substrate conditions. The 419 revegetated acres includes the heap leach 

pads, plant facilities, unnecessary roads, top horizontal portions of overburden piles, 

a portion of the pit haul road, the pit bottom and other flat surface areas (Exhibit 2.2-

14 ). The surface disturbance and reclamation areas are summarized by project 

component in Table 2.2-5. 

The reclamation standards for bond release will be tied to the completion of reclamation 

activities, such as recontouring, reapplication of top soil and reseeding, and to actual 

revegetation success. Revegetation standards will be based on a percentage of the cover 

53 
Bamberg Associates, Reclamation and Revegetation Procedures for Soledad Mountain Project, County of 
Kem, January 1996, included as Appendix Ill, Attachment D. 
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TABLE 2.2-5 

Surface Disturbance and Reclamation by Project Component 

Project Component Area Acres Acres Acres Acres Natural 
Disturbed Reclaimed Active Revegetation 

Revegetation 

Heap leach 
North pad 166 166 166 -
West pad n n n -

Overburden pile 
Northwest 73 73 32 41 
Southwest 92 92 17 75 
South 86 86 2 84 
East 93 93 26 67 

Facilities and Roads 69 69 46 23 

Open pit 265 44 44 -
Growth media stockpiles 

East 6 6 6 -
West 3 3 3 -

TOTALS 930 709 419 290 

present on corresponding natural vegetation types. Reclamation implementation is discussed 

in greater detail in the Reclamation and Revegetation Procedures report. 54 

The baseline studies on which the revegetation standards are based, document cover, density 

and species richness. These studies are presented in Section 4.0 of the Biological and Soil 

Resource Evaluation attached as Appendix Ill, Attachment 8. A preliminary seed mixture for 

revegetation has been developed as a result of the baseline documentation and results of the 

existing test plots in the Mojave Desert. Revegetation is expected to include a seed mixture 

similar to that shown in Table 2.2-6. 

Reseeded areas will be monitored for revegetation success based on baseline standards for 

each area. Monitoring of reclaimed areas will occur following reclamation efforts. The 

Reclamation Plan recommends that the standard for vegetative cover for this project be set 

at 35 percent as compared to baseline test plots. Monitoring will include comparison of 

revegetation in reclaimed areas with data collected concurrently on vegetation in adjacent 

undisturbed areas. The revegetation success monitoring will utilize sufficient sample sizes to 

determine an 80 percent confidence level. 

54 
Ibid. 
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TABLE 2.2-6 

Preliminary Plant Seed Mixture for Revegetation 

Shrubs 

Acamptopappus sphaerocepha/us golden head 

Ambrosia dumosa burrowbush 

Atriplex confertifolia shad scale 

Atriplex po/ycarpa cattle spinach 

Chrysothamnus nauseous rubber rabbitbrush 

Ence/ia virginensis acton encelia 

Ericameria cooperi goldenbush 

Eriogonum fascicu/atum California buckwheat 

Eriogonum plumateUa flat-top buckwheat 

Grayia spinosa spiny hop-sage 

Hymenoclea salsa/a cheesebush 

Krascheninnikovia /anata winter fat 

Larrea tridentata creosote bush 

Xylorhiza tortifolia mojave-aster 

Grasses 

Poasecunda bluegrass 

Pfeuraphis rigida big galleta grass 

Trisetum canescens trisetum 

Herbaceous Perennials and Annuals 

Camissonia brevipes evening primrose 

Chaenactis fremontii fremont's pincushion 

Dalea mollis soft indigo 

Eriogonum trichopes little trumpet 

Lupinus brevicaulis sand lupine 

Ma/acothrix califomica desert dandelion 

Phacella glandullfera tackstem phacelia 

Platystemon califomicus cream cups 

SaMa carduacea thistle sage 
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Noxious weeds are not expected to be a problem, however, weeds will be controlled if the 

revegetation efforts are threatened. The most likely weed species is the Russian thistle 

( Sa/so/a austra/is). The Russian thistle often establishes for four or five years during early 

stages of revegetation. The plant acts as a nursery plant or successional plant which dies as 

revegetation occurs. 

Previous tests in similar desert conditions have determined that the optimal time to plant is 

immediately after the surface has been prepared for revegetation. Seeds sown shortly after 

surface preparation, while the soil is loose, are easily covered and will remain dormant until 

sufficient rainfall is received. Therefore, planting will occur immediately after surface 

preparation (irrespective of the season) to enhance revegetation efforts. 

2.2.5.7 Erosion 

Slopes will be shaped for reclamation depending on the type of material, erodibility, and 

configuration left by the mining process. The slopes of the final pit wall will be 55 to 63 

degrees as appropriate for the area. The down slope portions of the heap leach will be 2.5:1.0 

(horizontal to vertical) and the side slopes will be 2.0:1.0 (horizontal to vertical). The slopes 

of the overburden piles will be graded to 1.8: 1.0 (horizontal to vertical). After closure, the pit 

high walls will be left in a safe and stable configuration, subject to natural processes. The 

growth media stockpiles will contain seeds which may produce vegetation, depending upon 

climatic conditions, thereby protecting stockpiles from erosion. Other factors, such as large 

rocks, natural soil crusts formed after precipitation and contouring the growth media pile will 

also reduce erosion. 

Storm water surface flows will be routed away from the heap leach facilities. Methods to be 

employed, if necessary, will include berms, sediment ponds, check-dams composed of rice 

straw bales, sand bags, silt fences or other temporary techniques to minimize impacts. 

Erosion control methods will be designed to handle a 100-year, 24-hour storm event, greater 

than the standard of 20-year, one-hour intensity established by Title 14 CCR, 3706(d) (SMARA 

regulations), and deliver diverted storm waters to natural drainages at velocities that minimize 

erosion. 

If excessive erosion and sedimentation are observed during the mining operations, 

modifications to the erosion control methods will be made to ensure that land and surface 
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water will not be adversely impacted. At all times erosion and sedimentation control will be 

performed as per the directions of the Lahontan Regional Board in the Waste Discharge 

Requirements (WDR) and the Site Drainage Plan approved by Kem County. 

2.2.5.8 Financial Assurance 

The Soledad Mountain Project will be bonded, as required by SMARA, the SLM and the 

Lahontan Regional Board, to assure that all proposed reclamation activities and those required 

as conditions of permit approval can be completed at no public expense in the event that the 

project sponsor does not meet this obligation. Golden Queen will post a bond, an irrevocable 

letter of credit or another acceptable financial instrument which will be sufficient to guarantee 

the completion of reclamation. The bond amount will be subject to an initial regulatory 

approval and subsequent annual review by Kem County in accordance with SMARA 

requirements. 

2.2.6 Project Staging 

Based upon the currently available exploration data and land and mineral rights under the 

control of Golden Queen, the full scope and capacity of the proposed project, including that 

which is reasonably foreseeable, is addressed in this document. 

Mining will follow an engineered sequence of extraction based on depth, accessibility, grade 

of ore and other engineering and economic considerations. Development of overburden piles 

will occur as mining progresses. 

The heap leach pads will be constructed in stages until the maximum final dimensions are 

reached. Ore transportation and conveying systems from the agglomeration facility to the 

heap leach pads will be constructed and extended as required by heap leach pad expansion. 

The process plant, maintenance shops, offices and other support and ancillary facilities will 

be constructed as part of the initial project development effort, either in part or in whole, and 

expanded to final dimensions as necessary . 
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PERMIT REQUIREMENTS 

Golden Queen will be subject to numerous local, state and federal permit requirements. The 

lead agencies and required permits for the project are shown in Table 2.2-7. 
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TABLE 2.2-7 

Permits Required for the Soledad Mountain Project 

Agency/Department Permit/Approval 

Federal Agencies 

Bureau of Land Management Plan of Ooerations 

Cultural/Paleontological Resource Permit (National 
Historic Preservation Act, 16 USC 470) 

Fish and Wildlife Service Informal Consultation 

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms Purchase, Storage or Transportation of Explosives 
Permit 

Environmental Protection Agency Toxic Chemical Release Inventory System 

Mine Safety and Health Administration Mine Identification Number 

State Agencies 

State Water Resources Control Board Regional General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit 
Water Quality Control Board 

Waste DischarQe Permit 

sa1teriMitihMI¢attm1=:amt¢&.trae.f:@~ij@te~ 
California Department of Fish and Game Informal Consultation 

State Office of Historic Preservation (SHPO) Section 106, (National Historic Preservation Act, 16 
USC 470): Designation, survey, determination of 
effect 

California Occupational Safety and Health Construction Permit 
Administration (Cal OSHA) 

Explosive Blaster's License 

Process Safety ManaQement ProQram 

Kern County 

Planning Department Environmental Report 

MitiQation Monitoring Plan 

Mining/Reclamation Plan and Financial Assurance 

Conditional Use Permit 

Roads Deoartment/PlanninQ Department Road Encroachment/Road Vacation 

Engineering and Survey Services Department Grading Permit 

Buildino Permit 

Environmental Health Services Department Sewage Disposal System Permit/Water Well Drilling 
Permit 

Hazardous Materials Business Plan 

Hazardous Materials lnventorv 

Risk ManaQement Plan 

Fire Department Fire Protection Plan 

Air Pollution Control District Authoritv to Construct 

Permit to Operate 
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2.3 Alternatives 

2.3.1 Objectives of Alternatives Analysis 

ALTERNATIVES 

NEPA and Council of Environmental Quality (CEO) regulations, 40 CFR 1502.14, require that 

an EIS include analysis of alternatives to the Proposed Action. The BLM's National 

Environmental Policy Act HandbooJ/15 requires that an EIS describe the No Action (No Project) 

Alternative and all reasonable alternatives identified by the SLM to the same level of detail as 

the Proposed Action, and how each alternative, with the exception of the_-_No Action 

Alternative, will generally accomplish the purpose and need of the proposed project. For 

NEPA purposes, reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from 

technical and economic standpoints and meet the Purpose and Need.56 The NEPA Handbook 

requires that an EIS describe alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis and 

provide a brief rationale for their exclusion from consideration. 

CEQA requires an EIR to describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, or to the 

location of the project, which could feasibly attain the basic project objectives, and evaluate 

• 

the comparative merits of these reasonable altematives.s; This discussion must focus on • 

alternatives capable of eliminating any significant adverse environmental effects or reducing 

them to a level of Less Than Significant. An EIR need not consider alternatives whose effect 

cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative. 

The primary objective of the requirements for evaluation of alternatives is to allow informed 

decisions for discretionary actions (e.g., permit approvals) related to the proposed project. 

Review of available alternatives allows evaluation of other methods of operation or locations 

of facilities that may be technologically and economically feasible and, if such alternatives are 

available, evaluation of whether or not their implementation would be capable of significantly 

reducing or eliminating adverse effects of the Proposed Action. 

55 
United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, National Environmental Policy 
Act Handbook, SLM Handbook H-1790-1, Release 1-1547, October 25, 1988. 

56 46 FR §18026 (March 23, 1981), as amended by 51 FR §15618 (April 25, 1986). 

57 CEQA Guidelines §15126(d) 
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2.3.2 Range of Alternatives 

ALTERNATIVES 

A range of alternatives was considered in accordance with NEPA and CEO (40 CFR 1502.14) 

during the preliminary project design and the preparation of this document. These 

alternatives, which are consistent with the P.urpose and Need, addressed changes that might 

be made to the Proposed Action to eliminate or reduce environmental impacts of the Proposed 

Action. Alternatives reviewed for potential feasibility and/or comparative environmental effects 

include: 

• No Action Alternative. 

• Alternative mining and ore processing rates. 

• Reduced project size. 

• Alternative mining techniques. 

• Mine backfilling alternatives. 

• Alternative gold extraction techniques . 

• Alternative project location and configurations. 

• Alternative power supply. 

An environmental analysis of alternatives to the Proposed Action is contained in Section 4.0. 

2.3.3 Alternatives Considered and Eliminated 

This section describes alternatives that were considered but were eliminated from further 

evaluation because they were determined infeasible, not capable of substantively reducing or 

eliminating environmental impacts, or not capable of satisfying the Purpose and Need. Each 

of the alternatives evaluated is discussed in the following sections. The discussion of each 

alternative includes a brief description of the comparable aspect of the Proposed Action to 

provide a basis for comparison . 
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2.3.3.1.1 Proposed Open Pit Mining Technique 

ALTERNATIVES 

The configuration and character of the Soledad Mountain Project mineral resource was 

evaluated to determine the optimal technique for the Proposed Action. The resource occurs 

as mineralization in a series of veins, filled faults and shear zones which vary in width up to 

fifty feet. Ore occurs to a depth of hundreds of feet. Overlying and interspersed with the ore 

is non-goldbearing overburden material that must be removed to access the ore. 

The proposed open pit mining method will consist of excavating the ore and overburden 

material required to access the ore. The ore material will be processed and the overburden 

material will be placed adjacent to the open pit mine. Strip mining and underground mining 

were evaluated as alternatives to the proposed open pit method. 

2.3.3.1.2 Strip Mining Alternative 

Strip mining is a linear method of removal that is typically applied to shallow deposits of 

minerals, such as coal, potash or uranium which occur in horizontal seams. Such 'deposits 

are usually flat-lying sedimentary formations that extend over a substantial area. Strip mining 

is practical for such deposits because their recovery generally requires shallow excavation 

over a relatively large and contiguous area. In strip mining, only a portion of the waste rock 

and ore is initially mined. Then, as mining advances to the adjacent portion of the ore body, 

the waste rock excavated during the advance is permanently disposed of by placing it in the 

excavated area created during the earlier stage of mining. In this manner, the mining process 

acts as a moving trench that is filled in behind the area of active extraction. 

This method is physically impossible for deposits such as those at the Soledad Mountain site, 

which have a relatively limited surface extent in comparison to their depth. Because of the 

configuration and depth of the project ore body, there is insufficient space within the open pit 

to dispose of overburden material from a portion of the open pit being actively worked into an 

area where mining has been completed. Instead, all of the overburden must be removed from 

the pit in order to expose the ore. 
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Underground Mining Alternative 

Underground mining is typically suited to deep mineral deposits of high-grade veins or seams. 

Such deposits generally require removal of a relatively small volume of host material in order 

to recover the mineral values. In the case of high-grade veins, values are typically confined 

to discrete structural discontinuities, such as joint or fractures in a competent host rock. 

Underground tunnels can be excavated along these deposits, leaving most of the host rock 

in place to support the overburden. This method of mining was utilized by earlier mining 

operations at the Soledad Mountain site, but is not applicable to the remaining low-grade 

disseminated ore bodies, which are not economic to mine underground. The large volumes 

of low grade ore could not be safely or efficiently extracted by underground mining methods. 

2.3.3.1.4 Alternate Overburden and Processed Ore Disposal 

An estimated 290 million tons of ore and overburden will be removed from the open pit in the 

Proposed Action. Overburden material will be deposited in the overburden piles adjacent to 

• the mine. Crushed and leached ore will be deposited at the heap leach pile and remain there. 

• 

Some of the overburden may be sold as aggregate, depending upon market conditions. The 

processed ore will remain on the heap leach pads. After processing and neutralization, the 

processed ore may not present a risk to water quality and could be considered for backfilling. 

Due to the volume of material, the only potential alternative to the permanent placement of the 

overburden, not sold as aggregate, and the neutralized processed ore will be backfilling into 

the mine. Offsite hauling of either or both materials to another location will not positively affect 

the surface area requirements for placement of the materials, reclamation requirements or the 

environmental impact of waste rock and ore disposal. 

2.3.3.2 Backfilling Alternatives 

2.3.3.2.1 Background 

The Proposed Action is designed for the permanent disposal of overburden and ore from the 

mining operation to surface overburden piles and the heap leach pads, respectively. An 

alternative to this permanent surface disposal would be to backfill the overburden material and 
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possibly the processed, neutralized ore to the open pit. Overburden sold as aggregate would 

not be available for backfilling. Processed and neutralized ore would be used for backfill 

providing it was proven that there was no potential impact to water quality. 

Backfilling could reduce some of the long-term visual, biological and land use effects of the 

Proposed Action. The actual mechanics of a backfilling operation are dependent on the 

specifics of the type of ore body, sequencing of mining and movement of overburden, the 

mining method, and the physical characteristics of the area. Backfilling of a previously mined 

area is typically used, as discussed earlier, at strip mines, where the mineral (frequently coal) 

exists in relatively well defined horizontal or semi-horizontal zones or layers. Overburden can 

be removed from one area and immediately deposited in an adjacent mined area which 

contains no residual mineral potential, thereby minimizing costly double handling of the 

overburden material. The geometric relationship between ore and overburden in strip mines 

generally favors placing overburden material into the shallow cuts of areas previously mined. 

Backfilling of conical, open pit mines is more constrained by the logistics of the mining 

operation and physical characteristics of the materials mined. For example, open pit mines 

usually cannot be backfilled until all of the material has been mined out. 

Backfilling only makes sense when there is a depression to fill. Much of the rock excavated 

from the pit will be taken from elevated areas on ridge lines. There will be some depressions 

left at the end of mining which could potentially be backfilled. The environmental and 

economic impacts of backfilling will increase operational and capital costs, increase energy 

consumption, increase water consumption, and extend the period during which noise will be 

generated. Also, the period during which air quality is impacted by combustion pollutant 

emissions and fugitive dust would be extended. The increase in operational and capital costs 

would make the project noneconomic. 

The potential environmental advantages of backfilling would be a reduction of the long-term 

visual contrast of the project and that the open pit area might be usable for recreational 

activities not otherwise possible. The pit bottom would be revegetated in the Proposed Action. 

Backfilling would expand the bottom area, which could be potentially revegetated. 

Three backfilling alternatives were considered. The sequential and complete backfilling 

alternatives are discussed below. The partial backfilling alternative is explained in Section 

2.3.4.4 and analyzed in Section 4.5. 
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Sequential Backfilling 

In the event that a mined area is considered to have no further mineral potential and the 

material being considered for backfill has no potential as aggregate, sequential backfilling may 

be possible in some areas. Sequential backfilling places overburden from an active area to 

a previously mined inactive area. In the Soledad Mountain Project, backfilling, concurrent with 

operations, is made difficult, if not impossible, because of the long and narrow depressions 

which would be created along vein systems and the fact that haul roads must be placed 

through these depressions to the active areas of the open pit. These haul roads cannot be 

cut off during operations. Given these technical constraints, sequential backfilling is not 

deemed a reasonable alternative to the Proposed Action. 

2.3.3.2.3 Complete Backfilling 

This alternative would propose that the project fill the open pit to the greatest degree possible 

with material mined under the Soledad Mountain Project activities. This would essentially be 

a large earth moving project which would commence following the cessation of mining 

operations of the Soledad Mountain Project. Rock that had been removed from the open pits 

during mining would be reloaded into trucks and returned to the open pit. It is assumed that 

backfill material will include the overburden not sold as aggregate and, possibly, the 

neutralized ore mined as part of the Proposed Action, but not include materials mined by 

previous operations. 

Assuming the mine was refilled, approximately 145 million cubic yards (237 million tons) of 

material would be moved back to the open pit. At the planned mining rate of 30 million tons 

per year, this would require nearly eight additional years of loading, hauling, and dumping, as 

well as continued use and disturbance of the overburden piles, heap leach pads, open pit, 

access roads and mine support facilities. There would be continued consumption of water 

(approximately 3,300 additional acre-feet), fuel (approximately 23 million gallons) and 

electricity. Noise, dust (approximately 93,000 pounds of PM10 per year) and internal 

combustion engine emissions would continue to be generated over this period. Additional 

solid waste, such as tires, oil, filters, etc., would also continue to be generated. There would 

be eight additional years of operations until most reclamation activities could begin and almost 

no concurrent reclamation activity would occur. 
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Backfilling of the pit could reduce the visual impact of the Soledad Mountain Project area as 

a whole, as the open pit is located in the upper reaches of Soledad Mountain and is visible 

from State Routes 14 and 58; the principal visual observation points for the Soledad Mountain 

Project. However, given the steep topography of Soledad Mountain it is unlikely that a return 

to the original topography and vegetative state of the mountain is technically possible. 

Assuming a cost of $0.80 per ton58 for maximum backfilling the mined material, the total cost 

for complete backfilling as part of the Soledad Mountain Project would be approximately 190 

million dollars. Golden Queen has indicated that this will make the Soledad Mountain Project 

no longer economically feasible. This conclusion is supported by an analysis for the backfilling 

of the Castle Mountain Mine, an open pit gold mine located in San Bernardino County, 

California. Both mines have similar characteristics, with the exception that the grade of the 

ore at Castle Mountain Mine is higher than at the Soledad Mountain Project, presumably 

allowing the Castle Mountain Mine project a greater ability to support the cost of backfilling. 

The analysis indicated that the project would have had a negative net present value when the 

cost of backfilling was included. 59 

An additional report, prepared by the Bureau of Mines, Western Field Operations Center, 

utilized a generic cost model which used a 0.055 ounce per short ton (oz/st) grade, a 2:1 strip 

ratio, 2,500-foot average haul distance, 75 percent gold recovery and 65 percent backfill. 

Backfilling costs were estimated at $0.84/st in 1990 dollars for ore and overburden, plus a 25 

percent markup to allow for contractor's costs, for a total cost of $1.05/st. A cash flow analysis 

was then performed which used a $400/oz gold price and 15 percent rate-of-return compared 

to net present value. The results indicated that backfilling will render an otherwise profitable 

operation unprofitable which will produce a negative socioeconomic effect as compared to the 

Proposed Action. 

Based upon these considerations, the potential loss of natural resources and economic 

disadvantages of maximum pit backfilling would be substantially greater than the potential 

environmental advantages. Replacement of the overburden in the mined-out open pit would 

58 United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, California Desert District, 
Needles Resource Area, Castle Mountain Project, San Bernardino County, California, Final EIRIEIS 
Master Summary and Response to Comments, 1990. 

59 
Ibid. 
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require many years of economically unproductive activity and energy use, with related 

environmental impacts that would not otherwise occur. In consideration of these factors, this 

alternative is not judged to be a reasonable alternative to the Proposed Action. 

2.3.3.2.4 Effect of Backfilling on Mineralization and Potential Reserves 

Complete or partial backfilling may be in conflict with objectives of federal and state mining 

policies, if additional minerals could be extracted from the open pit in the future. The Specific 

Plan for Soledad Mountain - Elephant Butte and Vicinity - South of Mojave recognizes gold and 

silver mining operations as important past land uses. SMARA states that " ... the reclamation 

of mined lands .... will permit the continued mining of minerals and will provide for the protection 

and subsequent beneficial use of the mined and reclaimed land."60 The protection of 

remaining mineralization at a reclaimed mined site is also incorporated into federal regulations, 

such that "reclamation may not be required where the retention of a stable highwall or other 

mine workings is needed to preserve evidence of mineralization."61 

• The pit design is optimal, based on the current geological, engineering and economic data. 

• 

The configuration of the open pit is designed using a number of factors: grade of the mined 

material, precious metal recovery rates, precious metal prices, mining costs; processing costs, 

pit wall slope stability and physical and legal boundary constraints. Based on systematic 

evaluation of these factors, the current pit design will allow for the extraction of at least 60 

million tons of ore. 

Precious metal mineralization extends beyond the planned limits of the open pit floors and 

walls. The walls and floor of the open pit contain gold mineralization which appears to be 

unfeasible to mine with current economic conditions and technology. However, changes in 

external conditions, such as fluctuating metals prices and improvements in technology, may 

result in revised open pit designs which increase the amount of economically extractable ore. 

If these materials left behind in the open pit floor and walls are buried due to backfilling 

requirements, the cost of recovering them in the future may be so high that they become 

entirely lost as a resource. In addition to the loss of potentially recoverable ore, geologists rely 

60 SMARA §2711 (b) 

61 43 CFR §3809.0-S(g); 3809.1-3(d)(2)&(5) 
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on rock exposures, especially with evidence of mineralization, as a primary source of 

information to guide their search for additional mineralization. Backfilling will preclude or 

seriously hamper geologists' ability to use the information in the open pit walls in their search 

for additional mineralization. 

2.3.3.3 Alternative Gold Extraction Techniques 

2.3.3.3.1 Proposed Heap Leach Method 

The proposed method for recovering precious metal from the ore is heap leaching, using dilute 

cyanide solutions, with Merrill-Crowe processing being used for recovery of precious metals 

from leach solutions. This is a conventional process that has been used for decades at other 

commercial gold producing operations with similar low-grade, disseminated ore bodies.62 

In the proposed heap leaching method, the ore will be crushed to reduce the particle size to 

a nominal minus 10 mesh (approximately one-sixteenth inch), exposing precious metals in the 

ore for leaching. To provide for increased recovery and solution percolation rates, the crushed 

ore is then agglomerated using cement and barren leach solution to form pellets approximately 

0.10 to 0.40 inches in diameter. The agglomerates are placed on the heap where dilute 

cyanide solution is applied to the ore using drip emitters. Gold is dissolved by the solution and 

travels to a piping system at the base of the heap. 

The precious metal containing solution is collected in a sump internal to the heap and pumped 

to the Merrill-Crowe process plant where it is clarified, deaeriated and, using zinc dust, 

precipitated from solution as a precious metal sludge referred to as cyanide pulp. This sludge 

is smelted to produce a gold and silver dore, which is shipped to a refiner for further 

processing. 

Ore from which the precious metals have been recovered remains in place on the heap, 

where, at closure, it is neutralized, reclaimed and revegetated. 

Alternative gold extraction methods could indude conventional milling, vat leaching, and in situ 

leaching. 

62 EPA, Gold/Silver Heap Leaching and Management Practices that Minimize the Potential for Cyanide 
Re/eases, EPA Document600/2-88-002, January 1988. 
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2.3.3.3.2 Conventional Milling 

Conventional milling generally consists of reducing the ore particles to a very small size 

(usually very fine sand and silt size particles) using capital intensive crushing and grinding 

equipment. This process further liberates minute precious metal particles and maximizes the 

exposed mineral surface area. Gold extraction is then accomplished in tanks by extracting the 

gold from the resultant slurry of the finely ground particles mixed with water and chemical 

reagents. Total precious metals recovery for milling processes is generally higher than for 

heap leach processes and is completed in hours rather than in months as in heap leaching. 

Two basic methods of gold recovery are normally used to extract the precious metals from the 

slurry: 

• Flotation utilizes surfactant reagents in specially designed, agitated cells, to form a froth 

to which the gold and/or precious metals bearing sulfide particles attach. This method 

is generally suited for some ores that contain appreciable quantities of sulfide minerals . 

Since the Soledad Mountain ores contain few sulfide minerals, it will not be a 

satisfactory method for use at the project and should be eliminated from consideration 

on a mineralogical basis. 

• Leaching methods utilize free cyanide to dissolve gold in large agitated tanks. The 

precious metals are then recovered from solution using carbon adsorption technology, 

or sometimes Merrill-Crowe processing, followed by electrowinning of the recovered 

metals and smelting to produce a dare product. 

Due to the need for substantial grinding facilities, the conventional milling process requires 

considerably greater energy (from five to 10 times) than the heap leach process, with its 

associated impacts of increased electrical consumption. 

The milling process is a larger consumer of water, since the waste products from milling 

(tailings) are normally disposed of at 35 to 50 percent water by weight, after water reclamation, 

while the heap leaching process will ultimately consume about 12 to 20 percent by weight. 

Thus the milling process could consume up to three times the water required for a heap leach 

operation . 
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The tailings also require the construction and maintenance of suitable tailings containment 

facilities and requires the continuous neutralization of any free cyanide that may be contained 

in them. Because these tailings are stored as a slurry, they cannot be stacked, as in a heap 

leach, but must be contained in an impoundment. This requires the construction of a much 

larger storage area, impacting significantly more surface lands. It is estimated that from 325 

to 450 acres could be required to store the same amount of tailings from the milling method 

as opposed to the 245 acres necessary for the proposed heap leach. This additional amount 

of land, with topographic suitability, is not available at the project site. 

At reclamation, the slurried tailings would be dried and revegetated. Due to the fine particle 

size, this material will be much more susceptible to erosion from wind and water than would 

be a comparable reclaimed heap leach pile. 

The conventional milling alternative has no environmental advantage over the proposed heap 

leach process that will compensate for the disadvantages discussed above. It should be 

eliminated from consideration. 

2.3.3.3.3 Vat Leaching 

The vat leaching process is similar to heap leaching, but is conducted in large, shallow tanks. 

Ore is prepared in much the same manner as for the heap leach process, except that it is 

placed in the vats for leaching with dilute cyanide solution, followed by either Merrill-Crowe or 

carbon adsorption recovery processes. When ore in the vat has been leached, it is rinsed, 

removed from the vat and disposed of, after which the vat is reloaded and the cycle repeated. 

It is an appropriate technique to employ with ores having rapid dissolution rates or for sites 

with constraints that prohibit leach pads (e.g., weather or steep topography). 

The Soledad Mountain deposit has a moderate dissolution rate and moderate constraints for 

leach pad construction. 

Typically, the precious metals from such ores will be extracted within days or weeks compared 

to heap leach extraction which can occur over a period of months to years. The same amount 

of leached ore residue is produced as in heap leaching. However, double-handling of material 

is required with associated increases in fuel consumption and associated fuel-burning 
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emissions. It may also, in some locations, require the treatment and release of process 

waters. 

This alternative does not present any significant environmental advantages over the proposed 

method and is not suited for the Soledad Mountain deposit. 

2.3.3.3.4 In Situ Leaching 

In situ leaching involves the injection of leaching solution directly into an ore body while it is 

still in place in the ground, and then recovering the enriched solution by pumping from 

extraction wells. The method requires suitable geologic formations that will confine the 

solution in the ground until it could be recovered. In the absence of such formations, the 

potential for adverse effects to groundwater and soils could be substantial. 

In situ leaching is typically used for minerals, such as salt, borates, copper, uranium and other 

minerals that are readily dissolved by water or acid solutions as opposed to cyanide leaching 

• solutions typically used to dissolve gold. 

• 

While this alternative would not involve open pit mining methods with associated ore and 

overburden material removal, the risk of solution escape and groundwater and soil 

contamination will preclude its use for the Soledad Mountain deposit. 

2.3.3.4 Alternative Project Location and Configurations 

The location of project facilities for the proposed project is largely constrained due to the fixed 

location of the ore body. The proposed layout has been designed to minimize surface 

disturbance and energy consumption and to maximize project efficiency in consideration of the 

given constraints to project development. The facilities and structures proposed for use at the 

project site are limited to that necessary for efficient operation. Options for relocation of the 

primary project facilities that were considered, but found not to be acceptable, are described 

in the following sections . 

07330010.31A 112 May1997 



SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
DRAFT EIR/EIS 

2.3.3.4.1 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative Open Pit Mine Location 

Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR address alternative locations for 

the proposed project. Under this Alternative the proposed project would be developed at 

another location within Kem County utilizing the same development parameters as the 

proposed project (i.e., the same tons of ore, the same processing facilities, generally the same 

acreage). 

Forty mining districts were evaluated for an alternative precious metal ore body within a 100-

mile radius around Soledad Mountain.63 Any known districts located within or adjacent to state 

or federal land designated as Primitive or Wilderness Areas were eliminated from 

consideration. Of the mining districts reviewed, the Loraine District appears to be the best 

possible alternative. The District covers approximately 60 square miles and is centered 

approximately 12 miles north of Tehachapi in the southern end of the Sierra Nevada. The 

principal period of mining activity occurred between 1894 and 1912. 64 The District was active 

again in the 1920's and 1930's, and there has been intermittent prospecting since . 

Approximately 92,000 ounces of gold has been produced from this District. 65 Exploration for 

precious metals has occurred in this district during the past 10 years. The Zenda Mine Project 

has been evaluated by Claim Staker Resources and gold ore reserve/ resource estimates of 

approximately 920,000 tons of ore at an average grade of 0.057 oz/ton, or approximately 

52,000 contained ounces of gold, are present.66 

63 WZI Inc., Mineral Resource £valuation of Alternative Project Sites, Soledad Mountain Project, Mojave 
California, included in Appendix IV. 

64 
Tucker W. B. and Sampson, R. J., Gold Resources of Kem County, California: California Journal of Mines 

and Geology, vol. 29, P. 271-334, 1933. 

65 
WZI Inc., Mineral Resource £valuation of Alternative Project Sites, Soledad Mountain Project, Mojave 
California, March 1997, included in Appendix IV. 

66 
Ibid. 
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Silver and gold are present in quartz veins commonly within or along the walls of the rhyolite 

berms.67 The veins also extend from the rhyolite into schist or diorite. Wall-rock alteration is 

pronounced in most of the silver and gold mines in the District. 

The topography is rugged, with variation in elevation from approximately 5,500 feet to 2,600 

feet. 68 Soils are fairly well developed sandy loams, shallow on the ridgetops and more deep 

in the valleys and northerly slopes.69 The major access to the area is Caliente Creek Road, 

a paved two-lane winding road adjacent to Caliente Creek. Dirt roads provide access to the 

former mine sites. Several earthquake epicenters with recorded 4.0 and 4.9 magnitude 

earthquakes are located within the District. The major drainage, Caliente Creek, discharges 

into the southern San Joaquin Valley, providing recharge to the groundwater basin. Springs 

are present throughout the area. Limited groundwater is present in the fractured and 

decomposed bedrock. The area receives annual average rainfall of 16 inches and 33 inches 

of snow. The District is within the southern portion of the San Joaquin Valley Unified Air 

Pollution Control District, which is in nonattainment for ozone and PM10 (particulate). The area 

is characterized by Douglas oak woodland plant association, with some chaparral and live oak 

woodland also present. The ground surface is covered by 62 percent low shrubs and 42 

percent trees. The State-listed threatened Tehachapi slender salamander (Batrachoseps 

stebbins1) is known to inhabit moist habitats in this area. The Year 2000 General Plan Master 

Environmental Assessment has designated the area as a Class l Visual Space. Presently the 

area is used for cattle grazing. 

There are no known alternative ore bodies which are equivalent to the Soledad Mountain 

Project. Exploration would be required, possibly in previous mine sites, to determine if an ore 

body suitable for heap leaching is present. The known ore body, under claim as the Zenda 

Mine, is estimated to be less than 10 percent the size of the Proposed Project. The alternative 

open pit location would result in similar impacts as the proposed location to mineralogy, 

physiography and geology, soils, air quality, cultural and historical resources, noise, land use 

and socioeconomics. The remote location and the lack of existing infrastructure would result 

in the formation of new disturbance in the form of roads and utilities (water, electricity). 

67 
Troxel, 8. W. and Morton, P. K., Mines and Mineral Resources of Kem County, California: California 
Division of Mines and Geology, County Report 1, 370 p., 1962 . 

68 U.S. Geological Survey, Loraine Quadrangle 7.5 Minute Topographic Map, 1972. 

69 
Kern County Planning Department Initial Study, CUP 4, Map 129, 1989. 
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Because of the undefined nature of the ore body and the potential to disturb previously 

undisturbed areas, the alternative open pit location is not a reasonable alternate. 

2.3.3.4.2 Offsite Ore Processing 

The Proposed Action includes onsite location of all facilities required for self-sufficient ore 

mining and processing including the open pit mine, overburden piles, heap leach pads, gold 

recovery facilities, maintenance and administration facilities, etc. An offsite ore processing 

alternative would consist of extracting ore at the proposed mine site and trucking the ore to 

a new or existing ore processing facility at an offsite location. For this alternative, the Soledad 

Mountain Project site would include the open pit mine, overburden piles, an ore stockpile and 

ancillary maintenance, administration and truck loading facilities. There would be no need for 

heap leach pads or gold recovery facilities. 

There are two existing facilities in the vicinity that might be capable of processing the ore 

under contract, however, both have reached full capacity and are in the detoxification/closure 

stages and will require repermitting to process the Soledad Mountain ore. Furthermore, 

trucking of ore offsite would require approximately 550 round trips per day (based on 30-ton 

truck and trailer rigs hauling on a seven-day per week schedule). Environmental impacts of 

this alternative are substantially greater than for the Proposed Action due to increased fuel 

consumption, increased emissions from truck haulage and traffic related impacts. 

There are no alternative sites nearby that offer substantive environmental advantages and 

there would still be increased impacts of fuel consumption, dust and fuel burning emissions. 

2.3.3.4.3 Heap Leach Pad Alternatives 

The Proposed Action is designed to treat ore from the open pit on single-use heap leach pads 

located near the ore body. It is reasonably foreseeable that up to 60 million tons of ore will be 

developed for processing. The proposed pad configurations will allow for the treating of this 

quantity of ore. The heap leach pad capacities and configurations are appropriate to assure 

that project environmental impacts are adequately assessed. 
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The proposed location of the heap leach pads were determined after consideration of 

operational and environmental factors. These include proximity of the open pit mine, efficiency 

of construction and operation, minimizing land use and potential for the discovery of additional 

mineral reserves. 

Examination of the layout of the Proposed Action relative to the property boundaries makes 

it apparent that there are no alternative locations that will provide for the necessary capacity 

while reducing any environmental impacts associated with the proposed pads. Regardless 

of the location, the design of any other single heap or multiple heaps will result in a similar 

amount of surface disturbance and visual effect. 

2.3.3.4.4 Alternative Solution Storage Configuration 

Proposed Configuration 

For general reference to the design concept, the term modified valley-fill heap leach can be 

used to describe a heap leach pad with internal solution control. The heap leach pads are 

designed as side hill leach pads with a perimeter berm supporting the toe of each heap. The 

berm also provides solution storage capacity. 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. 

All solutions on the pads will be contained inside the heap. Pregnant solution will be extracted 

by pumps placed in pipes installed on the inside slope of the berm. This prevents liner 

penetration and associated potential leakage problems. Booster pumps will move the solution 

to tankage at the process plant. No open ponds are necessary with this arrangement. The 

pregnant solution will be circulated through the process plant and recirculated to the heap. 

The pad liner in the area of solution storage of the heap is more difficult to repair than a leak 

in a separate solution pond. Discontinued use of the heap may be required in the event a leak 

is detected in the liner, as directed by the Regional Water Quality Control Board . 
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Many heap leach gold mining projects utilize open solution storage ponds for pregnant and 

barren solution management. These ponds must be designed for the containment of process 

solution flows, the design storm event, and include additional freeboard for a safety factor 

allowance. Open solution storage ponds have large surface areas which 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 Soledad Mountain Project site. 

Because of the increased solution losses, wildlife hazards and lack of available sites, the open 

solution storage ponds alternative should be eliminated from further consideration as an 

alternative to the Proposed Action. 

2.3.3.5 Alternative Power Supply 

Electrical power requirements for the proposed project will be approximately 5,000 kilowatts . 

The starting and stopping of the large motors and the fluctuating power needs of the crushers 

will require that the electrical system be able to make rapid responses to avoid unplanned 

equipment shutdowns or electrical system failures. The problem of this fluctuating load can 

be dealt with if a sufficient supply of power is made available, such as from a public utility, or 

by installing onsite generation equipment with a rapid response time to fluctuating load 

conditions. 

Based upon these peak energy and steady load considerations, the following alternatives were 

considered for power supply to the proposed project: 

Utility power from Southern California Edison (SCE) 

Onsite power generation/commercial power consumption 

2.3.3.5.1 Proposed Southern California Edison Connection 

The closest power lines that are capable of satisfying site power requirements are located at 

the northeast comer of the project site. A new substation and circuiting equipment will be 

constructed on the project site with overhead and underground distribution to serve the various 

locations on the project site. 
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2.3.3.5.2 

ALTERNATIVES 

Onsite Power Generation/Commercial Power Consumption 

Diesel or natural gas-fueled power generators could be installed onsite to meet the power 

requirements of the Proposed Action. Low sulfur diesel fuel could be used for power 

generation, but operation of these engines may contribute to emissions of carbon monoxide, 

sulfur oxides and nitrogen oxides. Natural gas fueled generation will reduce emissions in 

comparison to diesel fueled generators. It is anticipated that sufficient power generation 

capacity could be designed and constructed such that the environmental impacts would be 

Less Than Significant in all respects, including noise generation, and this alternative is 

feasible. 

Due to the electrical restructuring, opportunities to purchase commercially available non-utility 

power will emerge that the project proponent may wish to pursue at a later date. These 

options, however, would be pursued after the project is developed and the electrical market 

is better defined. There are commercial quantities of electrical power available in proximity 

to the project site. Consumption of commercially available power will have identical impacts 

• to those of the proposed project, which relies on publicly available power. Therefore, this 

alternative is feasible. 

• 

2.3.4 Alternatives to the Proposed Action Reviewed and Evaluated 

This section presents those alternatives to the Proposed Action listed above which were 

reviewed and found to be sufficiently feasible for evaluation. These alternatives include: 

• No Action alternative. 

• Alternative Mining and Ore Processing Rates (increased and decreased). 

• Reduced Project Size. 

• Partial Backfilling. 

Each of these alternatives are analyzed in detail in Section 4.0. Table 4.0-1 presents a 

summary of the environmental impacts of each alternative in comparison to the proposed 

action . 
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2.3.4.1 No Action Alternative 

ALTERNATNES 

Implementation of the No Action Alternative will mean that the Soledad Mountain Project will 

not be developed. Golden Queen's exploration disturbances at the site will be reclaimed and 

no potential for increased environmental impacts due to the Proposed Action will exist. 

Surface disturbances that have been created by historical non-project related mining events 

will remain, and the present land uses will continue. The recent levels of commercial activity 

at Soledad Mountain will diminish or disappear, and deterioration of significant cultural and 

historical resources will continue without preservation. 

2.3.4.2 Alternative Mining and Processing Rates 

This section describes two alternative approaches to the project that will consider the impacts 

associated with mining and processing ore at rates 20 percent higher and 20 percent lower 

than the six million tons per year in the Proposed Action. These alternatives provide a basis 

for comparing the environmental impacts that could result from a change in project scale and 

duration. 

2.3.4.2.1 Increased Mining and Processing Rate Alternative 

For purposes of analysis, the following assumptions are made regarding the increased rate 

alternative. 

The total amounts of ore and overburden mined over the life of this alternative will be the 

same as for the Proposed Action, but the mining and ore processing rates will be increased 

by 20 percent to produce and process 7 .2 million tons of ore per year. This will decrease the 

mining and processing period of the project to about eight years, for a total period of 13 years, 

based upon the foreseeable (60 million tons) ore reserve. 

Total surface disturbance and the site layout for this alternative will be the same as for the 

Proposed Action. Excavation of the same total tonnage of ore and overburden, but over a 

different period of time, will require the same mine, overburden and heap leach pile 

configurations. Surface disturbances for onsite roads and ancillary facilities will be similar 

because the same basic transportation and access needs and supporting activities will occur. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

While individual buildings or pieces of equipment may be sized differently, for example, a 

larger crushing circuit might be used, most physical differences in disturbances will be 

negligible. 

There will be a significant change in the employment level at the project, although any 

increase in employment will be less than 20 percent. 

The changes in environmental impact that could occur due to an increased mining and 

processing rate are primarily related to the duration of activities and the consumptive uses 

associated with project operations. 

2.3.4.2.2 Decreased Mining and Processing Rate Alternative 

For purposes of analysis, the following assumptions are made regarding the reduced rate 

alternative. 

• The total amounts of ore and overburden mined over the life of the alternative will be the same 

as for the Proposed Action, but the mining and ore processing rates will be reduced by 20 

percent to produce and process 4.8 million tons of ore per year. This will increase the mining 

and processing period of the project to about 13 years, for a total period of 18 years, based 

upon the foreseeable (60 million tons) ore reserve. 

• 

Total surface disturbance and the site layout for this alternative will be the same as for the 

Proposed Action. Excavation of the same total tonnage of ore and overburden, but over a 

different period of time, will require the same mine, overburden and heap leach pile 

configurations. Surface disturbances for onsite roads and ancillary facilities will be similar 

because the same basic transportation and access needs and supporting activities will occur. 

While individual buildings or pieces of equipment might be sized differently, for example, a 

smaller crushing circuit might be used, most physical differences in disturbances will be 

negligible. 

There will be a significant change in the employment level at the project, although any 

decrease in employment will be by less than 20 percent. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

The changes in environmental impact that could occur due to a reduced mining and 

processing rate are primarily related to the duration of activities and the consumptive uses 

associated with project operations. 

2.3.4.3 Reduced Project Size 

This alternative evaluates the changes that will be made to the Proposed Action if it were to 

be designed to avoid impacting the topographic and visual resources at the project site. It is 

based upon the avoidance of mining in areas that will affect the primary ridge lines of Soledad 

Mountain, thus maintaining the basic silhouette of Soledad Mountain and reducing any impact 

on the visual character of the mountain. 

This alternative also illustrates the effect of a general reduction in size of the project proposed 

for any other purpose. 

In this alternative the amount of ore mined will be reduced to 17.4 million tons, a reduction of 

• 

70 percent from the foreseeable reserve. Overburden mined in conjunction with this amount • 

of ore will total 44 million tons, also a reduction of 70 percent. Based upon a mining rate that 

will produce six million tons of ore per year (the same as for the Proposed Action), the mining 

life of this alternative will be about three years. 

The potential environmental impacts resulting from this alternative will be primarily related to 

the change in area of disturbance and the reduced mine life. 

The percentage reduction in total tonnage mined will not be reflected in a corresponding 

reduction in the surface area disturbed. This is because the volume to surface area 

relationship of the overburden piles and the heap leach pads tend to become less efficient with 

decreasing size and because the same basic amount of area is needed for facilities such as 

the process plant, offices, maintenance shops and other ancillary and support requirements. 

The annual operating requirements for this alternative will be similar to the Proposed Action 

with regard to the number of employees, the scale of the operation, and consumption of 

reagents, water, operating supplies and maintenance supplies. The other operating impacts 

on the environment will also be similar to the Proposed Action, but the total effect of some, 

such as total water consumed, will be reduced due to the short project life. 
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2.3.4.4 Partial Backfilling 

ALTERNATIVES 

This alternative evaluates the changes that would be made to the Proposed Action if it was 

designed for partial backfilling of the depressions created by the open pit mining activities. 

Under this alternative, overburden, and possibly processed and neutralized ore would be 

backfilled into the open depressions after the mine pit had been fully excavated. 

The construction and operational phases of this alternative would be the same as the 

Proposed Action; the same amount of ore and overburden would be extracted and mining and 

processing rates would be identical to the Proposed Action. During the reclamation phase 

overburden would be removed from the overburden piles and replaced into the mine 

depressions, filling the depressions to the top of the low-side of the rims. 

Partial backfilling would extend the duration of earthmoving activities by about two years . 
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

MEASURES OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

3.0.1 Introduction 

Section 3.0 and Section 4.0 form the scientific and analytic basis for the analysis of the 

Proposed Action and alternatives. They discuss potential effects on the existing environment 

that could occur from implementation of the Proposed Action or its alternatives and have been 

prepared in accordance with Federal regulations (40 CFR 1502.16) and State regulations (14 

CCR 15126). 

This section describes the affected environment and the effects of the Proposed Action on the 

environment. Mitigation measures, whether incorporated by regulatory requirements or project 

design, will be addressed in this section. Additional mitigation measures, recommended by 

the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and Kem County, resulting from residual impacts, not 

mitigated by project design or regulatory requirements, will be outlined. Unmitigatable impacts 

(irreversible/ irretrievable commitment of resources and significant and unavoidable adverse) 

also will be discussed in this section. 

This section addresses the environmental effects which may occur during and after the life of 

the Proposed Action. 

Impact analysis is formulated on the basis of available information, using reasonable 

projections of the possible consequences of the Proposed Action. For the purpose of this 

document, an environmental impact is defined as a change in existing conditions that would 

be affected by the Proposed Action. The effects can be direct (primary), which are caused by 

the project and occur at the same time and place, or indirect (secondary), which are caused 

by the project and are later in time or further in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. 

The duration of the effect can be short-term (e.g., several years following project operations) 

or long-term (much longer than the operational life of the project). Anticipated effects are 

assessed quantitatively and/or qualitatively. In addition, assessment of overall effects to the 

environment of other past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions, including cumulative 

impacts, will be outlined. 
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This Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS) 

utilizes the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines regarding significance of 

impacts. The CEQA Handbook70 recommends the use of the following categories when 

reaching conclusions regarding the significance of impacts. 

No Impact: Those impacts determined to have no environmental impact, or analyzed in 

the EIR/EIS and determined to be of no impact. No mitigation measures will be associated 

with these topics. 

Less Than Significant: Results in no substantial adverse change to existing environmental 

conditions. 

Significant: Constitutes substantial adverse change to existing environmental conditions 

that can be mitigated to Less Than Significant levels by implementing specified mitigation 

measures. These mitigation measures can be legal/regulatory and EIR/EIS proposed . 

Significant and Unavoidable Adverse: Constitutes substantial adverse change to existing 

environmental conditions that cannot be fully mitigated by implementing all feasible 

mitigation measures, which could be either legal/regulatory or EIR/EIS proposed. 

This section assesses the impacts to mineral resources, physiography and geology, soils, 

hydrology, air quality, biology, cultural and historical resources, visual resources, noise, land 

use, socioeconomics, health hazards and public safety, and traffic and transportation. 

In addition to anticipated impacts of the Proposed Action and project implementation, as 

discussed in this chapter, assessment of overall effects to the environment requires 

consideration of other past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions. 

3.0.2 Potential Future Projects 

General Plan Amendments and Conditional Use Permits have resulted in several projects 

which may be developed during the operation of the Proposed Action. These projects are 

7° California Publications, CEQA Handbook, A Practical Guide to Implementing the California Environmental 
Quality Act, 1994. 
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summarized in this section and are considered under cumulative impacts for specific 

resources. The projects south of Oak Creek Road (shown on Exhibit 3.0-1) and north of 

Backus Road are identified in this document. The majority of the projects are for residential 

developments, however, some mining/commercial projects have also received approval from 

Kem County or are currently under CEQA review. 

The cumulative analysis includes past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions. Past and 

existing effects are considered under the setting for each resource. Cumulative impacts 

consist of the setting, the proposed action and any foreseeable actions. The geographical 

area considered for the analysis of cumulative impacts varies in size and shape with each 

environmental resource (surface disturbance), groundwater quality, air quality and traffic. The 

area south of Oak Creek Road and north of Backus Road was used to evaluate potential 

impacts associated with topography and traffic. Potential sources of air emissions were 

investigated within a 15 kilometer radius of the Soledad Mountain project. Potential impacts 

to groundwater were investigated within the groundwater basin . 

The impacts to resources resulting from each future project at full development are 

summarized in Table 3.0-1. The information was obtained from permit documents for each 

project. If the future project activity does not affect a particular resource, it is shown as no 

change. For example, if the future action occurs on a previously disturbed area, there is no 

change in land area disturbed. 

The industrial projects are assumed to occur during the Proposed Action project life as 

discussed in Section 3.0.2.1. Partial build out of the residential projects and, therefore, partial 

impacts are evaluated based on a projection of population growth, as discussed in Section 

3.0.2.2. A description of each residential project at build out is presented for completeness. 

3.0.2.1 Mining/Industrial 

California Portland Cement Company 

The California Portland Cement Company is located approximately eight miles west of Mojave 

and six and one-half miles northwest of the Soledad Mountain Project. Permit to Operate 

1003026(J), issued by the Kem County Air Pollution Control District, allow tires to be burned 
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Water 
Project Demand 
Name (ac-tt/yr) 
(tvllttl 

California No change 
Portland 
Cement 
Clndustrial\ 

Granite Not identified 
Const. 
(Industrial) 

HempenyNVa 1.1 
mack Quarry 
(Industrial) 

West Mojave 1,861 
(Residential) 

Camelot 2,920 
(Residential) 

Jamason 4,465 
Ranch 
(Residential) 

Cunningham 397 
Ranch 
(Residential) 

Pardee Unknown 
Construction 
(Residential) 

TABLE 3.0-1 

Cumulative Project Summary 

Traffic 
Water Geology Air (average dally 

Source Seismlcity Quality trips) 

No change Insignificant No change in 4 
criteria 
pollutants 

AVE< Insignificant Particulates 36 

Offsite Insignificant Particulates 25 
well 

MPUO Insignificant Construction 38,651 
particulates & 
mobile 

MPUO Insignificant Construction 74,111 
particulates & 
mobile 

MPUO Insignificant Construction 103,613 
particulates & 
mobile 

MPUD Insignificant Construction 4,553 
particulates & 
mobile 

Unknown Unknown Construction 7,940 
particulates & 
mobile 

AVEK: 
MPUD: 

Antelope Valley-East Kern Water Agency 
Mojave Public Utilities District 

Biological Land 
Resources (acres) 

No change No change 

No change No change 

Mitigated 100 
Less Than 
Sionificant 

Mitigated 2,366 
Less Than 
Sianificant 

Mitigated 1,699 
Less Than 
Sionificant 

Mitigated 1,496 
Less Than 
Significant 

Less Than 86.6 
Significant 

Unknown Unknown 

as a supplemental fuel source to replace a portion of the coal. Operational Condition 7 of the 

Permit to Operate limits the amount of tires burned to" ... 3.6 percent by weight of total daily 

pyroprocessing system fuel..." However, the permit to operate was rescinded by the Kem 

County Air Pollution Control District by order of the Superior Court of the State of California. 

The facility will undergo a CEQA review to evaluate the use of tires as a supplemental fuel 

source at the facility. The application and District's engineering evaluation indicate that this 

fuel source does not result in an increase in the potential to emit for criteria air pollutants. 

A Health Risk Assessment, contained in the air district's files, was prepared to determine if 

there is an increased health risk associated with burning tires. The Health Risk Assessment 

concluded that there was no significant change in health risks in the surrounding community . 

The Health Risk Assessment determined that the peak cancer risk outside the facility is at a 

point approximately two and seven-tenths miles northeast of the facility. The increased cancer 
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risk at this point was predicted to be 3.05 E-8 or three cancer cases per 100,000,000 people. 

The Health Risk Assessment assumed the fuel source was composed of 20 percent tires. The 

rescinded Permit to Operate limited tires to 3.6 percent of the fuel, therefore, the associated 

health risks may be less than predicted by the Health Risk Assessment. Other project 

limitations may be imposed during the CEQA process. No detailed project description is 

currently available. 

The increase in traffic associated with this project for the purposes of the cumulative impact 

analysis is projected to be four trucks per day, five days per week which is a 5 percent 

increase in the current facility traffic. There is no reported change in land use or water use. 

Granite Construction - Temporary Asphalt Batch Plant 

Granite Construction Company has received approval from Kern County to locate a temporary 

asphalt batch plant on a portion of the inactive Standard Hill Mine. The site location is 

approximately two and one-half miles south of the town of Mojave and two miles northeast of 

the Soledad Mountain Project. Conditional Use Permit Case No. 21, Map No. 196, was 

approved by Resolution No. 96-93 of the Kem County Board of Zoning Adjustment. 

Operations subject to the Conditional Use Permit are required to commence within one year 

of permit approval unless extended by Kem County. The commencement deadline for the 

project has been extended to December 1997. The Conditional Use Permit states that the 

approval to operate the asphalt batch plant will expire on November 25, 1998, and provides 

that an extension of time may be requested prior to expiration. The November 25, 1998 

expiration date will require this project to terminate prior to the commencement mining 

activities at the Soledad Mountain Project. 

For the purpose of the cumulative impact analysis, the estimated traffic associated with this 

project was reported as an average of 36 trips per day. 71 An Authority to Construct has not 

been obtained for this project, therefore, air emissions have not been quantified. All emission 

sources will need to be equipped with best available control technology to comply with air 

district regulations. The Kern County Air Pollution Control District will establish emission limits 

for this facility when an Authority to Construct is issued. The project is located in a previously 

71 Kern County Planning Department, Staff Report for CUP 21, Map 196 
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disturbed area, so there is no change in land disturbance. The quantity of water use is 

unknown, but is assumed to be supplied by AVEK. 

Hemperly I Wamack Concrete Batch Plant and Aggregate Quany 

The proposed concrete batch plant and quarry are located seven miles southeast of the town 

of Mojave and three and one-half miles southeast of the Soledad Mountain Project. 

Conditional Use Permit No. 20, Map No. 214, approved by Resolution No. 62-94 of the Kem 

County Board of Zoning Adjustment, allows for a Concrete Batch Plant and Aggregate Quarry 

on 100 acres of land. The project provides for the mining of rock, sand and gravel at a rate 

of 60,000 tons per year over a SO-year period utilizing open pit mining techniques. The project 

is permitted to excavate to a depth of 60 feet, 72 therefore, the project will result in surface 

disturbance. 

For the purpose of the cumulative impact analysis, the following information was used. The 

required water use was estimated at 1,000 gallons per day73 (1.1 acre/ft/yr). The future water 

source will be an offsite well; the location of the well has not been identified. This Conditional 

Use Permit must be activated by August 1997, unless extended. The traffic associated with 

this project are 25 trucks per day. An Authority to Construct has not been obtained for this 

project, therefore, emissions have not been quantified. The major criteria pollutant is expected 

to be particulate matter. All emission sources will need to be equipped with best available 

control technology to comply with air district regulations. The Kem County Air Pollution Control 

District will establish emission limits for this facility when an Authority to Construct is issued. 

3.0.2.2 Residential Projects 

A number of residential projects, which are discussed in more detail below, were permitted 

between 1991 and 1994 within the Mojave area south of Oak Creek Road and north of 

Soledad Mountain. The projects have not been developed to date. For purposes of the 

cumulative impact analysis, the number of new housing units is correlated to projected 

population growth. The exact location of the housing units within particular developments is 

• 
72 Kern County Planning Department, Staff Report for CUP 20, Map 214 

73 Ibid. 
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beyond the scope of this EIR/EIS. It is assumed development may occur in any of the areas 

discussed below. 

The population and housing growth in the town of Mojave have been predicted using historical 

data (Table 3.0-2). The projected figures assume that the historical average annual growth, 

as demonstrated from 1980 to 1994, will continue during the life of the Soledad Mountain 

Project. The population figures are for the Mojave Census Designated Place. A Census 

Designated Place is an identified town or community which is not legally incorporated. 

The population of Mojave is expected to increase by 1,940 between the years 1998 and 2015, 

based on an annual average growth rate of 2.2 percent (Table 3.0-3). The year 2015 

corresponds with the approximate termination of mining activities at the Soledad Mountain 

project. 

Year 

198074 

199075 

1991 76 

1992n 

199378 

199479 

Average 

TABLE 3.0-2 

Historical Population Growth 

Mojave Population Housing Units 

2,886 

3,763 1,530 

3,796 1,531 

3,824 1,532 

3,923 1,545 

3,925 1,546 

2.22% 
Annual Avg Growth Rate 

1980-94 

74 
Kern Council of Governments, 1991 Kem Data Book 

75 
Kern Council of Governments, 1993 Kem Data Book 

People per Unit 

2.46 

2.48 

2.5 

2.54 

2.54 

2.5 
Average 1990-94 

76 
Kern Council of Governments, 1990 Census, plus yearly updates through July 1994 

77 
Ibid. 

78 
Ibid. 

79 
Ibid. 
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Projected Population Growth 

POTENTIAL FUTURE PROJECTS 

Projected Mojave Population (at an annual Projected Housing Needs at 2.5 
Year growth rate of 2.2%) People/Unit 

1998 4,285 1,714 

2000 4,478 1,791 

2005 4,998 1,999 

2010 5,578 2,231 

2015 6225 2490 

Mojave census data compiled by the Kem Council of Governments indicates that there are two 

and one-half people per occupied dwelling unit in Mojave. 80 Therefore, an area population 

increase of 1,940 will require an additional 776 dwelling units by the year 2015, split between 

the various residential developments and the town of Mojave. The years 1998 to 2015 

roughly correspond with the projected life of the project. 

The General Plan and Specific Plan amendments identified in this Draft EIR/EIS result in the 

potential to build 15,800 additional dwelling units (approximately 39,500 people) in the next 50 

plus years. This Draft EIR/EIS assumes that the build out of the various projects will correlate 

with the projected population increase and may occur within any of the residential project 

areas dependent on mark.et demand. The various residential projects in the area are 

described below. 

West Mojave Project 

The West Mojave Project is comprised of 1 O separate projects, located west of the town of 

Mojave, totaling 2,366 acres. An EIR was prepared for this project.81 The projects consist of 

single-family units, multiple-family units, mobile homes and limited commercial development. 

Six of the 1 O projects are located north of Oak Creek Road. Complete build out of all 10 

8° Kern Council of Governments, 1993 Kem Data Book 

81 EIP Associates, Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Report, West Mojave Project, April 1991. 
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projects would result in approximately 4,571 dwelling units; approximately 3,160 of the units 

would be located south of Oak Creek Road. The West Mojave EIR estimates domestic water 

use at 400 gallons per dwelling unit per day or 1,661,200 gallons per day for all 10 projects. 

This water use rate equates to 1,861 acre-feet per year. The water is expected to be supplied 

by the Mojave Public Utility District. 

The estimated traffic from the projected population of the 10 projects is 38,651 average daily 

trips. The estimated average daily trips for the West Mojave projects located south of Oak 

Creek Road is 22,284. 

Camelot Specific Plan 

The Camelot project is located approximately one mile southwest of the town of Mojave and 

two miles north of the Soledad Mountain Project. The Specific Plan has been amended 

several times. The latest amendment was the Billig Amendment (Camelot Phase VI) to the 

Specific Plan. El R's have been prepared for the various phases, the latest was for the Billig 

Amendment. 82 

The total of the Camelot phases consists of 1,266 acres for residential use and an additional 

433 acres for commercial, industrial, public and recreational uses. Complete build out would 

result in approximately 6,516 dwelling units. Assuming water use at 400 gallons per day per 

dwelling unit results in 2,920 acre feet per year. The water is to be supplied by the Mojave 

Public Utility District. Approximately 15 acres, containing 109 houses, have been developed. 

The estimated traffic associated with this project after build out of all phases is 74,111 average 

daily trips. 

Jamason Ranch Specific Plan 

The Jamason Ranch project is located approximately two and one-half miles southeast of the 

town of Mojave and three and one-half miles northeast of the Soledad Mountain Project. The 

project encompasses 1,496 acres composed of residential, commercial, industrial, recreational 

82 Cornerstone Engineering, Inc., Final Environmental Impact Report. Camelot Specific Plan-Phase VI 

Billig Amendment, May 1994. 
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and public land uses. An EIR was prepared for this project.83 The residential portion of the 

project consists of a probable build out of 3,577 dwelling units on 751.9 acres. Water use at 

probable build out is estimated to be 3,987,400 gallons per day or 4,465 acre feet per year. 

The water is to be supplied by the Mojave Public Utility District, Antelope Valley-East Kem 

Water District and additional wells on the project site. The estimated traffic associated with 

this project after build out is 103,613 average daily trips. 

Cunningham Ranch Specific Plan 

The Cunningham Ranch project is located approximately one mile southeast of the town of 

Mojave and four miles northeast of the Soledad Mountain Project. The project encompasses 

86.6 acres of residential and commercial land uses. An EIR was prepared for this project.84 

The residential portion of the project consists of a probable build out of 348 dwelling units on 

83.3 acres. The EIR for the Cunningham Ranch Specific Plan and Jamason Ranch specific 

plan estimates water use at probable build out to be 353,940 gallons per day or 397 acre feet 

per year. The water is to be supplied by the Mojave Public Utility District. The estimated traffic 

associated with this project after build out is 4,553 average daily trips. 

Pardee Construction 

The Pardee Construction project is located approximately two and one-half miles southwest 

of the town of Mojave and three miles north of the Soledad Mountain Project. This is a 

proposed residential development with the potential to add 789 dwelling units. 

The estimated traffic associated with this project after build out is 7,940 average daily trips. 

Residential Cumulative Impact Summary 

For purposes of the cumulative impact analysis from residential development during the life 

of the Soledad Mountain Project to the year 2015, the following assumptions have been made: 

83 Kern County Department of Planning and Development Services, £IR Cunningham Specific Plan and 
Jamason Ranch Specific Plan, February 1992. 

84 Ibid. 
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Projected Population 

Projected Housing Unit Increase 

Land Disturbance 

Water Use (400 gallons per day per unit) 

POTENTIAL FUTURE GOLD MINING 

6,225 

776 

200 acres 

348 acre-feet/year 

Traffic projections were used from the EIR prepared for the Camelot Specific Plan - Phase VII 

- Billig Amendment, May 1994. Air emissions were calculated for mobile sources. The 

cumulative impacts are discussed under each resource setting after the discussion of project 

impacts. 

3.0.3 Potential Future Gold Mining and Exploration Scenario 

This section analyzes resource management and development actions planned or projected 

to occur under each alternative. Projections, which have been developed for analytical 

purposes only, are based on current conditions and trends and represent a best professional 

estimate of reasonably foreseeable future actions. Unforeseen changes in such factors as 

economics, demand and federal, state and local laws and policies could result in different 

outcomes than those projected for this analysis. 

Except for the Proposed Action, there are no known plans for substantive development of gold 

mining or exploration in the Mojave/Rosamond Mining District. No proposals or consideration 

of such proposals have been announced. However, to further the cumulative impacts analysis 

provided in Section 3.0, BLM has developed the gold mining and exploration scenario for the 

project vicinity that is discussed in this section. SLM has assumed an approximate three year 

time frame for the definition of "reasonably foreseeable future." In this time frame, BLM 

expects a high level of gold exploration activity to take place in the vicinity of the proposed 

project. 

Within the next three years, SLM anticipates the potential for one new mine being constructed 

in the vicinity of the Proposed Action. SLM has estimated that this potential mine would be 

expected to disturb approximately 300 acres and remove a total of 400 acres from multiple use 

until reclamation is completed. Approximately 25 percent is expected to be on public land. 
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The potential mine would use about 300 acre-feet of water per year, and employ about 60 

workers (all assumed to live in Mojave, Rosamond and surrounding communities). In addition 

to this potential mine, BLM anticipates that future gold exploration activities would disturb 

about 20 acres in the vicinity of the Proposed Action. These disturbances would be in addition 

to potential future projects discussed in Section 3.0.2, and will require a separate 

environmental review and approval process. 

The primary cumulative impacts caused by the Proposed Action as well as the potential gold 

mining and exploration scenario developed by the BLM would be to soils, air, vegetation, 

wildlife habitat, visual resources and socioeconomics. The BLM anticipates that key impacts 

of this gold mining and exploration scenario would be as follows: 

• Soils - The potential mine would displace soil during the mining process. A large 

percentage of this soil would be stockpiled for use during reclamation. 

• Air- The primary emission from these activities would be particulates (dust). Based on 

EPA estimates, approximately 0.38 tons of particulate matter are put into the 

atmosphere each year for each acre of surface disturbance. Assuming no reclamation 

or stabilization of the mining- related disturbance in the three-year period, approximately 

114 tons of particulate matter would enter the atmosphere (300 acres x 0.38 tons/ 

acre/year). The potential future exploration activity, encompassing about 20 acres as 

described in this scenario, would be expected to put about 7.6 more tons of particulate 

matter into the atmosphere each year (20 x 0.38 tons/acre/year). Interim stabilization, 

concurrent reclamation, watering, chemically-treated access roads, etc. would reduce 

these levels considerably. 

• Vegetation - Approximately 300 acres of vegetation would be removed by the potential 

mine and an additional 20 acres by the potential future exploration. The impacted 

vegetation community would be primarily creosote bush scrub. 

• Wildlife - Cumulative impacts would occur directly to mammals, birds and reptiles, with 

secondary losses to predators fragmentation of wildlife habitat. Impacts on forage 

availability would be minor. 
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• Visual - Cumulative impacts from exploration and mining activity in the area would result 

in contrast with respect to natural condition. Successful reclamation would ultimately 

limit these contrasts. 

• Socioeconomics - Mine and exploration personnel associated with the potential future 

activities would be expected to live in Mojave, Rosamond and surrounding communities. 

Overall, socioeconomic impacts of these potential future activities would be beneficial. 

Some exploration and construction personnel would be expected to stay in local motels. 

Exploration, construction and operations personnel would be expected to spend money 

locally for goods and services, with related increases in local revenue, tax base, etc. 

The level at which these impacts would occur is unpredictable. 

3.0.4 Resources Not Affected by the Proposed Action 

• 

The following resources are either not present on the subject lands or, if present, are not • 

affected by the Proposed Action. 

• Paleontological Resources 

• Recreation Resources 

• Public Services and Utilities 

• Energy 

Paleontological Resources - Soledad Mountain is a silicic volcanic center consisting of felsic 

flows, tuffs and breccias of Middle to Late Miocene age. The rock types range from rhyolite 

to quartz latite. The volcanic rocks are overtain by alluvial sediments on the flanks of Soledad 

Mountain. Fossils do not occur in volcanic rocks and have not been found in the non-marine 

alluvium. 

Sedimentary rocks are exposed as part of the Bissell Formation in the Bissell Hills east of 

Soledad Mountain, and the Fiss Fanglomerate in the Rosamond Hills south of Soledad 

Mountain. These formations, approximately Miocene in age, do not contain fossils. The 

closest exposed fossiliferous sedimentary rocks, part of the Miocene Homed Toad Formation, 

are located seven miles north of Soledad Mountain and northwest of Mojave in the Homed 
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Toad Hills, the Homed Toad Formation is not shown to extend as for south as Soledad 

Mountain. 85
·
86 

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines,87 a project will normally have a 

significant effect on paleontological resources if it will: 

(g) Disrupt or adversely affect ..... a paleontological site except as part of a Scientific 

Study. 

For the purpose of this EIR/EIS, a significant impact would normally occur if implementation 

of the proposed project would: 

• cause the physical disturbance of, or prevent future access to, a unique paleontological 

site. 

No impacts to paleontological resources are anticipated due to the lack of fossils within 

sedimentary rocks at the site and the distance to the known fossil locality. Therefore, no 

additional analysis will be conducted in Section 3.0. 

Recreation Resources - The BLM manages 195 acres of public lands within the proposed 

disturbance area. There are no identified BLM routes for off-highway vehicles (OVH) in the 

project area. There is limited hiking on the BLM managed land and some unauthorized OVH 

use of the desert lands north and west of the project site. The private lands within the 

proposed disturbance area are fenced, gated or posted, restricting public access. Hunting, 

shooting and other recreational uses are restricted in the project area by the private owners. 

The proposed project is not expected to result in a population increase or a resulting increase 

in the demand for neighborhood or regional parks or any other recreational facilities. 

85 
Dibblee, T. W., Jr., Aerial Geology of the Western Mojave Desert, California: U. S. Geological Survey, 

Prof. Paper 522, 153p, 1967. 

86 
Slade, Richard C. and Associates, Perennial Yield Assessment of Chaffee Subunit in the Fremont 
Valley Groundwater Basin, unpublished draft report prepared for Mojave Public Utilities District and 

California City, 1994. 

87 
14 CCR §15000 et seq. 
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According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines,88 a project will normally have a 

significant effect on recreation resources if it will: 

(w) Conflict with established recreation, educational, religious or scientific uses of the 

area. 

For the purposes of this EIR/EIS, a significant impact would normally occur if implementation 

of the proposed project would: 

• increase use of existing park and recreational facilities, or require the creation of new 

park and recreational facilities, to comply with locally adopted park and recreational 

service standards. 

No impact to recreation resources is identified by the proposed action. 

Public Services and Utilities - The proposed project will not result in the need for new 

electrical transmission systems, communications systems or sewer treatment. New septic 

systems will be installed for onsite use following the approval by Kem County Environmental 

Health Services Department. Industrial water will be supplied by onsite water wells and 

drinking water will be supplied by bottled water. Stormwater drainage will be retained onsite. 

Non-mining wastes, such as office waste, will be removed from the site by a contract hauler 

for disposal in an approved landfill. Regulated wastes, such as used oil and laboratory 

wastes, will be manifested and transported from the site by authorized haulers. The proposed 

project is not anticipated to increased the requirements for police and fire protection. 89 

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a project will normally have a 

significant effect on public services and utilities if it will: 

(c) Breach published national, state or local standards relating to solid waste or litter 

control; 

88 14 CCR §15000 et seq. 

89 Weaver Hawley Mills Consultants, Analysis of Socioeconomic Impacts of the Proposed Golden Queen 
Mining Co., Inc., Soledad Mountain Project, January 1995, included in Appendix XI. 
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(n) Encourage activities which result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water or energy; 

(o) Use fuel, water or energy in a wasteful manner; 

(s) Extend a sewer trunk line with capacity to serve new development; or 

(z) Interfere with emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plans. 

For the purposes of the Draft EIR/EIS, a significant impact would normally occur is 

implementation of the proposed project would: 

• require expansion in existing services to meet project demand. 

• results in a violation of state and local requirements relating to source reduction, 

recycling, litter control and solid waste handling. 

• encourages activities which result in the use of fuel, water or energy in a wasteful 

manner. 

• requires the extension of a sewer trunk line with capacity to serve new development. 

No impacts to public services and utilities are anticipated from the proposed project. 

Energy - The closest power lines capable of satisfying site power requirements are located 

at the northeast comer of the project site. A new substation and circuiting equipment will be 

constructed on the project site with overhead and underground distribution to serve the various 

locations on the project site. Electrical power requirements for the proposed project will be 

approximately 5,000 kilowatts. Diesel fuel will be used to run the mobile equipment. It is 

anticipated approximately 20,000 gallons will be used per week. 

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a project will normally have a 

significant effect on energy if it will: 

(n) Encourage activities which result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water or energy, 

or 

(o) Use fuel, water or energy in a wasteful manner . 
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For the purposes of this Draft EIR/EIS, a significant impact would normally occur if 

implementation of the proposed project would: 

• conflict with adopted energy conservation plans. 

• use non-renewable resources in a wasteful and inefficient manner. 

The proposed action will not conflict with any adopted energy conservation plans. Equipment 

will be serviced to maintain operating efficiency and to reduce potential air emissions from 

mobile sources. No impact is identified. 
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3.1.1 Setting 

MINERAL RESOURCES 

Soledad Mountain is a silicic volcanic center consisting of felsic flows, tuffs and breccias of 

Middle to Late Miocene age. The rock types include rhyolite, rhyolite porphyry and quartz 

latite. Gold was first discovered at Soledad Mountain in 1894. By 1904, three stamp mills 

were processing ore from the underground veins on the Queen Esther, Karma, Echo, Elephant 

and Gray Eagle claims. The Silver Queen vein was discovered in 1933, and a 300 ton per day 

mill was constructed in 1935 by Gold Fields America, a subsidiary of Gold Fields of South 

Africa, after consolidating various claims on Soledad Mountain. 90 It is estimated that over one 

million tons of ore at grades of approximately 0.23 ounces of gold and 2.5 ounces of silver per 

ton were mined by underground methods and processed before the War Production Board 

Order L208 shut the operation down in 1942. During the 1950's, small tonnages of ore were 

mined by lessees. 

• In 1985, Golden Queen began acquiring land in order to evaluate the area for an open pit 

mining operation. Golden Queen now owns or controls a total of 2,840 acres. Of this total, 

approximately 1,600 acres are part of this Proposed Action, including 1,165 acres of private 

land and 435 acres of public land administered by the BLM. Proposed disturbance within the 

1,600 acre project would be 930 acres, including 735 acres on private land and 195 acres on 

public land. Approximately 215 acres within the project area have been disturbed by historical 

mining and mining related activities. 

• 

From 1988 through September 1996, 587 drill holes, totaling 194,630 feet, and sampling of 

15,611 feet of underground cross cuts, were completed by Golden Queen and others. The 

exploratory effort has resulted in the identification of a potential for up to 60 million tons of ore 

grade material. Exploration and development drilling is continuing with the expectation that 

additional mineable reserves will be defined. 

The historically mined veins at the site include the Queen Esther, Silver Queen, Golden 

Queen, Starlight, Gray Eagle, Echo and Soledad Extension. The veins outcrop in a northwest-

90 Wartenweiler, Otto, The New Mill of the Golden Queen: Engineering and Mining Journal, July 1936. 
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trending belt approximately 2,000 feet wide and 6,500 feet long. The ore deposits occur as 

a result of mineralization in a series of epithermal veins, filled faults and shear zones which 

vary in width and often exceed 50 feet. The veins are consistent along strike and down dip, 

some having been mined to a vertical depth of 1,000 feet. The ore deposit contains finely 

divided free gold, as well as silver minerals, including cerargyrite and argentite in a gangue of 

oxidized, brecciated quartz. Pyrite, chalcopyrite and galena are also present in minor 

amounts. 

No petroleum resources have been discovered to date in the western Mojave Desert. 91
·
92 The 

potential for petroleum resources in the project area is considered nonexistent because of the 

presence of the volcanic rocks and the thin cover of sediments on the flanks of Soledad 

Mountain. 

The California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, has published 

information regarding geothermal resources in Galifomia. No geothermal resources are known 

to occur in the vicinity of Soledad Mountain. 

The California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, has developed 

various reports and other publications which identify lands with aggregate resources. The 

Division of Mines and Geology has not identified any lands, nor developed reports which 

address aggregate potential in the vicinity of the project site. A Conditional Use Permit for a 

rock, sand and gravel mine was issued by Kem County Planning Department in July 1994. 

The operation, located three miles west of Soledad Mountain, has not begun construction or 

operations. Reports have been published which identify aggregate resources in the 

Bakersfield, Kem River, Saugus-Newhall-Palmdale and San Bernardino County areas. 

3.1.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

For the purposes of this EIR/EIS, a significant impact would normally occur if the proposed 

project: 

91 
Mabey, Don R., Gravity Survey of the Western Mojave Desert- California: Geological Survey, Professional 
Paper 316-D, 1960. 

92 
Munger, Averill H., editor, Munger Map Book, 1994. 
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• results in the loss of mineral resources or other known resources such as those 

identified in a Mineral Resource Zone as defined by the California Department of Mines 

and Geology; or 

• would result in the loss of rock/sand/gravel resources identified in the local General or 

Specific Plan. 

Development of the open pit mine will allow access to near surface ores as well as deeper 

zones of mineralization, which may be amenable to mining using underground mining 

methods. The development of other mineral resources in the immediate area may be 

impacted by the placement of overburden piles, the installation of heap leach pads and the 

construction of other project facilities. However, the possibility of this occurring is remote 

since exploration has been conducted in these areas and no economic reserves of precious 

metals have been noted. 

The Proposed Action would result in the production of up to 60 million tons of ore material 

yielding an estimated one and one-half million ounces of gold, and also the production of 

construction aggregate from the overburden materials. The mining of the ore would result in 

the removal of the extracted minerals which is a Significant and Unavoidable Adverse impact. 

Commercial utilization of the geologic resources constitutes a beneficial use of available 

resources. 

3.1.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

Extraction of the ore represents irreversible development of known precious metals reserves. 

3.1.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There are no other proposed precious mineral projects within the area, therefore, there are no 

related cumulative impacts. 

3.1.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

There are no regulatory requirements related to the mineral resources of the project . 
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3.1.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

The following is a summary of design features which are included by the applicant which were 

considered in the impact analysis of the project on mineral resources. 

• Exploration activity, consisting of drilling boreholes and analysis of rock samples, has 

been conducted to ensure mineral resources will not be covered by overburden or heap 

piles. 

3.1. 7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

3.1.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The extraction of gold reserves, estimated at one and one-half million ounces of gold, is a 

residual impact which is a Significant and Unavoidable Adverse impact, but the commercial 

utilization of the minerals is beneficial. The gold and silver would be available for use by 

industry and society. 
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3.2. 1 Topography 

3.2.1.1 Setting 

PHYSIOGRAPHY AND GEOLOGY 
TOPOGRAPHY 

The topography of the western Mojave Desert in the area of the site varies from relatively flat 

alluvial areas to steep mountains. Elevations vary from approximately 2,000 feet above mean 

sea level in the flat alluvial-covered areas to over 5,000 feet in some of the mountainous 

areas. Soledad Mountain, a volcanic peak approximately three miles in diameter, is 

considered a major topographic landmark in this area. The topography of the project area 

consists of rugged outcrops and ridges with intervening drainages which grade to alluvial 

slopes and flat areas on the flanks of Soledad Mountain. The elevation of the project area 

varies from 4, 190 feet above mean sea level at the peak of Soledad Mountain to approximately 

2,700 feet above mean sea level along the northeast flank. 

• Photographs which illustrate the topography, current land use, and existing disturbance have 

been taken from Silver Queen Road looking toward Soledad Mountain and on Soledad 

Mountain looking out across the surrounding lands. The locations where these photographs 

were taken are shown in Exhibit 3.2-1 and are referenced to the following exhibits which 

present the photographs. Exhibit 3.2-2 is a view of Soledad Mountain taken from the northeast 

at the intersection of State Route 14 and Silver Queen Road. Exhibit 3.2-3 is a view of 

Soledad Mountain taken from the north on Silver Queen Road. The pink mill tailings in this 

photograph are the material which will be salvaged and amended for use in heap leach pad 

construction. Exhibit 3.2-4 is a view of Soledad Mountain taken from the northwest on Silver 

Queen Road. Exhibit 3.2-5 shows two panorama views from Soledad Mountain which 

combine to present the full north-facing view from west to east. The California Portland 

Cement Company Mojave Plant and Mine are visible at the extreme western edge of the west 

to north panoramic view, with various wind farms in the central portion of the view and the 

Camelot Golf Course and housing area due north of the mountain. The north to east 

panoramic view overlaps the previous view at Camelot and continues eastward showing 

Mojave, the Mojave Airport, and the existing Billiton Minerals USA Standard Hill Mine. Also 

• shown in the foreground of this view are the remains of the former Gold Fields milling facility. 
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Surface disturbances which predate the proposed project include the original Gold Fields of 

South Africa mines as well as other shafts, trenches, tailings, dumps, open stopes, adits, 

roads and other facilities a.ssociated with the numerous small claims that have historically 

been worked throughout the project area. Approximately 215 acres of existing surface 

disturbance are located within the project area. 

3.2.1.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

For the purposes of this EIR/EIS, a significant impact would normally occur if the proposed 

project results in the loss of a unique geological feature of statewide or national significance. 

The effect to the physiography of the site would be a change in the topography due to the 

creation of the open pit mine, heap leach piles and overburden material piles. Soledad 

Mountain is a prominent feature in the area, although it is not a unique geologic feature. The 

impacts of changes in site topography are potentially significant. The changes will be 

minimized by contouring and revegetation activities as detailed in Appendix Ill, Attachment D 

for the reclamation activities. The mine, overburden material piles and heap leach piles will 

constitute permanent landforms after reclamation is complete. The final slope of the open pit 

mine walls will range from 55 to 63 degrees as referenced in Appendix Ill, Attachment C. The 

overburden piles will have overall slopes which will not exceed 1.8: 1.0 (horizontal to vertical). 

The heap leach piles will have downhill facing overall slopes of 2.5:1.0 (horizontal to vertical) 

and side slopes of 2.0:1.0 (horizontal to vertical). Topographic profiles were constructed 

across the site, showing the present topography and topography of the Proposed Action at 

maximum build out. The profile locations, the open pit, heap leach piles and overburden piles 

are superimposed on the existing topography as shown on Exhibit 3.2-6. The profiles are 

shown on Exhibits 3.2-7 through 3.2-11. 

Cross Section A-A' (Exhibit 3.2-7) is a north south section from Silver Queen Road to the 

south side of the project area through the heap leach piles, the open pit and the overburden 

piles. The open pit would not be visible from this view. In order to blend with the surrounding 

landscape, the outer edges of the tops of the heap leach piles and overburden piles will be 

rounded and revegetation will be done on the heap leach piles and the horizontal surfaces of 

the overburden piles. Cross Section 8-8' (Exhibit 3.2-8) extends from the northwest to the 

southeast across the project area. The view would be similar to Cross Section A-A'. Cross 
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Section C-C' (Exhibit 3.2-9) extends from the Silver Queen and Mojave-Tropico Road 

intersection to the southeast comer of the project area. The open pit would be partially visible 

from the road. Cross Section D-0' (Exhibit 3.2-10) is an east-west section through the project 

area, across the western heap leach pile, the open pit and the eastern overburden pile. The 

steep walls of the open pit may be partially visible from both the east and the west. The views 

would be at least partially concealed by the heap leach and overburden piles. Cross Section 

E-E' (Exhibit 3.2-11) extends from the northeast at Silver Queen Road to the southwest. From 

this view, the profile of Soledad Mountain would be altered from the rugged mountain slopes 

to the visible benches of the open pit high wall. 

The overall impact to the topography is Significant and Unavoidable Adverse because the final 

topography of the open pit would be different from the existing topography and visible. 

Reclaimed overburden and heap leach piles would blend in with the existing topography. 

3.2.1.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

The changes in topography would be permanent and represent an irreversible commitment 

of resources. The final topography of the overburden and heap leach piles would conform with 

the surrounding topography using final reclamation procedures as described in Section 2.2.5. 

The benches of the open pit would be a noticeable feature which is inconsistent with the 

existing topography. This view would be primarily limited to an area northeast of the site on 

Silver Queen Road. The view would be partially obscured beyond Silver Queen Road by the 

topographic feature of Standard Hill which has an elevation of approximately 3,100 feet. 

3.2.1.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative impacts to the topography are the same as the impacts of the P,-:oposed 

Action, because there are no additional foreseeable mining projects in the area which would 

impact the topography. 
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3.2.1.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

PHYSIOGRAPHY AND GEOLOGY 
TOPOGRAPHY 

The following is a summary of regulatory requirements93 which will be in place to regulate the 

project in regard to topography. 

• The State Mining and Geology Board Reclamation Regulations require that slopes of 

the pit and overburden piles be stable and conform with the surrounding topography and 

proposed end use. 

• A Reclamation Plan is required which identifies areas to be revegetated and type of 

vegetation. 

• Bonding for reclamation is required. 

3.2.1.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

The following is a summary of design features which are included by the applicant in addition 

• to those required by regulations, and are included in the impact analysis of the project on 

topography. 

• 

• During final reclamation, overburden will be graded to break up the unnatural angles at 

the top edges. 

3.2.1.7 Recommended Mitigation 

Regulatory and design reclamation features as described will reduce the potential impact of 

the proposed project to the topography. No other mitigation measures are available to lessen 

the change in topography. 

3.2.1.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The topography would be permanently changed and the residual impact remains a Significant 

and Unavoidable Adverse impact. 

93 Trtle 14 CCR, Division 2, Chapter 8, Section 3500 et seq. 
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3.2.2 Geology and Seismology 

3.2.2.1 Setting 

PHYSIOGRAPHY AND GEOLOGY 
GEOLOGY AND SEISMOLOGY 

The site is located in the western Mojave Desert Geomorphic Province of Southern California. 

The Mojave Desert is a wedge shaped block which is separated from the Sierra Nevada 

Mountains to the north by the Garlock Fault Zone and from the Transverse Ranges and 

coastal areas to the southwest by the San Andreas Fault Zone. The rock types of the western 

Mojave Desert have been grouped into three main divisions94 which include pre-Tertiary age 

crystalline rocks, Tertiary age sedimentary and volcanic rocks, and Quaternary age sediments 

and local basalt flows. Soledad Mountain is an eroded silicic volcanic center of Middle to Late 

Miocene age (16.9 to 21.5 million years). The volcanics consist of felsic flows, tuffs and 

breccias of the Gem Hill Formation with rock types ranging from quartz latite to rhyolite. The 

flanks of Soledad Mountain are mantled by Quaternary alluvium deposits consisting of sands 

and gravels. 

The site is located in a geologic structurally complex area. The nearest known faults with 

demonstrated historic movement (during the last 200 years) are the Garlock Fault Zone, 

located approximately 10 miles to the north, and the San Andreas Fault Zone, located 

approximately 25 miles to the southwest. Other faults within 35 miles of the site with historic 

movement include the Sierra Nevada Fault, the Lockhart Fault and the White Wolf Fault. A 

regional fault map is shown in Exhibit 3.2-12. 

No known faults are present within or adjacent to the project site which demonstrate evidence 

of Holocene movement (during the last 11,000 years). An unnamed northeast-southwest 

trending fault zone is located approximately four miles to the south of the site in the Rosamond 

Hills and the Rosamond Fault is located approximately seven miles south of the site.95 These 

faults do not show evidence of Holocene movement. The western end of the Rosamond Fault, 

94 Dibblee, T. W., Jr., Aerial Geology of the Western Mojave Desert, California: U.S Geological Survey, Prof. 
Paper 522, 153p, 1967. 

95 Jennings, Charles W., Fault Activity Map of California and Adjacent Areas: California Department of 
Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, 1994. 
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PHYSIOGRAPHY AND GEOLOGY 
GEOLOGY AND SEISMOLOGY 

also known as the Willow Springs Fault,96 and the Cottonwood Fault, west of the project site, 

show evidence of displacement some time in the last 1.6 million years.97 The Randsburg

Mojave Fault, recognized by Duell98 but not recognized by Jennings 99 and the Lahontan 

Regional Board, 100 lies northwest of the project site and the Muroc Fault lies northeast of the 

project site. These two faults are not exposed at the surface and show no evidence of 

Holocene movement. A local fault map is shown as Exhibit 3.2-13. 

All of the major rock types within the project area have been disrupted by faulting with the 

predominant faults trending north 10 to 40 degrees west and varying in dip from 70 to 90 

degrees both east and west near the surface to 45 to 50 degrees at depth. These faults are 

believed to be late Tertiary in age and are postulated to be the primary conduit responsible for 

the precious metal mineralization which occurs in a series of epithermal veins, filled faults and 

shear zones. 

According to the Kem County Building Codes, all of Kem County is located within Uniform 

Building Code Seismic Zone 4, the most restrictive zone for construction. Seismicity at the site 

is considered to be moderate. The project is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Special 

Studies Zone, a known active fault zone, or an area designated as a geologic hazard. 101
· 1°

2
· 1

03 

Table 3.2-1 tabulates the faults nearest the site that have been identified as demonstrating 

96 Dibblee, T. W., Jr., Geology of the Willow Springs and Rosamond Quadrangles, California, U.S. 
Geological Survey, Bulletin 1089-C, 1963, 253 p. 

97 
Jennings, Charles W., Ibid. 

98 Duell, Lowell, F. W., Jr., Geohydrology of the Antelope Valley Area, California, and Design for a 
Groundwater Quality Monitoring Network, U.S. Geological Survey, Water Resources Investigations Report 
84-4081, 72 p., 1987. 

99 Jennings, Charles W., Ibid. 

10° California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Lahonton Region, Water Quality Control Plan for the 
Lahonton Region, 1994. 

101 Parks, William H., Seismic Hazard Atlas, Soledad Mountain Map, prepared for Kern County 
Council of Governments. 

102 Jennings, Charles W., Ibid. 

103 Dibblee, T. W., Jr., Geology of the Willow Springs and Rosamond Quadrangles, California, U.S. 
Geological Survey, Bulletin 1089-C, 1963, 253 p. 
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TABLE 3.2-1 

PHYSIOGRAPHY AND GEOLOGY 
GEOLOGY AND SEISMOLOGY 

Ground Response for Bedrock Site Conditions 

Distance Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum 
from Site Credible Peak Credible Probable Peak 

Fault (miles) Earthquake 104 Ground Earthquake Probable 
Acceleration 105 Ground 

Acceleration 

Garlock (west 10 7.8 0.297 6.50 0.144 
seament) 

Garlock ( east 21 7.8 0.132 6.25 0.046 
segment) 

Sierra Nevada 24 7.8 0.148 6.00 0.042 

San Andreas 25 8.3 0.148 8.00 0.122 

Lockhart 29 7.3 0.062 5.75 0.020 

White Wolf 31 7.8 0.105 6.00 0.029 

TABLE 3.2-2 

Ground Response for Alluvium Site Conditions 

Distance Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum 
from Site Credible Peak Credible Probable Peak 

Fault (miles) Earthquake Ground Earthquake Probable 
Acceleration Ground 

Acceleration 

Garlock (west 10 7.8 0.397 6.50 0.192 
seament) 

Garlock ( east 21 7.8 0.191 6.25 0.066 
segment) 

Sierra Nevada 24 7.8 0.217 6.00 0.062 

San Andreas 25 8.3 0.218 8.00 0.180 

Lockhart 29 7.3 0.092 5.75 0.030 

White Wolf 31 7.8 0.158 6.00 0.043 

surface displacement within Holocene time (past 11,000 years), their distance from the site, 

• 
104 

Richter Scale, as measured at the epicenter. 

105 
Measurements in gravity acceleration. 
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surface displacement within Holocene time (past 11,000 years), their distance from the site, 

the maximum credible earthquake magnitudes and related ground acceleration and the 

maximum probable earthquake magnitudes and related ground accelerations for conditions 

where the site is underlain by bedrock. Table 3.2-2 tabulates the data for the same faults 

depicted in Table 3.2-1, but for sub-surface conditions that consist of alluvium underneath 

the site. The maximum credible and probable earthquakes and their related ground 

accelerations are derived from utilization of the computer program, EQFAULT.106 

The nearest fault that causes significant design planning for the Golden Queen Mine is the 

western segment of the Gar1ock Fault. The maximum credible earthquake along any particular 

fault is the largest magnitude earthquake that is possible to occur along that fault. The 

maximum credible earthquake along the western segment of the Garlock Fault is estimated 

to be magnitude 7.8. This magnitude earthquake is estimated to produce a peak horizontal 

ground acceleration of 0.397 gravity at areas where alluvium is present. The same magnitude 

earthquake would generate peak horizontal ground accelerations of 0.297 gravity at areas 

where bedrock is present. It is anticipated that at the Golden Queen Mine site in areas where 

relatively thin alluvium over1ies bedrock, the peak horizontal ground acceleration would 

approximate the value for the bedrock. 

The maximum probable earthquake along any particular fault is the largest magnitude 

earthquake that is likely to occur during the design life of a specific construction project that 

is being evaluated for seismic design. The maximum probable earthquake along the western 

segment of the Garlock Fault is estimated to produce a peak horizontal ground acceleration 

of 0.192 gravity at the Golden Queen Mine site where alluvium is present. The same 

magnitude earthquake would generate peak horizontal ground accelerations of 0.144 gravity 

at areas at the Golden Queen Mine site where bedrock is present. A computer analysis of 

historic earthquakes that may have subjected the site to ground shaking that occurred from 

1800 to 1995 was conducted using the computer program EQSEARCH. 107 The estimated 

maximum horizontal peak site acceleration that affected the site during this time period for 

alluvial site conditions was determined to have been 0.083 gravity. Due to the nature of the 

mining project, most features of the project would not be impacted by the ground shaking . 

106 
Blake, Thomas, EQFAUL T, Version 2.01, Computer Program, 1996. 

107 
Blake, Thomas, EQSEARCH, Version 2.20, Computer Program, 1996 
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3.2.2.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

PHYSIOGRAPHY AND GEOLOGY 
GEOLOGY AND SEISMOLOGY 

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a 

significant effect on the environment if it would: 

(r) Expose people or structures to major geologic hazards. 

For the purposes of this ElR/EIS, a significant impact would normally occur if the proposed 

project: 

• is located within a known active fault zone, an Alquist-Priolo special Studies Zone, in 

an area designated as a geologic hazard area, or an area subject to geohazard safety 

measures in a local plan or ordinance; 

• has a substrate which consists of material that is subject to liquefaction or other 

secondary seismic hazards in the event of ground shaking; 

• contains any evidence of static hazards, such as landsliding or slopes in excess of 15 

• percent, that could result in slope failure; or 

• 

• is located on or in the vicinity of soil that is likely to collapse or subside, as might be the 

case with old mining properties. 

The site could be subject to ground shaking due to the earthquakes along identified potentially 

active faults. There are no known active faults, potentially active faults or Alquist-Priolo 

Special Studies Zones within the project area. 108
-
109

-
110 Regulatory requirements and project 

design features would reduce the impact to Less Than Significant. Project construction 

design, due to seismic hazards at the site, will be in accordance with Zone 4 seismic design 

provisions of the Uniform Building Code. Earthwork and fills will be constructed in accordance 

with geotechnical design specifications. Structures will not be located on unstable areas or 

slopes greater than allowable under the Building Code. 

108 Parks, William H., Seismic Hazard Atlas, Soledad Mountain Map, prepared for Kern County 
Council of Governments. 

109 Jennings, Charles W., Fault Activity Map of California and Adjacent Areas: California Department of 
Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, 1994. 

110 Dibblee, T. W., Jr., Geology of the Willow Springs and Rosamond Quadrangles, California, U.S. 
Geological Survey, Bulletin 1089-C, 1963, 253 p. 
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A slope stability analysis111 has determined the maximum allowable slope for mine walls. 

Analyses of maximum allowable slopes for the heap leach piles and the overburden piles have 

been conducted to prevent failure during a reasonably foreseeable seismic event, as well as 

static conditions. The impact to slope stability would be Less Than Significant. 

An emergency response plan and training program will be developed which addresses seismic 

emergencies. Due to the seismic project design features and the nature of open pit mining, 

the seismic hazards would be Less Than Significant. 

The substrate at the project site is volcanic and, therefore, is not subject to liquefaction. 112 

There is no evidence of static hazards, such as landsliding. There is No Impact expected from 

static hazards. 

There is the potential for significant impacts from the collapse of historical mine workings 

during a seismic event. Old underground mining areas will be excavated or remediated as 

part of the project operation. The impact would be reduced to Less Than Significant by 

regulatory requirements and proposed project design features. 

3.2.2.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There is no irreversible/irretrievable commitment of geologic resources. 

3.2.2.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There are no cumulative seismic impacts associated with this project. 

111 
Poulter, Don A, Glasgow Engineering Group, Inc., to Tony Casagranda, Golden Queen Mining 
Corporation, RE: Slope Stability for the Soledad Mountain Project Mine Overburden Disposal Piles, 
October 25, 1996, included in Appendix Ill, Attachment C. 

112 
Dibblee, T. W., Jr., Geology of the Willow Springs and Rosamond Quadrangles, California: U.S. 
Geological Survey, Bulletin 1089-C, 1963, 253 p. 
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3.2.2.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The following is a summary of regulatory requirements which will be in place to regulate the 

project in regard to geology and seismology. 

• Construction of buildings will be in accordance with Zone 4 seismic design provisions 

of the Uniform Building Code. Building plans require review and approval by Kem 

County. 

• Earthwork. and fills will be constructed in accordance with geotechnical design 

specifications and Kem County excavation and grading guidelines. Grading plans 

require review and approval by Kem County. 

• The State Mining and Geology Board Reclamation Regulations113 require that slopes of 

the pit and overburden piles be stable and conform wtth the surrounding topography and 

proposed end use. The slope stability analysis will be submitted to Kem County and the 

Office of Mine Reclamation for review and approval. 

• An Emergency Response Plan to address problems related to a seismic occurrence will 

be developed by the applicant as part of the Hazardous Materials Business Plan filed 

with the Kem County Environmental Health Services Department.114 

3.2.2.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

The following is a summary of design features which are included by the applicant in addition 

to those required by regulations, and are included in the impact analysis of the project as 

related to geology and seismicity. 

• Mine pit slopes will be evaluated throughout operations to assure that excavation occurs 

at a slope angle that is safe, considering actual rock strength and structural conditions 

encountered. 

• Old underground mining areas will be excavated or remediated . 

113 
Title 14 CCR, Division 2, Chapter 8, Subchapter 1, Section 3704(d),(e),(f) 

114 
Title 8 CCR, Section 5192 

07330010.31A 168 May1997 



SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
DRAFT EIR/EIS 

PHYSIOGRAPHY AND GEOLOGY 
GEOLOGY AND SEISMOLOGY 

• Historical structures will be stabilized or removed by the applicant prior to site 

disturbance. 

3.2.2.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

3.2.2.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The impacts due to seismic activities would be Less Than Significant as a result of regulatory 

and project design features. 

There would be No Impacts resulting from liquefaction. 

The impact from slope failure would be Less Than Significant due to regulatory and project 

design features. 

Subsidence due to old mining properties would be Less Than Significant due to project design 

features. 
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3.3 Soils (Earth Resources) 

3.3.1 Setting 

SOILS 

A soil inventory was conducted between August 1989 and May 1990, and in May 1995.115 The 

inventory identified four soil types in the area on and around Soledad Mountain, the 

characteristics of the soil types and the suitability of the soil and substrate material for 

reclamation. The four soil types are summarized as follows: 

Arizo ( 104) - A sandy loam with 40 percent gravel and small stones grading to 50 percent 

stones and cobbles with depth. The soil is loose and friable with good permeability and high 

wind erosion potential. Soil salvage is limited by coarse fragments, texture and nutrient status. 

Arizo soil is generally located on alluvial toe slopes and fans around the base of Soledad 

Mountain. 

Cajon (114, 116) - A light brown to brown, loose friable, gravelly loamy to loamy sand with fine 

• roots containing 15 percent gravel. Gravel content decreases with depth. The soil 

permeability is very good, wind erosion potential is very high and salvage is limited due to 

coarse fragments. Cajon soils are located on alluvial fans and plains with O to 4 percent 

slopes to the west and south of the base of Soledad Mountain. 

• 

Rosamond (172) - A reddish to light brown, sandy loam to gravelly sandy loam with moderately 

slow permeability and high erosion potential. The soil contains 1 O percent gravel and is 

located on the flat areas to the west of Soledad Mountain with slopes of O to 2 percent. 

Torriorthents (185) - Weathered rock outcrops and shallow to deep residual soils from host 

rock on the mountain which are not of any one classification series. Soils consist of clay loam 

to cobbly, loamy sand with up to 60 to 70 percent rocks and cobbles, with permeabilities 

ranging from moderately slow to moderately rapid, and moderate erosion potential. 

115 
Bamberg Associates, Biological and Soil Resource Evaluation for Soledad Mountain Project, November 
1995, included as Appendix Ill, Attachment 8. 
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SOILS 

Soils on and around Soledad Mountain have been mapped by the United States Soil 

Conservation Service.116 A general soil map of the site by Bamberg Associates is included as 

Exhibit 3.3-1. The numbers attached to the soil types above are used on the general soil map 

to indicate the location of each soil. 

Soils contain natural biological components such as algae and fungi which contribute to plant 

development. 

In spite of steep slopes on the mountain, there is minimal evidence of slope or soil instability 

in the form of slides, soil creep or solifluction lobes. None of the soils contain enough clay to 

be subject to shrinking or swelling. 

3.3.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a 

significant effect on the environment if it would: 

(q) Cause substantial flooding, erosion or siltation. 

For the purposes of this EIR/EIS, a significant impact would occur if implementation of the 

proposed project would: 

• result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil; or 

• would violate the soil conservation element of the applicable General Plan or Specific 

Plan. 

Arizo soil is located in the area of the proposed heap leach pad and other facilities on the north 

side of the mountain. Construction in this area would result in the disturbance of 

approximately 140 acres mantled by Arizo type soils and 95 acres covered by Torriorthents . 

116 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, Soi/ Survey of Kem County, California, 
Southeastern Part, 1981. 
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SOILS 

The heap leach pad proposed for the west side of the project area will lie in an area covered 

by Ariza, Cajon and Rosamond soils. Construction of the western heap leach pad will disturb 

approximately 80 acres of soil. The Arizo and Cajon soils from this area will also act as growth 

media and will be removed and stockpiled for use during reclamation. 

The proposed open pit mine and overburden piles are to be located in areas covered by Arizo 

soil and Torriorthents. Approximately 555 acres of Torriorthents soil and 40 acres of Ariza soil 

will be disturbed. 

The impact of the disturbance of approximately 260 acres of Arizo, Cajon and Rosamond soils 

and 650 acres of Torriorthent soils is potentially Significant. Regulatory requirements and 

project design features will reduce the impact to Less Than Significant. 

The impact of erosion and loss of topsoil is potentially Significant. Regulatory requirements 

and project design features will reduce the impact to Less Than Significant. 

3.3.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

The loss of soil over approximately 910 acres, except for the estimated 200,000 cubic yards 

salvaged from approximately 220 acres for use as growth medium, is an irretrievable 

commitment of soil resources. 

3.3.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The proposed actions would result in loss of soil to approximately 910 acres. Approximately 

419 acres will be reclaimed using salvage soil and imported growth media. The proposed 

Hemperly/ Wamack aggregate quarry would result in the loss of approximately 100 acres of 

soil for the surface mining operation. An unspecified portion of the quarry will be reclaimed 

using salvage soil, if available. The proposed residential development may result in 

disturbance of 200 acres. The cumulative long-term disturbance may be up to 791 acres. The 

cumulative loss of soil resources is considered Less Than Significant. 
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3.3.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

SOILS 

The following is a summary of regulatory requirements which will be in place to regulate the 

project in regard to soil disturbance. These regulatory requirements have been included for 

the purposes of the preceding impact analysis. 

• 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 reclamation and revegetation. 117 

The reclamation plan will be reviewed and approved by Kem County. 

• A Site Drainage Plan has been prepared to control erosion and soil stabilization. 118 The 

Drainage Plan has been submitted to Kem County for review and approval. 

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

necessary, in accordance with the reclamation plan reviewed and approved by Kem 

County. 

3.3.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

The following is a summary of design features which are included by the applicant in addition 

to those required by regulations, and are included in the impact analysis of the project on soils. 

• 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. 

• Growth media stockpiles will be stabilized by allowing germination of seeds naturally 

contained in the soil. 

• The feasibility of inoculation of soil with biological components will be investigated in 

test plots. 

• 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 Kem County. 

117 Trtle 14 CCR, Section 3711 

118 Title 14 CCR, Section 3705(i) 
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3.3.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

3.3.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

SOILS 

The permanent loss of soil would be Less Than Significant as a result of regulatory 

requirements and project design features . 
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3.4 Hydrology (Water Resources) 

3.4.1 Surface Water 

3.4.1.1 Setting 

HYDROLOGY 
SURFACE WATER 

The site is located in the northern portion of the Antelope Valley just south of the Fremont 

Valley. The average annual precipitation at the site is approximately 6.14 inches. Surface 

drainage at the project location is greatly influenced by the site topography which varies from 

steep, rugged hillsides on the upper elevations of Soledad Mountain to a gently sloping desert 

floor on the flanks. Drainage in the project area on the north side of Soledad Mountain is 

through a series of deeply incised gullies and channels which are primarily fed by precipitation 

from winter storms and infrequent summer thunderstorms. Runoff from the project area is 

channeled to the north, northwest and northeast of Soledad Mountain, eventually draining 

north and east to the Gloster and Chaffee Hydrologic Areas of the Antelope Hydrologic Unit.119 

The proposed project area is not located in a 100-year flood plain based on a map by the 

Federal Emergency Management Agency.120 The nearest 100-year flood plain lies along Silver 

Queen Road one-quarter mile northeast of the proposed heap leach pad. Silver Queen Road, 

northeast and east of the project site, is designated zone A, defined as an area of 100-year 

flood where the base flood elevations and flood hazard factors have not been determined. 

The project area does not contain any surface waters, including springs, seeps or intermittent 

streams. The nearest intermittent stream is located approximately three miles west of the 

project site. Oak Creek, an intermittent stream which is one of the primary sources of 

recharge in the area, is located approximately five miles west of the project site. All 

precipitation which does not evaporate will percolate into the Antelope Valley groundwater (the 

designated receiving water). It is estimated that approximately 5 percent of the precipitation 

in the groundwater basin reaches the groundwater. The majority is taken up by natural 

119 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Lahonton Region, Water Quality Control Plan for the 
Lahonton Region, 1994. 

12° Federal Emergency Management Agency, Flood Insurance Rate Map, Kem County, California, Panel 
1825 of 2075, 1995. 
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processes such as evapotranspiration. 121 No site-specific information on water quality surface 

flow is available. 

Surface water beneficial uses identified within the greater Antelope Hydrologic Unit area 

include municipal, agricultural, groundwater recharge, water contact recreation, non-contact 

recreation, warm freshwater habitat and wildlife habitat.122 Minor wetlands have been reported 

well outside the project area with similar beneficial uses. 

As a result of the proposed project, overburden materials will be removed from the open pit 

mine and deposited in piles in the project area. Studies have been conducted to determine 

the acid generation potential of the overburden materials in order to evaluate their potential 

effect on the surface water and groundwater in the area. To evaluate the acid generation 

potential of the overburden materials, a total of 11 samples of the rock types present at the 

site were collected and tested to determine the acid generation potential. The laboratory 

analyses of the 11 samples and calculations are presented in Table 3.4-1 . 

The acid generation/neutralization potential for the samples was determined by the difference 

between the neutralization potential and the true acid generating potential based on sulfide 

content (NP-AP sulfide). The results of this method are presented in Column 7 of Table 3.4-1. 

According to this method, the samples have net neutralization potentials which range from 0. 7 

to 5.0 tons calcium carbonate equivalent per 1,000 tons of rock and an average net 

neutralization potential of 2.6 tons calcium carbonate per 1,000 tons of rock. The pH of the 

saturated paste for the samples ranges from 4.85 to 8.33 and averages 6.74 (Column 6, Table 

3.4-1). 

A rock material is considered potentially toxic if it has a net neutralization potential of -5.0 (5.0 

less than zero) tons of calcium carbonate equivalent or less per 1,000 tons of material and 

121 
Duell, Lowell, F. W., Jr., Geohydrology of the Antelope Valley Area, California and Design for a 
Groundwater Quality Monitoring Network. U.S. Geological Survey, Water Resources Investigations 
Report 84-4081, 72p., 1987 . 

122 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Lahonton Region, Water Quality Control Plan for the 
Lahonton Region, 1994. 
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TABLE 3.4-1 

Acid Generation/Neutralization Potential 

1 2 3 4 5 

Sample# Rock Date Neutrallzatlon Acid Generating 
Type Collected Potential PotenUal Sulfide 

!Dns/1000T !Dns/1000T 

GQ/AB-1 Quartz Latite 09/18/95 2.9 <0.1 

GQ/AB-2 Pvmr,iastic 09/18/95 3.9 0.4 

GO/AB-3 Quartz Latite 09/18/95 5.1 <0.1 

GQ/AB-4 Pvmr,iastic 09/18/95 2.2 1.2 

GO/AB-5 Rhvolite 09/18/95 3.7 <0.1 

GO/AB-6 Quartz Latite 09/18/95 2.6 0.1 

GQ/AB-7 Rhvolite 09/18/95 4.7 1.2 

GO/AB-8 c,,,.,.,,.lastic 09/18/95 3.0 <0.1 

GO/AB-9 Pvmr,i~stic 09/18/95 0.9 0.2 

GO/AB-10 Rhwlite Pomhvrv 09/18/95 <1 0.2 

GQ/AB-11 Rhvolite 09/18/95 2.2 <0.1 

AVERAGE 2.9 0.3 

6 

pH-saturated 
Paste 

7.12 

6.42 

7.22 

5.37 

8.33 

7.44 

6.48 

6.73 

6.99 

4.85 

7.20 

6.74 

HYDROLOGY 
SURFACE WATER 

7 

Net 
Neutralization 

Potential NP-AP ---
2.8 

3.5 

5.0 

1.0 

3.6 

2.5 

3.5 

2.9 

0.7 

0.8 

2.1 

2.6 

acid-toxic if the pH of the pulverized rock sluny is less than 4.0 (Column 6, Table 3.4-1). 123 All 

of the samples showed net positive neutralization potential and pH values greater than 4.0. 

Consequently, none of the samples evaluated by this method would be considered potentially 

toxic by acid generating potential or acid-toxic by pH level. 

3.4.1.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a 

significant effect on the environment if it would: 

(f) Substantially degrade water quality; 

(g) Contaminate a public water supply. 

123 
Sobek, A. A., W. A. Schuller, J. R. Freeman and R. M. Smith, Field and Laboratory Methods 
Available to Overburdens and Minesoils: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, EPA Document 6001 
Z-78-054, 203p. 
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For the purposes of this EIR/EIS, a significant impact would occur if implementation of the 

proposed project would: 

• locate project components in flood-prone areas, based on whether historical flood 

records or potential risks relating to existing or planned changes to flood patterns or 

control measures. 

• alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area in a manner which results in 

flooding, erosion or siltation, onsite or offsite; or 

• cause direct or indirect wastewater discharges in quantities which would result in acute 

or eventual exposures to hazardous materials, or in quantities which would adversely 

affect human health, wildlife or plant species, or otherwise substantially degrade surface 

water quality; 

The project site is not located in a flood-prone area. Therefore, No Impacts are expected from 

flooding as a result of the project location . 

Immediately north of the project site, where the bedrock plunges below the alluvium, the 

groundwater table is at a depth of 180 feet below the surface. No bodies of surface water are 

located near the site and the site is not in a flood plain, all of which combine to minimize the 

potential for surface water contamination. 

Based on the evaluations of the acid generation/neutralization potential and pH data for the 

representative overburden samples, the acid generating potential is considered to be minimal. 

Therefore, the overburden materials on the surface of the ground would have a Less Than 

Significant impact on surface water. 

The Proposed Action will comply with all applicable regulations relating to hydrology and water 

quality. The Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board will regulate project systems with 

the potential to discharge liquids to surface or sub-surface waters. The review and permitting 

process will follow requirements of Title 23 CCR, Chapter 15, Article 7 (Mining Waste 

Management), the California Health and Safety Code, Chapter 6.67 (Above Ground Storage 

of Petroleum), the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act of 1985 and other applicable 

laws and regulations as described in Sections 1.6.3 of this document. 
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Surface drainage will be modified according to the Drainage Plan 124 which will require review 

and approval by Kem County prior to implementation. The plan is designed to control erosion, 

prevent flooding and maintain stormwater onsite. Diversion ditches will prevent stormwater 

run on onto the heap leach pad or solution processing areas. 

Surface drainage will be altered by the proposed project and the potential impact is Significant. 

The impact would be reduced to a level of Less Than Significant by regulatory and design 

features as described in the Drainage Plan. 125 

The heap leach pads, sodium cyanide solution storage tank and conveyer system which 

contain sodium cyanide will have low permeability liners for solution containment. Sodium 

cyanide will be enclosed within tanks, piping and within the heap. 

Above ground storage tanks and chemical storage will have secondary containment. Visual 

inspections will be conducted for detection of any leakage from the tanks or containment 

facility. An emergency response plan for spill response is required as part of the Hazardous 

Materials Business Plan. 

Historical mining waste and tailings, which may degrade surface water discharge, will be 

tested and disposed of offsite or used onsite and removed from exposure to storm water. 

There is a potential for direct or indirect wastewater discharges, in particular the cyanide 

solution, which would result in acute or eventual exposures to hazardous materials in 

quantities which would adversely affect human health, wildlife or plant species. The discharge 

of sodium cyanide to land would be a Significant impact. Regulatory requirements and project 

design features relating to hydrology and water quality are summarized above and discussed 

in Section 2.0. and listed in Sections 3.4.1.5 and 3.4.1.6. As a result of these regulatory 

requirements and design and construction considerations, the impacts to surface water 

resulting from the Proposed Action would be reduced to Less Than Significant. 

124 
Poulter, Don A, Glasgow Engineering Group, Inc., Soledad Mountain Project.Grading Plan Layout and 
Design Criteria Summary, January 13, 1997, included as Appendix Ill, Attachment E. 

125 
Ibid. 
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3.4.1.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

HYDROLOGY 
SURFACE WATER 

The surface drainage pattern would be permanently altered. However, the Site Drainage Plan, 

which will be approved by Kem County and will fulfill the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act 

of 1975 (SMARA) requirements for stabilization of drainages and erosion control, would assure 

that the new drainage pattern will not cause flooding, would prevent undue erosion and 

unnatural surface runoff and would allow for percolation of storm water for normal recharge 

of the groundwater. Compliance with Waste Discharge Requirements would provide 

protection of surface water and groundwater quality. 

3.4.1.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There are no cumulative impacts to surface hydrology as the result of this project. 

3.4.1.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

'.. The following is a summary of regulatory requirements which will be in place to regulate the 

project in regard to surface water drainage and quality. These regulatory requirements have 

been included in the project for the purposes of the preceding impact analysis. 

• 

• A Report of Waste Discharge will be filed with the Lahontan Regional Water Quality 

Control 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. 

Low permeability liner systems will be installed by experienced contractors with 

quality assurance being provided by an independent engineering firm. 

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. 

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. 

• 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~ Countermeasure §@itf.§1 and Control 

~iiUn.iiBI 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. 

• A General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit will be obtained from the Lahontan 

Regional Board to regulate storm water flows at the site during construction. 

• A Site Drainage Plan for the control of surface flow during operations has been 

submitted to Kem County. 

• The SLM will regulate the surface drainage modifications and erosion control measures 

through review, approval and issuance of the Plan of Operations. Annual inspections 

will assure compliance. 

• Kern County will regulate surface mining and reclamation activities related to 

stabilization of drainage and erosion control to assure consistency with SMARA 

requirements. Kem County will conduct inspections annually to assure compliance. 

3.4.1.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

The following is a summary of design features which are included by the applicant in addition 

to those required by regulations, and are included in the impact analysis of the project on 

surface water drainage and ·quality. 

• 

• The evaporation of water and, therefore, the need for makeup water will be minimized • 

by the use of enclosed solution storage. 
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• The overliner protective material placed in direct contact with the HOPE liner will not 

exceed one and one-half inches in diameter, and will not contain hard, sharp, angular 

pieces. 

• Additional erosion prevention techniques include: 

Site drainage will be retained onsite. 

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. 

Drainage from the tops of overburden piles will be directed away from the slopes 

toward the pit. 

Salvaged growth media will be stockpiled away from areas of concentrated 

drainage. 

Reclamation of disturbed areas will occur as soon as possible. 

• A cyanide destructing compound (e.g., hydrogen peroxide or calcium hypochlorite) will 

be maintained onsite for use in the event that a spill occurs. 

• 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. 

• The Lahontan Regional Board will be consulted prior to the use of dust suppression or 

soil stabilization chemicals. 

3.4.1.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

3.4.1.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

There would be No Impact related to flooding from the proposed project. 

The impact to surface water quality as a result of the placement of overburden directly on the 

ground surface would be Less Than Significant. 

• Impacts to surface drainage would be Less Than Significant as a result of regulatory 

requirements and design features. 
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The potential for discharge of hazardous materials to land would be Less Than Significant as 

a result of regulatory requirements and design features. 

3.4.2 Groundwater/Water Supply 

3.4.2.1 Setting 

According to recent published reports, the project site is located in the northern area of the 

greater Antelope Valley Groundwater Basin in the Chaffee subunit126 or in the Gloster 

subunit127 as shown in Exhibit 3.4-1. Earlier work by Bloyd places the project site in the 

Gloster and Chaffee subunits in the Fremont Valley Groundwater Basin which is located 

immediately north of the Antelope Valley. 128 The Gloster subunit is separated from the 

remainder of the Antelope Valley Groundwater Basin by the Rosamond Hills except in an area 

west of Willow Springs. 129 

• 

Groundwater recharge is primarily from the Tehachapi Mountains via intermittent streams, 

such as Cache Creek and Oak Creek. Bloyd calculated the recharge to the Fremont Valley, • 

including the Gloster and Chaffee subunits, as approximately 18,000 acre feet per year. 

Hydrographs of water wells located in the vicinity of Soledad Mountain indicate that the 

groundwater table has been relatively stable over the last 16 years, lowering at the rate of 

approximately one-quarter to one-half foot per year. Some of this change can be related to 

wet vs. dry periods of rainfall with a flattening or slight recovery during wet periods and a 

steeper drop during drought conditions. Exhibit 3.4-2 shows rainfall totals in the vicinity of 

Mojave and Exhibit 3.4-3 shows a hydrograph for a well located five miles east-southeast of 

the project area in the same groundwater subunit. 

126 California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Lahonton Region, Water Quality Control Plan for the 
Lahonton Region, 1994. 

127 Duell, Lowell, F. W., Jr., Geohydrology of the Antelope Valley Area, California, and Design for a 
Groundwater Quality Monitoring Network. U.S. Geological Survey, Water Resources Investigations Report 
84-4081, 72p., 1987. 

128 Bloyd, R. M., Jr., Water Resources of the Antelope Valley- East Kem Water Agency Area, California: 
U.S. Geological Survey, Water Resources Division, Open File Report67-21, 69p., 1967. 

129 Ibid. 
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Slade calculated a perennial yield for the Chaffee subunit of approximately 300 acre feet/year 

over the period from 1970 through 1990.130 Perennial yield is the quantity of groundwater that 

can be pumped annually without any change in groundwater levels or net change in 

groundwater storage during the base period. This calculation considers existing groundwater 

withdrawal. There have been no significant changes in the groundwater basin since 1990. 

The primary aquifer in the area is the alluvium which fills the areas between bedrock outcrops. 

The alluvial aquifer is generally poorly consolidated to unconsolidated and composed of silt, 

sand, gravel and boulders, as described in the Hydrology Study Summary for the Soledad 

Mountain Project. 131 Limited amounts of groundwater may occur in the fractured crystalline 

and volcanic bedrock that forms Soledad Mountain although groundwater has not been noted 

in the exploration boreholes or the mine shafts. Known water wells in the vicinity of the project 

are shown in Exhibit 3.4-4. The groundwater gradient is generally from west to east, with local 

southwest components in the vicinity of the project site as shown on the groundwater elevation 

map constructed from 1990 groundwater data (Exhibit 3.4-5). 

• 

Groundwater users in the Gloster and Chaffee subunits include California Portland Cement • 

Company, Cactus Gold Mines Company, Mojave Public Utility District and individual 

residences. The Cactus Gold Mines facility is scheduled to close in the near future and will 

discontinue use of groundwater from the area basin. Very little water is used in the area for 

crop irrigation. The main independent use of water is domestic. Mojave Public Utility District 

maintains two wells approximately four miles northeast of the project area, in Section 22, 

Township 11 North, Range 12 West, SBBM, although these are not the primary wells for the 

Utility District. One well is used when needed and the other well is idle. Most of the Mojave 

municipal water is currently obtained from other wells north of Mojave and from the Antelope 

Valley East Kem Water District (AVEK) which provides imported surface water from areas 

outside the local groundwater basin recharge area via pipeline. Total groundwater use in the 

area west, north and east of the project site is estimated to be less than 1,000 acre feet per 

year. 

130 
Slade, Richard C. and Associates, Perennial Yield Assessment of Chaffee Subunit in the Fremont 

Valley Groundwater Basin, unpublished draft report prepared for Mojave Public Utilities District and California City, • 
1994. 

131 Water, Waste & Land, Inc., Hydrology Study Summary for the Soledad Mountain Project, July 1990, 
included in Appendix V. 
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Historically, water supply wells have been used to supply irrigation water for alfalfa farms. 

From approximately 1959 through 1970, the Jameson Ranch, located in Sections 22, 26, 27 

and 31, Township 11 North, Range 12 West, SBBM, used approximately 2,500 gallons of 

water per minute. The drawdown was 40 to 50 feet at the center of the depression.132 A 

radius of approximately two and one-half miles showed a drawdown of approximately 1 O feet. 

After pumping ceased in the early 1970's, the water table rose approximately 35 feet around 

the water well within five years, then continued to rise more slowly after that. 

Available data indicates that total dissolved solids in the groundwater of the area ranges from 

approximately 200 to 500 mg/I. 133 The dominant anions appear to be sulfate and bicarbonate 

with concentrations on the order of 100 to 200 mg/I. Chloride concentrations are in the range 

of 1 O to 40 mg/I. Calcium is the predominant cation with concentrations generally ranging from 

50 to 100 mg/I followed by sodium with concentrations on the order of 40 to 50 mg/I. Arsenic 

concentrations in groundwater in the vicinity of Soledad Mountain generally exceed the 

maximum contaminant level of 0.05 mg/I arsenic in drinking water. Beneficial uses of the 

groundwater basin include municipal, agricultural, industrial and freshwater replenishment. 134 

Golden Queen drilled a monitoring well near the site of the proposed heap leach pad which 

encountered groundwater at approximately 220 feet and reached bedrock at a depth of 

approximately 250 feet. 

In October 1996, Golden Queen drilled a water supply well located north of the project site in 

Section 32, Township 11 North, Range 12 West, SBBM, as shown on Exhibit 3.4-4. The well 

was drilled to a depth of 300 feet below ground surface and the static water level was 

measured at 177 feet below ground surface. A depth to groundwater map is shown as Exhibit 

3.4-6. 

132 Yelverton, Charles, Groundwater Resources Investigation, Tract 3554, Kem County, California, 
unpublished. 

133 Water, Waste & Land, Inc., Hydrology Study Summary for the Soledad Mountain Project, July 1990, 
included in Appendix V . 

134 California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Lahonton Region, Water Quality Control Plan for the 
Lahonton Region, 1994. 
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The water supply test well was pump tested at multiple rates from 500 to 750 gpm and was 

analyzed for determination of aquifer parameters as well as long-term reliability as a water 

supply source. The aquifer appears capable of supplying the required amount of water from 

this well. 135 However, a total of up to three water supply wells, located in Section 32, 

Township 11 North, Range 12 West, SBBM, will be used. 

One well located one to one and one-half miles northwest of the project site in Section 36, 

Township 11 North, Range 13 West, SBBM, known as one of the Gillis wells, reportedly tested 

at rates of 750 gpm and 900 gpm. This well is located in a much thicker part of the alluvium 

with greater than 630 feet penetrated and 250 to 350 feet of thickness below the water table. 

Other wells in the immediate vicinity are primarily used for residential benefit, are mostly very 

low yield wells, and were drilled and completed to a depth of less than 300 feet. Other 

industrial wells are located east, north and west of Soledad Mountain and have yields ranging 

from 250 to 1,000 gpm. A summary of existing water well data is included as Exhibit 3.4-7. 

The relationship of groundwater elevation and known bedrock is shown in cross section on 

Exhibit 3.4-8 . 

3.4.2.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a 

significant effect on the environment if it would: 

(h) Substantially degrade or deplete groundwater resources; 

(i) Interfere substantially with groundwater recharge. 

For the purposes of this EIR/EIS, a significant impact would normally occur if implementation 

of the proposed project would: 

• substantially degrade groundwater quality interfere substantially with groundwater 

recharge or deplete groundwater resources in a manner that would cause water-related 

hazards, such as subsidence . 

135 WZI Inc., Groundwater Supply Evaluation. Soledad Mountain Project, December 1996, included in 
Appendix V. 
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SUMMARY OF EXISTING WATER WELL DATA 

TOTAL DEPTH REPORTED 
DEPTH TO WATER YIELD 

REF NO. LOCATION (Fll (Fll (GPM) COMMENTS 
1 T10N, R12W, SEC 2 257 187 TERMINATED ON "GRANITE" 
2 T10N, R12W, SEC 4 340 135 TERMINATED ON "HARO ROCK" 
3 T10N, R12W, SEC 4 275 175 3 
4 T10N, R12W, SEC 4 222 186 1 TERMINATED ON "HARO ROCK" 
5 T10N, R12W, SEC 9 238 163 6 ALLUVIUM TOTAL DEPTH 
6 T10N, R12W. SEC 10 200 87 30 ALLUVIUM TOTAL DEPTH 
7 T10N, R12W, SEC 10 204 93 35 ALLUVIUM TOTAL DEPTH 
8 T10N, R12W, SEC 10 202 93 35 
9 T10N, R12W, SEC 10 200 92 30 
10 T10N, R12W, SEC 10 200 85 25 
11 T11N, R12W, SEC 31 350 215 40 PUMP LIMITATION 
12 T11N, R12W, SEC 33 240 175 FAIR YIELD REPORTED AS "FAIR" 
13 T11 N, R12W, SEC 33 252 190 TERMINATED IN "BEDROCK" 
14 T10N, R11W, SEC 8 280 58 
15 T10N, R12W, SEC 12 224 84 
16 T10N, R12W, SEC 13 185 60 
17 T10N, R12W, SEC 20 107 
18 T10N, R12W, SEC 22 242 43 
19 T10N, A13W, SEC 19 no 317 
20 T11N, R11W, SEC 7 414 209 
21 T11N, R11W, SEC 9 422 131 IN ALLUVIUM 
22 T11N, R12W. SEC 22 350 247 
23 T11N, R13W, SEC 19 430 311 
24 T11 N, R13W, SEC 29 749 307 IN ALLUVIUM 
25 T11 N, R13W, SEC 36 630 280-380 750 ALLUVIUM TOTAL DEPTH 
26 T11 N, R13W, SEC 32 300 180 TOP 50 FEET ALLUVIUM 
27 T11 N, R12W, SEC 32 300 40 
28 T11N, R12W, SEC 32 265 180 40 
29 T11 N, R12W, SEC 32 176 
30 T11 N, R12W, SEC 32 245 188 
31 T11 N, R12W, SEC 22 350 260 250 MOJAVE P.U.D. WELL 
32 T11N, R12W, SEC 22 348 270 "ROCK" AT TOTAL DEPTH 
33 T11N, R12W, SEC 22 395 223 1000 MOJAVE P.U.D. WELL 
34 T11 N, R12W. SEC 26 230 200 FORMER JAMESON RANCH IRRIGATION WELL 
35 T11 N, R12W, SEC 32 300 177 700 !NEW GOLDEN QUEEN WATER WELL 

REVISED FROM WATER WASTE AND LAND, INC., 1990, HYDROLOGY STUDY SUMMARY FOR THE SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT. 

F:\CUENTS\GOLDQUEN\WEWNFO.WQ2 

BCJ11/20/N 
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The proposed project will have an average consumption of 1,200 acre-feet of water per year. 

Up to three water supply wells will be in use. Pumping of groundwater would lower the 

groundwater table in the proximity of the installed well(s). The groundwater is approximately 

177 feet below ground surface in the vicinity of the water wells. Over the 10 to 15 year project 

life, based upon a withdrawal rate of approximately 750 gpm, drawdown is expected to be 39 

to 41 feet at the nearest currently operating well located approximately 3,700 feet west of the 

water wells. The nearest well has a total depth of 350 feet. The depth to groundwater is 

approximately 215 feet, and a drawdown of 41 feet would not affect the water supply. The 

increased pumping costs would be approximately $0.025 per 1,000 gallons. 

Based on calculations included in Groundwater Supply Evaluation, 136 groundwater drawdown 

should not exceed 30 feet at a distance of two miles from the water supply wells during the 

life of the project. Using the Jameson Ranch wells as an analog, the actual drawdown could 

be approximately 1 O feet or less. The groundwater level would recover to within 80 percent 

of the pre-project level within five years after use of the wells is discontinued. This is a 

conservative estimate, assuming no recharge and a perennial yield of zero. Golden Queen 

will monitor drawdown in the water supply wells to check that drawdown does not occur 

beyond the predicted amount. The impact to the groundwater quantity is considered Less 

Than Significant. 

A Report of Waste Discharge will be prepared and submitted to the Lahontan Regional Board 

as discussed in Section 2.2.4.1. Waste Discharge Requirements adopted by the Lahontan 

Regional Board will incorporate a monitoring program to ensure compliance. A double liner 

system and a leachate collection and removal system will be provided at each heap leach pad, 

along with vadose zone and groundwater monitoring systems as described in Section 2.2.4.1 

to protect the soil and groundwater from contamination. 

The structure housing the processing equipment will have a zero liquid discharge design with 

specially lined collection basins. Above ground fuel storage tank areas will be bermed and 

specially lined to prevent soil contamination. Fueling areas, maintenance areas and used oil 

136 WZI Inc., Groundwater Supply Evaluation, Soledad Mountain Project, December 1996, included in 
Appendix V. 
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storage areas will be built on concrete pads and specially lined to prevent soil contamination 

as described in Section 2.2.3.3 and 2.2.3.7. 

The proposed project has the potential to discharge hazardous waste to the groundwater 

through the use of a sodium cyanide solution at the surface causing a Significant impact. 

Regulatory requirements and project design features, as described in Sections 2.2.4.1, 3.4.2.5 

and 3.4.2.6, will reduce the impacts to Less Than Significant. 

3.4.2.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

Golden Queen plans to use 750 gallons of water per minute during the main phase of the 

project. The use of this water, approximately 18,000 acre-feet over the life of the project, 

represents an irretrievable use of resources. However, the groundwater would be replaced 

in the basin by future recharge and the groundwater levels are projected to return to within 80 

percent of normal in approximately five years. In addition, the projected annual water use is 

• less than 7 percent of the estimated annual recharge to the basin. 

• 

3.4.2.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The proposed project would have an average water consumption of 1,200 acre-feet per year 

supplied by up to three production groundwater wells. The proposed Hemberly/Wamack 

Aggregate Quarry would use 1.1 acre-feet per year supplied by an offsite water well. 137 

Residential water use for the projected 776 new residential units is estimated to be 

approximately 350 acre-feet per year assuming consumption of 400 gallons per day per 

dwelling unit.138 The residential water would be supplied by Mojave Public Utility District. The 

water would be supplied by a combination of AVEK (surface water via pipeline) and well water. 

Currently, MPUD has rights to 450 acre-feet from AVEK and uses up to 250 acre-feet.139 

MPUD water supply wells are located outside the groundwater basin in Sand Canyon, and in 

137 Kern County Planning Staff Report for CUP Case No. 20, Map 214, 1994. 

138 EIP Associates, Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Report, West Mojave Project, April 1991 . 

139 Personal communication with Bruce Gaines, MPUD. 
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the northern portion of the Chaffee subunit. Cumulative impacts to the groundwater quantity 

would be Less Than Significant. 

3.4.2.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The following is a summary of regulatory requirements which will be in place to regulate the 

project in regard to groundwater supply and quality. These regulatory requirements were 

considered for the purposes of the preceding impact analysis. 

• 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. 

Approval of heap leach pad design and construction. 

A leachate collection and recovery system (LCRS) will monitor and collect any 

solution which may pass through the upper liner. 

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. 

Quarter1y 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). 

• An approval for the septic system design will be obtained from Kem County 

Environmental Health Services Department. 
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• New water supply wells will be drilled under a permit from Kem County Environmental 

Health Services Department in accordance with approved methods. A surface seal will 

be witnessed by a representative from the county. 

3.4.2.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

The following is a summary of design features which are included by the applicant in addition 

to those required by regulations, and were considered in the impact analysis of the project on 

the groundwater supply and quality. 

• 'Nater withdr~val from the aquifer will be monitored on a quarterly basis by Golden 
Queen and submitted annually to l<em County Planning Department for revie'i'i'. Golden 
Queen 'i'il'ill annually compare the ·water level data collected by the monitoring program 
to the ·water levels predicted by the modeling. In the event the monitoring program 
shows a 200 percent difference betoveen the actual data and the model results, Golden 
Queen will supplement the water supply ·with up to 300 gpm from Antelope Valley East 
l<em 'i"./ater Agency to maintain the drav~·dovm at or less than 200 percent of the 
predicted amount. 
~g@@i):=Qiiittwi!Hl§fitt§dfo.@Mtt9P@9.Wliit:=J.@#@K&m@¥Im¢hffi!&I!iiiii:@;rtiit@§fflffiijfj\Jffi@ 
wif&f:Hfii.iil!tiI#.§J.lffiifi.i1UP.Y]iiiiffiim1fgmm§lm.@§ri.m:::iiiM~!iNigyilitfimglffl'.RIUau.i 
smµm?itlmtP•mwn:::m•i:1ut:tm~::,.v1m4fjj~::ffl~too$.a1tortrtbtrs.togt.am.H&lldmJ::ttfflMM~ 
~¢tµabw,~t~=,=#J.r.awi:lPMf:ilfitritfietwe.lln:w.He.ha;otte.6tedtfbN'W$.lk¢.oriditioms.nexee!d!MM 
P.rtM!mli.Iffi!iffl.ttt§Kt1&@§tffim,iitrr@ni111@1@111rt:1i1~~ntw1u1u1Pmm101Itmtiwitm 
§9.PP!i§4L!lhffli:!P.tYIM9.!P.fi@~.!i~iiMffliµpj=ff{tI@.QQ:::sP.rrt:2t:iiiir:tr2mtim~i@P.~:Il,I!ij{f 
•1111:Jm@mtw.111::m.i,mIYi.: 

3.4.2.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

3.4.2.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

Impacts to the groundwater supply would be Less Than Significant, as demonstrated by 

hydrology studies . 

Impacts to the quality of groundwater would be Less Than Significant as a result of regulatory 

requirements and design features. 
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The air quality section discusses the background meteorological conditions and background 

concentrations of certain pollutants around the proposed site, as well as the impacts of the 

proposed project on background conditions. Section 1.2.4.1 contains a general discussion of 

air quality regulations and ambient air quality standards. 

3.5.1 Setting 

The proposed project is located in Kem County in the Mojave Desert Air Basin. The air basin 

is separated from the coastal regions by two mountain ranges which provide a climatological 

boundary. Weather consists of hot dry summers and cool winters, with a majority of the 

precipitation coming from Pacific frontal storms. Convectional summer storms may occur on 

the site, dropping a large amount of rain in a short period. Some winter precipitation falls in 

the form of snow. 

• 

Relative humidity in the desert during summer is very low with humidities below 1 O percent • 

common in the hottest part of the day. 

Temperatures can exceed 100° Fahrenheit for 60 to 70 days per year between May and 

September with almost no rainfall. Seasonal differences are noted principally by differences 

in temperature with hot, dry summers and mild, dry winters. Diurnal variations of 

approximately 30° F can occur throughout the year. Wintertime temperatures are cool with 

highs in the SO's during the day and lows dropping into the 30's or less at night. 

Annual average precipitation in Mojave, located approximately five miles northeast of the 

project site, is 6.14 inches per year and in Palmdale, located approximately 25 miles south, 

is 6.92 inches per year. 140 Table 3.5-1 shows monthly precipitation and temperature 

information from nearby locations. Weather information from Edwards Air Force Base, 

approximately 25 miles east of the project location was used to describe wind speed in the 

140 
Owenby, James R. and D. S. Ezell, Monthly Station Normals of Temperature, Precipitation and Heating 
and Cooling Days 1961-1990, California: U.S. Department of Commerce National Climatic Data Center, 
January 1992 
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general vicinity of the project. Published data for 13 years, from 1958 through 1970, shows 

a mean wind speed of 8.05 miles per hour. The strongest winds at Edwards occur in the 

spring and summer during the late afternoon period. 141 

Month 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Mean Annual 

TABLE 3.5-1 

Available Weather Data 

Average Temperature (0 F)1
'

2 

Minimum Mean Maximum 

30.6 43.6 57.1 

34.4 47.8 61.2 

39.0 51.9 64.7 

44.0 57.9 71.7 

52.1 65.9 79.7 

59.9 74.6 89.2 

65.7 80.8 95.7 

63.7 79.3 94.8 

56.7 82.7 88.7 

46.1 62.1 78.0 

35.2 50.4 65.6 

28.7 42.9 57.0 

46.3 60.8 75.3 

Precipitation (lnches)143 

Mojave Palmdale 

1.10 1.23 

1.11 1.29 

0.91 1.13 

0.32 0.41 

0.11 0.13 

0.05 0.06 

0.16 0.05 

0.20 0.18 

0.30 0.25 

0.25 0.23 

0.83 0.95 

0.80 1.01 

6.14 6.92 

141 
California Air Resources Board, Aerometric Data Division, California Surface Wind Climatology, 1992. 

142 From Lancaster for the period January 1969 to December 1993 . 

143 Owenby, James R. and D. S. Ezell, Monthly Station Normals of Temperature, Precipitation and Heating 
and Cooling Days 1961-1990, California: U.S. Department of Commerce National Climatic Data Center, 

January 1992. 
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A meteorological station was established on the project site from October 1989 through 

August 1991. This meteorological station conformed to the United States Environmental 

Protection Agency guidelines. Appendix VI contains the meteorological data from October 

1989 through June 1990, along with the sampling protocol for the meteorological monitoring 

program. Exhibits 3.5-1 and 3.5-2 show wind rose information for the periods October 1989 

to September 1990 and September 1990 to August 1991. Typical winds at the proposed 

project site are out of the northwest representing flow from the San Joaquin Valley. 

Monitoring stations located at Mojave, Lancaster, China Lake and Trana monitor 

concentrations of certain criteria pollutants in the air. The criteria pollutants are defined and 

discussed in Section 1.7.1.1. Table 3.5-2 shows the background concentrations from 1994 

at these monitoring stations which are considered representative of the concentrations at the 

project site. PM10 levels in the region vary greatly. High winds and the arid climate may 

account in part for the high PM10 levels experienced at the monitoring stations. Each 

monitoring station setup is different and not all pollutants are sampled at each monitoring 

station. 

TABLE 3.5-2 

Background Concentrations 144 

Pollutant 
Monitoring Station 

Mojave Lancaster China Lake 

Ozone(ppm) 1-hour 0.12 0.14 

1-hour 0.06 0.10 
N02 (ppm) 

Annual Average 0.008 0.018 

1-hour 

S02 (ppm) 24-hour 

Annual Average 

24-hour 33 97 26 

PM10 (µg/m3
) Annual Geometric 16.1 27.7 13.7 

Mean 

Trona 

0.10 

0.06 

0.10 

0.01 

0.01 

0.001 

107 

24.2 

144 
Concentrations from CARS, California Air Quality Data: Summary of 1993 Air Quality Data; Gaseous 
and Particulate Pollutants, Technical Services Division, 1994. 
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PM10 is the primary pollutant of concern since high winds or increased surface disturbance can 

elevate PM10 concentrations. Principal existing sources of PM10 in and around the project area 

are vehicle traffic on unpaved roads and naturally occurring windblown dust. Other significant 

existing sources of PM10 near the project area include facilities owned by California Portland 

Cement Company, Calaveras Cement Company and U.S. Borax & Chemical Company. 

Exhibit 3.5-3 shows the PM10 concentrations from 1988 through 1994 from Mojave. The 

average 24-hour concentration at Mojave decreased approximately one-third between 1989 

and 1994 from 28.6 µg/m3 to 17.9 µg/m3
. 

EXHIBIT 3.5-3 

Monitored PM10 Concentrations at Mojave 145 
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145 
California Air Resources Board, California Air Quality Data, Summary of (Year) Air Quality Data, Gaseous 
and Particulate Pollutants, Annual Summaries 1988 through 1994. 
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For a period of approximately one year during 1990 and 1991, Golden Queen authorized the 

collection of PM10 concentration data to determine existing ambient PM10 levels in the project 

area. This data has been evaluated by Air Sciences, Inc. of Denver, Colorado. 146 

Continuous 24-hour samples were collected every three days at two adjacent sampling 

stations. Out of 238 attempts, 233 samples were valid and were analyzed. A total of 116 24-

hour periods have two readings. Two stations were used in order to cross check data for 

accuracy. The data is fairly consistent with a low of 4.6 µg/m3
, a high of 50.9 µglm ~ an 

arithmetic mean of 21.7 µg/m3 and a geometric mean of 18.8 µg/m3
• These results are similar 

to, though approximately one-third less than, the results from the Mojave station, located 

approximately five miles north, for the same time period. 

Two Class I wilderness areas 147 are located within 100 kilometers of the proposed project area. 

These include the Dome Land Wilderness, approximately 80 kilometers north of the project 

area, and the San Gabriel Wilderness Area, located 75 kilometers south-southeast of the 

project area. Exhibit 3.5-4 shows the relative location of the project site compared to the 

Class I wilderness areas. 

3.5.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

A project would normally have a significant effect on the air quality if it would: 

Violate any ambient air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected 

air quality violation, or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 148 

For the purposes of this EIR/EIS, a significant impact would normally occur if implementation 

of the proposed project would: 

146 Air Sciences, Inc., Meteorological Data Summary ...• Soledad Mountain Project, October 1989 to August 
1990, included as Appendix VI. 

147 The Clean Air Act provides special protections to national parks and wilderness areas. Such areas are 
mandatorily considered "Class I" (see 40 CFR §52.21 ). 

148 CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, (x) 
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- Distance to Dome Wilderness is approx. 80 kilometers 
- Distance to San Gabriel Wilderness is approx. 75 kilometers 
- Distance to Sheep Mountain Wilderness is approx. 80 kilometers 
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• violate any environmental law, regulation, statute or rule designed to achieve or maintain 

compliance with ambient air quality standards or protect against adverse health effects 

caused by air pollution; 

• violate any approved implementation plan or policy regarding air pollution, including 

federal or state air quality management plans for achieving or maintaining compliance 

with applicable ambient air quality standards, local or regional growth or congestion 

management plans and local or regional CEQA significance standards for air quality (e.g., 

General Conformity); 

• result in a net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project area has not attained 

applicable federal or state ambient air quality standards; 

• result in toxic air contaminant emissions which would cause a significant short- or long

term health risk or cause an increased cancer risk of greater than ten per million; 

• concentrate vehicle trips or vehicle-related emissions in a localized area which would 

cause a violation of any CO ambient air quality standard; or 

• cause an odor, visibility or other problem which would create a public nuisance condition. 

• 

The desert portion of Kem County is currently designated as non-attainment for both the • 

National and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS and CAAQS) for ozone. 

Ozone precursors (NOx and VOC) would be emitted from the mobile equipment located at the 

facility. This type of mining project was anticipated by the Kem County Air Pollution Control 

District and is in conformity with the air district's plans for attainment of the ozone NAAQS and 

CAAQS. The primary air pollutant which would be emitted during operation of this facility is 

PM10• PM10 emissions result from both fugitive and controlled sources. There are three 

primary phases of operations for this project: construction activities, normal operations and 

reclamation activities. Each phase has separate and distinct emissions. 

Construction Activities - Although temporary in nature, fugitive dust emissions are 

generated from surface disturbance during construction activities and travel on unpaved 

roads by vehicles and construction equipment. Increased surface disturbance during 

construction would increase fugitive dust emissions which would, in tum, cause an increase 

in total suspended particulates (TSP) and PM10 emissions. 149 

149 PM10 is that portion of TSP which has an aerodynamic diameter less than 10 microns. 
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Using the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) emission factor for fugitive dust for 

newly disturbed surfaces associated with construction, an estimate of the amount of fugitive 

dust generated by the new construction and associated surface disturbance under the 

Proposed Action can be calculated. 150 The uncontrolled emission factor for an active 

construction site is 1.2 tons of TSP per acre per month. Golden Queen will utilize water 

spray and/or chemical treatment as necessary to control fugitive dust emissions during 

construction, which will reduce the emission rate by a minimum of 50 percent. 151 Assuming 

that a total of 95 acres of the project area would be disturbed for construction activities, the 

total fugitive dust emissions would be 114 tons of TSP per month and, after applying dust 

control methods, would be reduced to 57 tons of TSP per month. These emissions would 

only occur during the construction phase of the project which is expected to last eight to 12 

months. 

In addition to anthropogenic sources, fugitive dust emissions would result from wind erosion 

during the construction phase of the Proposed Action. Assuming 95 acres are disturbed 

for construction activities, it is estimated the wind erosion would cause 0.4 tons of TSP per 

month. 152 

Normal Operations - Federal and state ambient air quality standards are shown in Section 

1. 7. 1.1. Fugitive and controlled emissions are generated from the proposed mining and 

processing operations. Estimated emissions of PM10 from the project are detailed in 

Appendix VII. Table 3.5-3 is a summary of the calculated maximum hourly and annual PM10 

emissions from the proposed project at the projected annual processing rate of six million 

tons per year of ore. Section 2.2.4.2 presents project design features included to minimize 

the air quality impact of this project. 

150 EPA, Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, Volume I: Stationary Point and Area Sources, 
EPA Publication No. AP-42, Fifth Edition, GPO Stock No. 055-000-00251-7, January 1995; Section 13.2.3, 
Heavy Construction Operations. 

151 
According to EPA AP-42, Section 13.2.4.4, application of water and chemical treatment can control 
fugitive emissions of PM,0 up to 90 percent KCAPCD recommends use of a control efficiency equal to 50 
percent 

152 Based on EPA AP-42, Section 13.2.5, Industrial Wind Erosion. For calculation method, see Appendix VII. 
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Reclamation Activities - The primary sources of PM10 fugitive emissions during reclamation 

activities include the loading and unloading of growth media (the original topsoil salvaged 

and stored for later use), bulldozing, road emissions and erosion from disturbed surfaces 

before vegetation is established. 

Dispersion modeling was performed to determine whether PM10 emissions from the proposed 

project would cause or contribute to a violation of the national or California ambient air quality 

standards (NAAQS or CAAQS) for PM10• When added to the average background 

concentration of PM10 at the project site of 18.8 µg/m3
, the maximum estimated 24-hour 

average PM10 concentration during normal operations is 45.62 µg/m3
•
153 

Emission Source 

Fugitive Sources 

Drilling 

Blasting 

Truck loading 

Truck unloading 

Hauling 

Dozing 

Wind erosion 

Permitted Sources 

Crushing 

Totals 

TABLE 3.5-3154 

Estimated PM10 Emissions 

Uncontrolled Controlled Emissions 
Emissions 

max. lb/hr ton/year max. lb/hr ton/year 

0.33 1.20 N/A N/A 

157.00 20.61 N/A N/A 

5.31 17.69 N/A NIA 

2.95 14.15 N/A N/A 

246.10 624.20 3.15 7.99 

1.89 0.94 N/A N/A 

0.94 0.33 N/A N/A 

70.40 234.60 1.43 4.78 

484.90 913.80 - -

Proposed Project 
Emissions 

max. lb/hr ton/year 

0.33 1.20 

157.00 20.61 

5.31 17.69 

2.95 14.15 

3.15 7.99 

1.89 0.94 

0.94 4.25 

1.43 4.78 

173.00 71.61 

153 
Appendix VII contains the results of the ambient air dispersion modeling prepared for this analysis, 

including emissions calculations. 

154 
Calculation of emissions is shown in Attachment F of Appendix VII. 
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The Federal 24-hour standard for PM10 is 150 µg/m3 and the California 24-hour standard for 

PM10 is 50 µg/m3
• Neither the NAAQS or the CAAQS for PM10 would be exceeded by the 

project. Therefore, implementation of the· Proposed Action would have a Less Than 

Significant impact on the attainment or maintenance of ambient air quality standards. 

For purposes of evaluating Potential for Significant Deterioration (PSD) applicability, it is 

necessary to determine the total amount of emissions, not including fugitive emissions for 

mining operations. The proposed project would emit less than the PSD threshold of 250 tons 

per year of controlled PM10 emissions (Table 3.5-3), therefore, the project is not subject to PSD 

regulation. 

A visibility analysis was evaluated for the two Class I wilderness areas using the approved 

EPA Level 1 Screening analysis in VISCREEN. 155 For a conservative basis, all emissions 

were assumed to be from the same point. Screening criteria are not exceeded based on the 

results of the modeling.156 Exhibit 3.5-5 shows the results of the analysis for the closest of the 

two Class I areas . 

An analysis of the impact on nearby Class I Wilderness areas show that the incremental 

increase in 24-hour PM10 concentration at either the Dome Land or the San Gabriel Wilderness 

areas is approximately 0.21 µglm3 which is less than the significance level of 10 µg/m 3
• A 

visibility screening analysis using the program VISCREEN also shows that the screening 

criteria are not exceeded. Thus, the impact on the visibility and ambient air quality in either 

Wilderness area is Less Than Significant. 

Previously disturbed areas located within the project area will be removed as potential sources 

of air pollution either through reclamation or elimination by mining activity. A tailings pile from 

historical mining activity is located where heap leach pad number 1 will be built and is 

proposed as base material for the heap. This tailings pile is a large emissions generator when 

the wind speed exceeds the threshold velocity. On the same basis used to calculate 

emissions from the proposed project, it is estimated that the disturbed acreage has annual 

155 
EPA, Workbook for Plume Visual Impact Screening and Analysis, EPA document 450/4-88-015, 
September 1988. 

156 WZI Inc., Golden Queen Mining Company Soledad Mountain Project Estimated PM10 and Air Toxics 
Emissions and Impacts Assessment, December 1996, included as Appendix VII. 
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Visual Effects Screening Analysis for 
Source: Golden Queen Mining 
Class I Area: San Gabriel Mountains 

*** Level-1 Screening *** Input Emissions for 

Particulates 21.80 G /S 
NOx (as N02) .00 G /S 
Primary N02 .00 G /S 
Soot .00 G /S 
Primary S04 .00 G /S 

**** Default Particle Characteristics Assumed 

Transport Scenario Specifications: 

Background Ozone: 
Background Visual Range: 
Source-Observer Distance: 
Min. Source-Class I Distance: 
Max. Source-Class I Distance: 
Plume-Source-Observer Angle: 
Stability: 6 
Wind Speed: 1.00 m/s 

.04 ppm 
50.00 km 
76.00 km 
76.00 km 

100.00 km 
11.25 degrees 

R E S U L T S 

Asterisks (*) indicate plume impacts that exceed screening criteria 

Maximum Visual Impacts INSIDE Class 
Screening Criteria ARE NOT Exceeded 

Delta E 

Backgrnd Theta Azi Distance Alpha Grit Plume 
= = = 

SKY 10. 84. 76.0 84. 2.00 1.155 
SKY 140. 84. 76.0 84. 2.00 .185 
TERRAIN 10. 84. 76.0 84. 2.00 .668 
TERRAIN 140 . 84. 76.0 84. 2.00 .136 

Maximum Visual Impacts OUTSIDE Class 
Screening Criteria ARE NOT Exceeded 

Delta E 

Backgrnd Theta Azi Distance Alpha Crit Plume --SKY 10. 25. 54.3 144. 2.00 1.459 
SKY 140. 25. 54.3 144. 2.00 .227 
TERRAIN 10. 50. 66.4 119. 2.00 .847 
TERRAIN 140. so. 66.4 119. 2.00 .183 

I 

I 

Area 

Contrast: 

Crit Plume 
-=== 

.OS .017 

.OS -.009 

.05 .007 

.OS .005 

Area 

Contrast 

Crit Plume -.OS .019 
.05 - .010 
.OS .009 
.OS .006 

GOLDEN QUEEN MINING COMPANY INC. 
Soledad Mountain Project 

VISUAL EFFECTS 
SCREENING ANALYSIS 
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emissions of 136,000 pounds of PM10 peryear.157 Development of the project would eliminate 

the emissions from the tailings piles. Fugitive dust emissions resulting from the removal of 

these piles will be controlled using water spray and/or chemical suppressant. The net long

term effect (after reclamation) is that annual emissions from the project area will be decreased 

by 126,100 pounds of PM10 per year. The long- term impact to air quality would be beneficial. 

In addition to analyzing the impacts of criteria pollutants on ambient air quality, a health impact 

assessment has been conducted for toxic air contaminants which would be emitted from the 

project. This analysis, included as Appendix VII, considered carcinogenic, acute and chronic 

health risks which may be posed by the project. Golden Queen plans to perform some 

crushing and screening operations in order to properly size the ore going to the heap leach 

pad, however, the majority of the particulate emissions are fugitive emissions from sources, 

including: drilling, blasting, loading, hauling, unloading, dozing and wind erosion of native 

materials. The quantification of particulate emissions discussed above is used as a basis for 

determining the amount of air toxic emissions from each source. Concentrations were 

calculated at 20 specific receptors (identified as existing residences or groups of residences), 

at 70 locations along the property line and at 367 gridded locations (arbitrary locations picked 

to help determine a maximum estimated impact). 

The concentrations of each toxic compound were used to determine the maximum expected 

cancer risk for each location. The modeled output includes the concentration of each toxic 

compound in µg/m3
, receptor estimated total excess cancer risk, maximum acute exposure 

and maximum chronic exposure. In addition, source and pollutant contributions to total excess 

cancer risk, maximum acute exposure and maximum chronic exposure are estimated for 

specified locations. 

The health impact assessment includes a multi pathway analysis based on assumptions listed 

in the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) Guidelines revised 

October 1993. The determination of maximum offsite cancer risk, maximum individual offsite 

cancer risk at an existing specific receptor and the combined inhalation and non-inhalation risk 

are calculated for each gridded location. The inhalation risk is calculated by multiplying 

157 Calculations are included in Appendix E, Emissions Estimates, of Appendix Vil, Golden Queen Mining 
Company Soledad Mountain Project Estimated PM10 and Air Toxics Emissions and Impacts Assessment. 
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"ground level" concentrations of an air toxic by the air toxic-specific unit risk factor. The non

inhalation risk for each air toxic at a location is calculated by multiplying the average daily dose 

by the potency slope. The average daily dose of each substance was calculated using the 

results of the dispersion model (ISC3) and the multi pathway exposure algorithms found in the 

CAPCOA Guidelines. The estimated risks for individual substances are then summed to 

provide the total excess cancer risk for the receptor locations. 

The estimated risk values calculated herein are based on the ground level concentration of 

emissions at the specific locations. Due largely to the conservativeness of the assumptions 

inherent in the risk assessment procedures, the risk to actual residents living near the 

proposed facility may be less than the values indicated. The methods of calculating 

carcinogenic risk, hazard indices and cancer burden used here are based on a ''worst

plausible" situation and are health-conservative in nature. They predict the upper limits of risk 

based upon the given emission rates. This health-conservative approach to assessing risk 

is the one chosen by EPA, the California Office of Environmental Health Hazards Assessment 

(OEHHA) and the California Air Resources Board (CARS). This comparison of estimated toxic 

emissions assumes continuous exposure to the maximum concentration of emissions for the 

entire life of the project. This method ignores the reduction in exposure realized by periods 

of time spent away from the residence on vacation, at work or indoors. 

Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in the emission of various air toxics, 

including naturally occurring metals from handling of the ore and overburden materials, 

hydrogen cyanide from the leaching solution and organic gases and some metals from the 

gas-fired furnace and the mercury retort. The estimated excess cancer risk from the Proposed 

Action at any of the 20 specified receptors is 1.15 x 1 o-e, or an additional cancer risk of 1. 15 

per one million population. This is a level which the Kem County Air Pollution Control District 

(KCAPCD) defines as Less Than Significant because it is less than 1 O in one million. The 

cancer risk is driven primarily by arsenic and beryllium, which are naturally occurring 

components of the soil in the desert, particularly in areas where precious metals are found. 

The maximum expected excess cancer risk within the grid location from toxic air contaminants 

emitted from the project is 4.989 x 1 o-e (five in one million). This is less than the significance 

level of 10 per one million. The maximum estimated short-term (acute) hazard index from 

exposure to toxic air contaminants from project emissions is 0.014. This is less than the 
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significance level of 1.0. The maximum estimated long-term (chronic) hazard index from 

exposure to toxic air contaminants from project emissions is 0.052. This is less than the 

significance level of 1.0. 

Sodium cyanide reactions in the heap leach pad will release a certain amount of hydrocyanic 

acid (hydrogen cyanide gas) into the atmosphere. Hydrogen cyanide gas is a byproduct which 

results from the natural degradation of sodium cyanide. As shown in the assessment results, 

the projected maximum one-hour concentration of hydrogen cyanide is 45.3 ,ug/m3 (0.04 ppm), 

which is significantly less than the 10 ppm threshold limit/ time-weighted average for a normal 

eight-hour work day established by the United States Occupation Safety and Health 

Administration for sustained breathing of gaseous hydrogen cyanide, and significantly less 

than the State of California 11 ppm threshold. 

Therefore, the proposed project is Less Than Significant with respect to short- or long-term 

health risks or cancer risk which may result from project emissions. 

• Based on the findings of Section 3.13, Traffic and Transportation, there will not be any 

concentration of vehicle trips or vehicle-related emissions in a localized area which would be 

expected to cause a violation of any CO ambient air quality standards. No conditions are 

anticipated which would create a public nuisance condition, therefore, the impact of the 

Proposed Action is Less Than Significant. 

• 

3.5.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There are no irreversible or irretrievable commitments of air quality resources. When the 

project is complete in approximately 15 years, there would be no further related emissions of 

air contaminants. 

3.5.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Several residential and industrial projects, besides the proposed project, have been proposed 

for this area. The potential impacts of these proposed projects, listed below, must be 

considered in combination with the proposed project to assess the potential cumulative impact 

on air quality in the project area. 
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• Increased housing units previously authorized by Specific Plan Amendments 

• California Portland Cement Company's supplemental fuels project 

• Hemperly/Wamack Quarry 

In addition to these proposed projects, Granite Construction previously received approval 

under Conditional Use Permit 21, Map 196, to install a temporary asphalt batch plant in 

Section 29, Township 11 North, Range 12 West. The Conditional Use Permit only provides 

approval to operate the asphalt batch plant until November 25, 1998, unless extended. The 

project is located on land zoned A-1 (limited agriculture), and the Kem County Zoning 

Ordinance does not provide for a permanent asphalt batch plant in this zoning district. Prior 

to construction of the plant, Granite would be required to obtain an Authority to Construct from 

the Kem County Air Pollution Control District. To date, no application has been submitted to 

the air district for this project. Because Granite has not obtained needed approvals from the 

air district and the Conditional Use Permit is set to expire prior to the operational phase of the 

proposed project, the previously proposed temporary asphalt batch plant is not considered in 

this cumulative impact analysis. 

Residential development generally causes significant dust emissions during the construction 

phase. After construction, emissions continue from resident's motor vehicles. Several 

General and Specific Plan amendments have been identified in the Mojave area that could 

potentially result in the construction of 15,000 new housing units. Based on the historical 

growth rate for this area, it is projected that only 780 new housing units will be necessitated 

by population growth during the life of the proposed project. It is unknown at this time which 

of the approved residential projects will ultimately be developed. The environmental impact 

reports prepared for the various residential projects contain measures intended to mitigate 

fugitive dust emissions, including: 

• Use of water or dust suppressants to control fugitive dust 

• Required covers for trucks hauling excavated material 

• Construction wind barriers 

• Cleaning dirt and mud from truck tires prior entrance onto paved roads 

After applying these measures, construction impacts from the residential projects was 

considered less than significant or significant but unavoidable. 
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Based on information submitted to the Kem County Air Pollution Control District, the proposed 

supplemental fuels project at California Portland Cement Company would not result in changes 

to the existing criteria pollutant emissions levels. 

As approved under Conditional Use Permit 20, Map 214, the proposed Hemperly/Wamack 

quarry project would mine rock, sand and gravel, and operate a concrete batch plant in 

Section 10, Township 10 North, Range 13 West. The permit contains a mitigation measure 

that states, "Prior to commencement of mining operations, the applicant shall consult with the 

Kem County Air Pollution Control District and comply with any requirements deemed 

necessary to minimize air pollutant emissions associated with development of the project." 

Potential emissions from this project have not been quantified. 

All of these projects will result in an increase in motor vehicle traffic in the Mojave area. 

Population growth and the accompanying vehicular emissions have been considered in the 

Air Quality Attainment Plan for that portion of Kem County in the Mojave Desert Air Basin.158 

In that document, the air district projected that the population in this area would increase at 

• an annual growth rate of 2.1 percent between 1990 and 2010.159 Similarly, motor vehicle 

registration for the area was expected to increase by 14,251 vehicles and to increase total 

vehicle miles traveled by 691,000 miles during the same period. Although the air district has 

no jurisdiction over mobile sources of air pollutants, the district has planned for these 

emissions and projects that attainment of the NAAQS for ozone will be achieved by 1999, as 

required by the Federal Clean Air Act. The air district has demonstrated that air quality in the 

Mojave area is substantially impacted by transport from the South Coast and San Joaquin 

Valley air basins. The air district's prediction of ozone attainment is based on attainment being 

achieved in those areas, and does not consider the significant emission reductions resultant 

from the air district's control strategy. 160 

• 

The impact to air quality from the cumulative projects is considered Less Than Significant. 

158 Kem County Air Pollution Control District, 1991 Air Quality Attainment Plan: Southeast Desert Kem 
County, July 1991, amended June 1992 . 

159 
Ibid., p. 3-20 

16° Kem County Air Pollution Control District, 1994 Attainment Demonstration, October 31, 1994. 
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The following is a summary of the regulatory requirements which will be in place to regulate 

the proposed project in regard to air quality. These regulatory requirements have been 

included in the project for the purposes of the preceding impact analyses. 

• The Kem County Air Pollution Control District will review facility designs and operations 

for compliance with Federal and California regulations for the protection of air quality. 

An application for Authority to Construct has been submitted to the Kem County Air 

Pollution Control District. 

• As required by the Kem County Air Pollution Control District, permitted sources of 

emissions will be equipped with Best Available Control Technology (BACT). 

• Roads will be maintained on a routine basis. Appropriate dust suppression techniques 

will be used on roads and disturbed surfaces to minimize fugitive emissions. 

• As required by the Kem County Air Pollution Control District, sources of emissions will 

be controlled to ensure compliance with California Health & Safety Code §41700 (i.e., 

nuisance) and §41701 (i.e., visible emissions). 

• Cyanide concentrations at leach pad and processes will be monitored. 

• Kern County Air Pollution Control District will be notified prior to demolition of any 

existing structures, as required under National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air 

Pollutants (NESHAPS) Subpart M - National Emission Standard for Asbestos. 

3.5.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed By Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

The following is a summary of design features, in addition to those required by regulations, 

which are included by the applicant. These design features have been considered in the 

preceding in the impact analyses on air quality. 

• Onsite equipment and vehicles and equipment will be maintained on a routine basis, as 

recommended by manufacturer manuals, to reduce exhaust emissions. 

• Monitoring stations for PM10 will be established upwind and downwind from the 

processing facilities. 

• A mercury retort will be installed to control mercury emissions. 
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• The size and number of blasts in the mine will be limited by good engineering design. 

• The existing tailings piles will be removed, thereby reducing the long-term fugitive 

emissions from the site. 

• J.ffii::i!fflt~JgfflmiiimH?.tittill!mi@.l.:mtifrReclamation of previously disturbed areas. 

3.5.7 Recommended Mitigation 

There are no recommended mitigation measures. 

3.5.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The proposed project will obtain permits, as applicable, from the Kern County Air Pollution 

Control District and comply with all applicable rules and regulations designed to achieve or 

maintain compliance with NAAQS or CAAQS. As shown by dispersion modeling, PM10 

emissions from the proposed project would not cause or contribute to a violation of the 

NAAQS or CAAQS for PM10 in the project area . 

The proposed project would not violate any approved plan for achieving or maintaining 

compliance with NAAQS or CAAQS, local or regional growth or congestion plans or local 

CEQA significance standards for air quality. The 1991 air quality attainment plan for ozone 

stated that mining employment would increase 5.2 percent annually between 1990 and 

2010. 161 

The proposed project would not result in toxic air contaminant emissions which would cause 

a significant short- or long-term health risk or cause an increase cancer risk of greater than 

1 O per million. As demonstrated by the health impact assessment, the estimated short- and 

long-term health risks are 0.014 and 0.052, respectively, both of which are less than the 

significance level of 1 O and 1.0, respectively. The estimated excess cancer risk is 4. 989 x 10-6 

(5 per million), which is less than the significance threshold of 10 per million . 

161 
Kern County Air Pollution Control District, 1991 Air Quality Attainment Plan: Southeast Desert Kern 
County, amended 1992, Page 3-18, Table 3-3. 
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The proposed project would not concentrate vehicle trips or motor vehicle-related emissions 

in a localized area which would cause a violation of any CO ambient air quality standard. 

The proposed project would not cause an odor, visibility, or other problem which would create 

a public nuisance condition. This was demonstrated by the visibility analysis. 

Therefore, the proposed project would have a Less Than Significant impact on air quality in 

the project area. 

07330010.31A 220 May 1997 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
BRAFF~ EIR/EIS 

3.6 Biology 

3.6.1 Vegetative Resources 

3.6.1.1 Setting 

BIOLOGY 
VEGETATIVE RESOURCES 

Plant species found at the project site on Soledad Mountain are typical for the western Mojave 

Desert area. The plant species are hardy desert shrubs and sub-shrubs which generally grow 

year-round when moisture is available. Annual species which are fall germinating and grow 

throughout the winter and spring seasons are also present. The major vegetative species at 

the site have been summarized in the Biological and Soil Resource Evaluation for the Soledad 

Mountain Project. 162 The dominant vegetation type on the lower alluvial fans and flats is a 

creosote bush shrub/scrub with widely scattered Joshua trees. The vegetation on the 

mountain slopes is a mixed shrub/grass type dominated by species adapted to rocky 

substrates and cooler conditions. These species are common in desert mountain ranges and 

have affinities to the Great Basin deserts to the north. Plant communities on portions of 

Soledad Mountain are extensively disturbed by previous mining activities and mineral 

exploration. In addition, nearly all the lower slopes, sides and top of the mountain have been 

altered by frequent burns which change and reduce the shrub cover and increase annual 

grasses and weeds. 

The lower slopes on alluvial fans and flats are desert shrub/scrub dominated by creosote bush 

(Larrea tridentata) and a secondary cover of burrowbush (Ambrosia dumosa), Mojave-aster 

(Xy/orhiza tortifolia), goldenhead (Acamptopappus sphaerocephalus) and joint fir (Ephedra 

nevadensis). Plant zonation at the base of the mountain is dominated by burrowbush and 

taller growths of creosote bush. There is less plant variety at the base of the mountain, most 

likely due to a less diverse topography and the greater disturbance. 

In 1990, the total canopy cover of the shrub/scrub on the alluvial fans and flats ranged from 

20 to 26 percent and averaged 23 percent for the four linear transects. Individual plots within 

the surveyed plots varied from 9 to 35 percent. Cover in 1995 was greater due to increased 

162 Bamberg Associates, Biological and Soil Resource Evaluation for Soledad Mountain Project, November 
1995, Revised, included ~$)\~tjMli$($@)\p~fo:likH!. 
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moisture and improved growing conditions The primary difference was the large increase in 

plant cover averaging from 23 percent in 1990 to approximately 80 percent in 1995. The 

annual grasses and forbs had the greatest increase in percent ground cover and the shrubs 

were also larger due to the recent rains. 

The mid-slope and upper-slope areas of the site are sparsely vegetated by a mixed 

shrub/grass community with plant species, including spiny hopsage (Grayia spinosa), winterfat 

(Krascheninnikovia /anata), buckwheat (Eriogonum sp.) and cattle spinach (Atriplex 

po/ycarpa), common in the Great Basin. Much of the land surface is covered by rock outcrops 

and rock slides. The scant vegetation on the upper slopes is fairly diverse and varies widely 

depending on the exposure and soil moisture conditions, as well as previous disturbances. 

Cover in the mixed shrub community of the mid- and upper-slope ranges from 10 percent in 

burned areas to 49 percent in other protected areas in 1990, and increased to approximately 

80 percent in 1995 in comparable areas. 

Based on biological surveys, there were no threatened, endangered or rare species of plants 

identified on the project site. No wetlands, marshes or other environmentally-sensitive habitat 

areas have been identified on the project site. There are no well-defined drainage channels 

or waters of the United States. There is no "specimen tree" or other tree with historic value 

located on the project site. 

3.6.1.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a 

significant effect on the environment if it would: 

(c) Substantially affect a rare or endangered species of animal or plant or the habitat of 

the species; or 

(t) Substantially diminish habitat for fish, wildlife or plants. 

(v) Create a potential public health hazard or involve the use, production or disposal of 

materials which pose a hazard to people or animal or plant populations in the area 

affected. 
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For the purposes of this EIR/EIS, a significant impact would normally occur if implementation 

of the proposed project would: 

violate any environmental law or regulation designed to protect wildlife, 

fisheries, plant species or habitat areas; 

• directly harm a sensitive species or cause a net loss to the habitat of the 

species; 

• cause a net loss of any riparian lands, wetlands, marshes or other 

environmentally- sensitive habitat areas; or 

• result in the loss of any "specimen tree" or tree with historic value. 

The Proposed Action would disturb approximately 560 acres of the upper slope area of 

Soledad Mountain by the excavation of the mine and creation of overburden piles. 

Approximately 370 acres of the lower slope and alluvial fan areas would also be disturbed by 

the construction of the heap leach pads, overburden piles, process facility, offices and ancillary 

activities. The upper-slope and lower-slope areas are not environmentally-sensitive habitat 

areas. There would be no loss of riparian, wetlands or waters as a result of the proposed 

project. 

There are no endangered, threatened, rare or sensitive plant species observed or present, 

therefore, No Impacts are anticipated. 

Except for the approximately 221 acres of disturbed area which would be created by the open 

pit mine (Table 2.2-5), site reclamation activities as described in Section 2.2.5 and wildlife 

protection and monitoring as described in Section 2.2.4.3 would minimize to Less Than 

Significant the overall impacts to vegetation. 

Reclamation activities and monitoring include a revegetation plan, onsite seed collection and 

test plots to evaluate reclamation methods. Previously disturbed areas inside the project area 

and outside the proposed disturbance area would be reclaimed as part of the project's 

ecosystem management program . 
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3.6.1.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

Approximately 221 acres of open pit, 267 acres of overburden pile side slopes and 20 acres 

of steep slopes in the facilities area would not be reseeded due to the steepness of the pit 

walls and side slopes. Natural revegetation processes would eventually establish vegetation 

on portions of these areas and provide habitat for wildlife, however, the vegetation may differ 

in species composition due to changes in steepness of slope, exposure, substrate and · 

moisture conditions. 

3.6.1.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The land disturbance from this project (930 acres new disturbance), projected residential build 

out (approximately 200 acres) and the proposed aggregate (100 acres) quarry operated by 

Hemperly/ Warnack represent a cumulative disturbance of 1,230 acres during the life of the 

project. Required reclamation will mitigate land disturbance on the proposed project and the 

• 

aggregate quarry. The cumulative impact on vegetation is considered Less Than Significant. • 

3.6.1.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The following is a summary of regulatory requirements which will be in place to regulate the 

project with regard to vegetative resources. 

• The filing of a Reclamation Plan with Kem County in accordance with the requirements 

of the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975, which defines revegetation of 

disturbed areas which will include the heap leach pads, facilities area, unnecessary 

roads, the tops of the overburden piles and the bottom areas of the pit. 163 

• Development of a seed mix which utilizes only plant species native to the site area. 164 

163 
Title 14 CCR, Section 3705(a) 

164 
Title 14 CCR, Section 3705(g) 
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• Posting of financial assurance to assure appropriate revegetation efforts are 

completed. 165
· 1

66 

3.6.1.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

The following is a summary of design features which are included by the applicant in addition 

to those required by regulations, and are included in the impact analysis of the project on 

vegetative resources. 

• Project disturbance will be minimized to that necessary for safe and efficient operation. 

The limits of the construction areas will be clearly marked and vehicles and equipment 

will be confined to these areas. 

• Mature Joshua trees which may be disturbed will be salvaged and replanted in 

undisturbed areas within the property boundary . 

• The use of seedlings for revegetation will be investigated in test plots. 

• Fencing around the heap leach pile will remain in place until vegetation is established 

or as otherwise specified in the Reclamation Plan. 

3.6.1.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

3.6.1.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

Permanent or temporary loss of approximately 555 acres of natural vegetation is a residual 

impact. Revegetation during reclamation will offset the loss of natural vegetation types. The 

loss would be Less Than Significant because no rare or unique habitats are affected and there 

are large amounts of similar undisturbed habitats in the regional area. Reclamation activities 

and monitoring include a revegetation plan, onsite seed collection and test plots to evaluate 

• 
165 

43 CFR, Section 3809 

166 
Title 14 CCR, Section 3702 
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reclamation methods. Previously disturbed areas inside the project area and outside the 

proposed disturbance area will be reclaimed as part of the project's ecosystem management 

program producing a beneficial effect. 

There would be No Impact to environmentally-sensitive habitat areas or "specimen trees" 

because there are none present on the project site. 

3.6.2 Wildlife Resources 

3.6.2.1 Setting 

Wildlife species which are typical inhabitants of desert scrub habitats occur within the project 

site. The desert scrub habitat is composed of widely spaced low shrubs and abundant 

annuals in season. The habitat is characterized in the western Mojave Desert at moderate 

altitudes by sandy/rocky soils, seasonal temperature extremes and desiccation by high winds 

and sun. 

Surveys of the wildlife species present or expected in the project study area were conducted 

and are summarized in the Biological and Soil Resource Evaluation for the Soledad Mountain 

Project. 167 The presence of wildlife was confirmed during surveys by observation or other 

signs such as burrows, scat, tracks or skeletal remains. Surveys for specific species of bats 

and small mammals involved specialized techniques of trapping or tracking. Densities of 

wildlife populations appeared tq be low, possibly due to alteration of habitats by historical 

mining, urbanization, recreation and fires. 

No threatened or endangered animal species have been identified or observed on the project 

site. 

Common animal species that inhabit the site include predators such as the coyote (Canis 

latrans), bobcat (Lynx rufus), ring-tailed cat (Bassariscus astutus), gray fox (Urocyon 

167 Bamberg Associates, Biological and Soil Resource Evaluation for Soledad Mountain Project, November 
1995, Revised, included as:Aff~h#i®.fl¥lMAP~ffiiliidU. 
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cinereoargenteus) and possibly badger (Taxidea taxus). Predators use the site as part of their 

hunting territory, and some may den on the mountain during breeding season. 

Small animals on the site which are typical of the desert scrub habitat include antelope ground 

squirrel (Spermophilus /eucurus), jackrabbit (Lepus ca/ifomicus), cottontail rabbit (Syfvilagus 

audubom), kangaroo rat (Dipodomys merriamt), woodrat (Neotoma lepida) and several species 

of small rodents. Bird species common to the site include the raven (Corvus corax), rock dove 

(Co/umba livia), violet green swallow (Tachycineta thalassina) and sparrows. Large birds 

include the golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), turkey vulture (Cathartes aura), red-tailed hawk 

(Buteo jamaicensis) and peregrine falcon (Fa/co peregrinus). Reptile species common in the 

study area include the side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana), desert iguana (Dipsosaurus 

dorsa/is), gopher snake (Pituophis melano/eucus) and Mojave rattlesnake (Crota/us 

scutu/atus) . 

Bats were specifically surveyed during two ser,arate r,eriods from Sr,ring 1990;{1!§~§11i§gg te 

January 1997. Surveys were eondueted for eaeh sr,eeies and f~§@I are included in the 

Biological and Soil Resource Evaluation. 168 

The first two surveys for bats, especially Townsend's big-eared bat, was ~ii conducted in 

mine openings, including stopes and glory holes, on Soledad Mountain during late March and 

June 1990.169 During the ~h.iii surveyij, 55 openings were entered and visually inspected for 

bats;- in# guano or other animal signs. No evidence of bats was found in the openings or 

mine workings. One western pipistrelle bat was trapped in a mist net and other rJ.mii.P.B!:i:\?.)' 
M~niMiJ!l~r pipistrelles and PNP pallid bats were observed flying in the §gffl~ evening. High 

winds and low counts of flying insects may have accounted for the low numbers of bats~ 

r,ossible 10w r,or,u1ations i~t~f.lHi:r:@§§~li?if'iYr1figJtftg:::~µB.y§. 

168 Ibid . 

169 Brown, Patricia, Ph.D., A Survey for Bat of the Soledad Mountain Project, Mojave, Kern County, California, 
July 2. 1990, included inA@ii:ibm~n#eJIWAPP~nij~:m. 
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A second series of surveys for bats was conducted in 1.f;..µ,.gij~~i:ig~:t~l§.~ij 1996~170 
, and a ~ 

wtMter i.§Ig:::~~911 survey for bats was conducted in January 1997. 171 The recent surveys for 

bats were conducted i !n August and October 1996, when over 70 workings were entered to 

search for bats or guano. No bats were observed in the mines gijgJjg;:jRi{ffi~tiiliY:i, and 

only small amounts of guano (rofiii)::Jp~). were observed in two prospect holes and a stoped 

adit. Bats were observed entering or leaving mine workings fflijigµ,$.~- Based on these surveys, 

at least hvo unidentified species of bats were observed in the project area. The small bats:" 

flying around and exiting the mines were probably California fffyotis (Myotis califomicus) and/or 

·western pipistrelle (Pipistrel,'tls hesperu-s). n·,o species of bats were observed entering or 

lea'<ling a large open eut. One ·was a light colored, broad winged bat, and the others overe 14 

large, light colored bats. The sight and lack of echolocation evidence is consistent with the 

identification of either Townsend's big eared bat (Corftorhinus tovmsendif} or pallid bat 

(Antrozous pal,'fdus). fl:::~:::f~mi.~':9.~m1~$~:::~m&~i~mmm1::1~lrli.n.~q:::~~~~::IH§~~~::ti§::::~H@~ 
1tm:ffiijJ!triPitmmit.oJ@mim1:!:::J~it$qJ.i@iiJMII~ffiijJi.Diiim:PPiirvigannm:~n111nims:!t;tri:::ti~1il?:;p@ 
911.i.{qffl.ijffijf§.~,IIlllEI~?tflm§.~1I~o.lir:limitiriMPEW~!!li(&!.eiifflf:fgl::Jli#.l.i«ii1M':J~jfg@f 

• 

•@i!ii(@pi~liil.f:jgg::g1¥m.ii:i:iilI~lJ.fi§r]iPW6.~i511:':l;i.igtlili:1iiti(@glq§fiiYiltiln~n.iin • 
QrHi~f:Hi.Ii?:!(!:l:&!ntt.a:Y:iIR@llt.1#:ilfl:l:Mill.iintltfgf~iiigit:!illle.'.ifililltirililfb.iffiiwitfi. 
1.1t.mi¢mwi.1.g:l§v&rJmi::ir&i:t1t1t::t#tiJJJm1111i]fitfltti&twii.11tiri9!JtIW:lt!iim:::11:::miniit::1it19Ui.m 
t!ii11:::m1Y:rnii@1:\11m.1n:::PriviPii::1,u1m1:1:::19!mmtr.1t1ir:1iltt1,1r0.1Y.Q.11ini 

A wtMter ffif~f::i@i$.®. bat survey was conducted january :4.8$.(! 1997;\171 in which o~er 30 mine 

workings were entered on foot and by hoist t}y fDd Scott Altenbach)'.m~ No bats were ... .. . 

observed hibernating in the mine workings, and only a few pieces of fresh guano Wiffl 
detected in one mine adit. Dr. Brown observed that the large number of interconnected, 

inaccessible workings could not be surveyed, and, therefore, more bats may be resident than 

will observed. tiilillliffiit§li.r&iiitfaiif;ilifvilElml::i~~nlii.1./I!tt.iIP.m~ilw.iii.Imlmini. 
~:mmii.1.i.11~ 

170 Brown. Patricia, Ph.D .• Brown-Berry Biological Consulting. Warm Season Bat Surveys at Soledad 
Mountain, Kern County, California. October 28. 1996, included in mfijijf:i.ffl.fflfS.:l:@#.iii6#.iflf. 

171 Brown. Patricia. Ph.D., Winter Bat Survey at Soledad Mountain, Kern County, California. February 
3. 1997, included in A®Mm~hf~'M\li:iPi®.#.ij]!.i.. 

171~ 
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Dr. Altenbach saw no sign of bats or guano in the extensive drifts, stopes or shafts he entered. 

He concluded that, although there was an absence of evidence, this does not preclude the 

presence of bats. He does state, however, that if there were significant numbers of bats, he 

would have observed signs, and that the absence of bats was unprecedented in such large 

underground workings. However, the few bats present would present a difficult or impossible 

task to exclude. The number of bats possibly killed by mining activities would be low based 

on the indications of the surveys. Jt/ili.iiIB.m:liriilntmmttlliio.iijitiHiimiviiI:ffiltJlliHl!::E 
Hi§hfi:~r§i§H~itf§tWiitiri9:i.iniffli4Ni@Hlnfi:::~n.tumu.1t,P.li:::§fiim~iii~aniIP~§:::~m1@~$QiP.@nn1 
•1gv~r11,::§t:iiimtil#miitis~ 

Species of Minislm.iHj Concern 

Four animals known to inhabit the types of habitats in the project site on Soledad Mountain are 

of possible concern from the threatened, endangered or special concern species lists for the 

Federal and California agencies. These species of concern are the desert tortoise ( Gopherus 

agassiziM and the Mohave ground squirrel (Spermophilus mohavensis); and the bats, 

Townsend's big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendir) and pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus). 

Desert tortoise: 

xhitP:iii!mJgft.\?Ji~Mll!f!:ijff~i:iffiiffiHJifiitin.@imi:ijrf#Iiiii;i~l Desert tortoise surveys were 

conducted in specific areas of potentially suitable habitat, although the project area is not 

designated as critical habitat by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. No recent active 

sign or live tortoises were observed on the project site. Tortoises were not found to occur on 

the project site during surveys in 1995. According to the United States Fish and Wildlife 

Service, recent tortoise surveys have not detected any tortoises west of State Route 14 in 

Antelope Valley. 172 A detailed survey was conducted in April 1997 to confirm previous results . 

172 Bamberg Associates, Biological and Soil Resource Evaluation for Soledad Mountain Project, November 
1995, Revised, Section 5.4, included as\1fijgijffiijfufS@Iffippij@1i(l!J. 
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Wti.iiMPfiivi{grggg¢.flii!ml[::liHiiitill]i!iiliIIH .. iifiPifflii~ Surveys for the Mohave 

ground squirrel173 were carried out in late March and May 1990. Two trapping grids did not 

result in the capture of any Mohave ground squirrel. The project area is on the edge of the 

known Mohave ground squirrel range. There are two habitat types in the lower shrub/ grass 

and shrub/scrub vegetation on the west flank of the mountain which could support Mohave 

ground squirrels. The proposed western heap leach pad and overburden pile are in part of the 

habitat area. 

Bats: 

±9.wfuiiiii:i?i@fiiri.i.liPi:faimi;JIJi.ii:h\J.i.ir.1.i:IIU\W:iiliiliiffitiliJP@PActffiin.tiPMtltiiimiiS.@mi 
§@iEl@(;IBl.lUtio~ffi}lm~B.tti:Il!stiillilitJNiiifiimiflY!JIIlill.fffiimil:iH;Jll.il.i~!f:I 
@,11,s~H@mffigi.m:I®Itm;1i;11111111:::tqr:::1.1i,n.111$:::1ffl1i~iittt@r:::1m1i:.o.otm@1rnntm1t:M1m:~s.1. 
ri~mi1:;112Uiti.ittJ111f:2i1~11s11iitm::11J11~m1iJJI2.ri1~:iiii1:ij::11,sfiirii;i.:)?1ma1Ii1mimi1.:nrJ. 
m.2.n!fgfgg* 

Surveys for the two bat species of concern, Townsend's big-eared and pallid bats, were 

conducted in t't,vo sei,arate occasions during SummeF, Fall, '~"o'inteF 1996-97, and Si,Fing 1990. 

i\1#it©RiinGii&M:f~t!UfilQ.$.t@ii;iini;iif:I!l~ftffii.IMi#i.if!Pmiiimi:JUifi~Htl$.P.l· only a sma11 

number of bats were discoveFed OF observed g)t\g~f.~9tiii.l. in the surveyed mine workings. :At 

least ftl'V'O si:,ecies of bats were observed in the historic mine o·,orkings at Soledad, but absolute 

identification voas not possible. Bats Jf:wg!:):\:gt,!i!i!,t1§Iill~fi::::~pij91.g§ observed were either 

Townsend's big-eared bat ~nfflor pallid bats, both of which are listed by California Department 

of Fish and Game as Species of Special Concern. OF. Brovm suggests that the few· bats 

present will voluntarily vacate the mines ovhen mining activity begins, and the number of bats 

possibly killed should be IO'o'v, based on the results of the surveys. jg~ll~ii'iimifffijffii~pf@i§i.ri.~ 
W:Qi.;ilq:J@.iw.il~Iii@~!i]!JiWmlmiIM.ifi:/l&.o.lm§Ii~WIPiffimiWi!Iit]y§µjiiiiiii.rimi!i]\i.lffi§jiff. 
ttEit'91u.11nii1itr.r9mamt«iintiim.1Pimmitw§]ffiln4imt1:i.ism111i::1m¥itniimtiii,111i~mrtJ11m 
Jijni,Jlijgt\P.1.ll.i.imliooiiijtt~111:::ijt;tl!ilI?!JJr111::rn1nu!isilfflwi1iim=::rnn1:::hilmlitimia,1wni11 
/lµJ:itri~#~nii!l.J:1!Ii~:::r{m1t@i§t1:i:m~n,:ti§Ii~v,t1§§:\11µJtjf~!ti2W1: 

173 Brown, Patricia, Ph.D., A Survey for Mojave Ground Squirrels, Soledad Mountain Project, Mojave, Kern 
County, California, August 2, 1990, included in Att~#hmijfutiftlij]\PP.ifui1%{R 
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According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a 

significant effect on the environment if it would: 

( c) Substantially affect a rare or endangered species of animal or plant or the habitat of 

the species; 

(d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife 

species; 

(t) Substantially diminish habitat for fish, wildlife or plants. 

(v) Create a potential public health hazard or involve the use, production or disposal of 

materials which pose a hazard to people or animal or plant populations in the area 

affected. 

For the purposes of this EIR/EIS, a significant impact would normally occur if implementation 

of the proposed project would: 

• violate any environmental law or regulation designed to protect wildlife, fisheries, plant 

species or habitat areas; 

• directly harm a sensitive species or cause a net loss to the habitat of the species; 

• interfere substantially with the movement of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife 

species, or with established resident or migratory corridors; 

• cause any fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels; or 

• cause a net loss of any riparian lands, wetlands, marshes or other environmentally

sensitive habitat areas. 

The pFOjeet site does not include en,tironmentally sensitive habitat areas or species. No 

threatened or endangered species have been identified on the project site. Neither desert 

tortoises or Mohave ground squirrels were observed on the project site. There were possible 

sightings of g)fh§f the Townsend's big-eared bat or pallid bat which are California species of 

special concern. There will be no interference with fish, migratory species or wildlife species, 

or with established migratory corridors. During the life of the mine, no open water will exist to 

attract waterfowl or other migrants. 
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The populations of wildlife are not anticipated to drop below self sustaining levels as a result 

of the proposed project. No §1Mffl®.ffl impacts to sensitive species are anticipated as a result 

of the proposed project. 

Impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat during construction and operation of the project will be 

minimized by containing disturbance within necessary areas only, maintaining a 25 mph speed 

limit, limiting exposure of wildlife to the cyanide solutions by using a closed system, and 

preventing ponding of the cyanide on the surface of the heap as described in Section 2.2.2.2 

and Section 2.2.4.3. Any loss of wildlife on the project site will be reported and measures 

taken to prevent a reoccurrence. Potential impacts to wildlife are considered to be Less Than 

Significant. 

3.6.2.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There would be no irreversible/irretrievable commitment of wildlife resources related to the 

proposed project. Some wildlife habitat would be altered for species composition and use by 

specific species. Revegetation of disturbed areas with native plants would restore the 

disturbed wildlife habitat. In addition, as part of the Proposed Action, some areas disturbed 

by historical mining activity would be reclaimed. 

3.6.2.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The land disturbance associated with this project (930 acres), projected residential build out 

(approximately 200 acres) and the proposed aggregate quarry operated by Hemperly/Warnack 

(approximately 100 acres) represents a cumulative disturbance of 1,230 acres during the life 

of the project. Required reclamation of the mining projects would return the sites to the 

preexisting land use. The reclamation requirements and large surrounding area of undisturbed 

habitat make the cumulative impact to wildlife Less Than Significant. 

3.6.2.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The following is a summary of regulatory requirements which will be in place to regulate the 

project in regard to wildlife resources. 
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• An informal consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game will take 

place before construction begins. 

• An informal consultation with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service will take place 

before construction begins. 

• A preconstruction survey for desert tortoise was conducted in April 1997. 
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• Reclamation according to SMARA will return the project site to open habitat including 

native vegetation after mining is completed. 

3.6.2.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

The following is a summary of design features which are included by the applicant in addition 

to those required by regulations, and are included in the impact analysis of the project as 

related to wildlife resources. 

• Grading for the project will be minimized to the extent consistent with safe and efficient 

operations to limit the total area of surface disturbance. 

• 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 . 

• Containers of reagents will be stored within controlled reagent storage areas and kept 

closed, stored in enclosed areas, or otherwise managed to prevent access by wildlife. 
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• Project waste will be properly managed at the site to control garbage that could attract 

wildlife. 

• The maximum vehicle speed will be 25 mph. 

• Wildlife habitat awareness will be included in the worker education program. 

• Some of the mine adits will be retained and fenced g~\ig, and some of the mine shafts 

will be covered by grates to allow access by bats while excluding people. 

3.6.2.7 Recommended Mitigation 

As a result of regulatory requirements and project design features, impacts to wildlife would 

be Less Than Significant. No mitigation measures are recommended. 

3.6.2.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

Impacts to the small numbers of bats would be reduced by placing gates or grates at the 

entrance to some existing shafts and adits to allow bat access for roosting. Other impacts to 

wildlife will be reduced by reclamation of disturbed surfaces to restore habitats. 

The proposed project would not violate any environmental law or regulation designed to 

protect wildlife. 

The proposed project would not directly harm a sensitive species or cause a net loss of habitat 

to the species. 

The proposed project would not interfere substantially with the movement of any resident or 

migratory fish or wildlife species. 

The proposed project would not cause any wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 

levels. 

The proposed project would not cause a net loss of an riparian lands, wetlands, marshes or 

other environmentally-sensitive habitat areas. 

Impacts to wildlife resources would be Less Than Significant after regulatory and proposed 

project design features are in place. 
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3.7 Cultural and Historical Resources (Cultural Resources) 

3.7.1 Setting 

The Mojave Desert and surrounding area have been occupied by various groups of people 

from possibly as long ago as 30,000 years before the present.174 There is little information 

available about the early groups because few archaeological sites have been found. More 

substantial inhabitation occurred from 6,000 to 4,000 years before the present, as ". ... 

demonstrated by sites found along prehistoric shorelines, including the prehistoric shoreline 

of Rosamond Lake. From 4;000 years to 800 years before the present, population groups 

continued to inhabit the desert and foothills. Evidence suggests that these groups attained 

a food supply by both foraging and hunting. There are few sites representing the last portion 

of this period, when missions pulled many of the region's inhabitants away. 

Before the 1860's, the Antelope Valley was traversed by various Euro-American explorers. 

The first settlers arrived in the 1860's and were involved in ranching in the foothills of the 

Tehachapi Mountains. The completion of the Southern Pacific railway through the valley in 

1876 was a major impetus to settlement. 

The first recorded mining activity in the area occurred in 1894 at what is now Standard Hill. 

There have been three main periods of development at Soledad Mountain. During the first 

period from approximately 1894 to 1910, there was major prospecting and development. The 

Karma, Queen Esther and Echo mines were in operation with mills onsite. The Eagle Group 

and Bobtail Claims were operating, but the ore was taken to offsite mills. During the second 

period, from the Depression years until 1942, there were numerous small scale mining efforts 

and all ore was hauled to Tropico for milling. During the third period, from 1942 to the present, 

there has been a limited amount of mining and exploration. These mining operations involved 

the establishment of small living groups on Soledad Mountain. 

The remains of buildings, mining equipment and residences are evident throughout the project 

area. These cultural and historical resources are subject to evaluation in accordance with the 

guidelines set forth in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 

174 
W & S Consultants, Phase I Archaeological Survey of the Golden Queen Mine Project Area, 1995, 
induded as Appendix Vlll. 
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Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). Only those resources found to be "important" under CEQA 

or "significant'' under NHPA are considered in the assessment of the potential of a Proposed 

Action to adversely affect the cultural environment. 

3.7.1.1 Cultural Resources on Private Lands 

In accordance with state requirements under CEQA for private lands, a phase I archaeological 

survey and phase II test excavations and determinations of significance were prepared by W 

& S Consultants on the Soledad Mountain Project area. The reports documenting this work 

are included in Appendix VIII. The reports are considered confidential information and will be 

distributed accordingly. 

According to Appendix K of CEQA, if the project may cause damage to an important 

archaeological resource, the project may have a significant effect on the environment. 

Damaging effects on an archaeological resource should be avoided whenever feasible. If 

avoidance is not feasible, the following criteria shall be used to evaluate the importance of the 

site: 

• The archaeological resource is associated with an event or person of (1) recognized 

significance in California or American history or (2) recognized scientific importance in 

prehistory. 

• The resource can provide information which is of both demonstrable public interest and 

useful in addressing scientifically consequential and reasonable or archaeological 

research questions. 

• The resource has a special or particular quality, such as oldest, best example, largest 

or last surviving example of its kind. 

• The resource is at least 100 years old and possesses substantial stratigraphic integrity. 

• The resource involves important research questions that historical research has shown 

can be answered only with archaeological methods. 

Cultural resources on private land were evaluated based on the preceding criteria. The 

following four sites on private land have been identified as "important" according to CEQA . 
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CA-KER-4446H is referred to as Cobble City or "Little Italy." It is a complex of building 

remains, located on private land, which are in a good state of preservation and which have 

a potential to contribute to the understanding of a period of Kem County history. The site is 

endangered by downslope movement of tailings from the Queen Esther Mine. 

CA-KER-4447H is the Wegmen residential complex located on private land. The complex 

includes turn of the century, Depression era and recent remains. The site contains 

information which would contribute to the understanding of early mining patterns in Kem 

County. 

CA-KER-4448H is the Karma Mill complex, including a head frame, vertical shaft and hoist 

and shop in conditions varying from good to poor. The site, located on private land, contains 

information which would contribute to the understanding of early mining practices and 

patterns. 

CA-KER-4449H is the Queen Esther Mill which was built in 1903 and operated until 191 O on 

private land. The mill structure and buildings lack integrity, but the site contains information 

useful for the understanding of early mining history in Kem County. 

The following sites were identified on private land, but were not considered "important." 

CA-KER-4450H is the Echo Mill constructed on private land in 1903 and dismantled in 1906. 

The building remains have been mapped and no more information is expected from this site. 

However, it might yield information under the surface if uncovered. 

CA-KER-4451 H is the large Golden Queen Mill site constructed on private and federal land 

in 1935. The site remains do not contain information of archaeological or historical interest. 

CA-KER-4452H is the post-World War II Silver Queen Mine complex. The structures, located 

on private land, are lacking in integrity and scientific interest. 

CA-KER-4453H is the Gypsy Starlight area which consists of a cluster of wooden ore chutes 

and related mine features located on private land. The site is lacking in integrity and does not 

contain historically important information. 
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CA-KER-4454H, referred to as the Bobtail site and located on both private and federal land, 

consists of unrelated mining features of various ages. The site is not considered to contain 

information of scientific or historical interest. 

CA-KER-4693H consists of the remains of at least six structures on private land which 

represent a small mining camp occupied for a short period of time. There is no evidence of 

sub-surface deposits and the architectural remains are in various stages of collapse. 

CA-KER-4694 consists of a low-density, prehistoric, Late Archaic or later, plant processing 

station located on private land along the northern margin of a dry mud playa. The site 

contains surficial artifacts commonly associated with plant grinding. 

CA-KER-4695H is a small tum-of-the-century mining camp consisting of a single tent pad 

adjacent to a historical road or trail on private land. A privy pit has been excavated and the 

site is not expected to contain any more scientific information . 

3.7.1.2 Cultural Resources on Public Lands 

In accordance with federal requirements, class Ill inventories were prepared for all federal 

lands within the project area by W & S Consultants. All archaeological documents are 

included as Appendix VIII and are summarized in this section. The archaeological studies are 

treated as confidential information and will be distributed accordingly. 

The evaluation of cultural significance as required by federal law is made with reference to the 

ability of a site or related group of sites to meet the criteria for eligibility to the National Register 

of Historic Places (NRHP). As stated in 36 CFR, Part 60.4, these criteria are as follows: 

1. is at least 50 years in age; 

2. retains integrity of location, design, setting, materials, feeling and association; and 

3. has one or all of the following characteristics (significance criteria): 

a. association with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 

patterns of our history; or 

b. association with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 
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c. embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, method of construction, 

or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that 

represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 

distinction; or 

d. has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important to pre-history or 

history. 

No sites located on federal property were determined to be eligible for the National Register 

of Historic Places (NRHP). The following sites were identified on federal property, but were 

not considered eligible for the NRHP: 

CA-KER-764H, a group of cobble structures on federal land, was discovered in 1977. The 

structures appear to be water-retention structures, but their function is unknown. They do not 

contribute to the understanding of the history of the area. It is not a significant site and, 

therefore, is not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

CA-KER-765 was discovered in 1977 on federal land and was interpreted to be a bedrock 

grinding slick. It is now interpreted to be a natural rock feature and does not constitute an 

archaeological site. 175 

CA-KER-4451 H is the large Golden Queen Mill site constructed on private and federal land 

in 1935. The site lacks integrity and research potential and is not eligible for inclusion in the 

NRHP. 

CA-KER-4454H, referred to as the Bobtail site and located on both private and federal land, 

consists of unrelated mining features of various ages. The site is not considered to contain 

information of scientific or historical interest. Therefore, it is not significant and is not eligible 

for inclusion in the NRHP. 

CA-KER-4455H is the Elephant-Eagle Mill and Mine located on federal land and built during 

the Depression era. It lacks integrity and has no scientific value. It is not significant and is, 

therefore, not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. However, the site includes a gyratory crusher 

which is in good condition. 

175 
W & S Consultants, Class Ill Inventory of the Golden Queen Mine Project Area, Mojave, Kem County, 
California, October 1996, included in Appendix VIII. 
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CA-KER-4841 H represents a small mining activity area consisting of a small vertical shaft and 

associated trash scatter. The integrity of the site has not been maintained. It is a small 

outlying feature of the Wegman complex, CA-KER-4447H, which has been salvaged. The 

site is not significant and, therefore, is ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

3.7.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

3.7.2.1 Cultural Resources on Private Lands 

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a 

significant effect on the environment if it would: 

G) Disrupt or adversely affect a prehistoric or historic archaeological site or a property of 

historic or cultural significance to a community or ethnic or social group. 

For the purposes of this EIR/EIS, a significant impact would normally occur if implementation 

of the proposed project would: 

• cause the physical disturbance of, or prevent the future access to, a prehistoric, historic 

or cultural site which is listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 

Places, the California Register of Historic Resources, or a Register of Historic 

Resources which has been adopted by the resolution or ordinance of a local 

government; 

• cause the physical disturbance of, or prevent future access to, a structure, parcel or 

other feature of historic or cultural significance to a community, ethnic or social group; 

or 

• cause the disturbance of any human remains. 

The archaeological sites lie in areas which will be disturbed by the excavation of open pits and 

creation of overburden piles and the heap leach pads. The existing structural remains, 

surficial and sub-surface deposits and shafts and adits will be affected. Four sites on private 

land, CA-KER-4446H, CA-KER-4447H, CA-KER-4448H and CA-KER-4449H, which are 

considered important under CEQA criteria, will be disturbed. Four sites of minor interest, CA

KER-4450H, CA-KER-4695H, CA-KER-4693H and CA-KER-4694, will also be disturbed. 
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The impact to the cultural resources is Significant because four historical sites on private land, 

considered important, would be disturbed. 

3.7.2.2 Cultural Resources on Public Lands 

The proposed project would be considered to have a significant effect on cultural resources 

on federal lands if it would: 

• disturb cultural resources that are listed or eligible to be listed in the National Register 

of Historic Places. 

Of the historical sites which lie in areas of federal land which would be disturbed by the 

proposed project, none were eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. In consultation with the BLM, 

it has been determined that there are no significant sites on federal lands. The impact to 

cultural resources on federal lands is considered Less Than Significant. 

3.7.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

The historical sites found in the project area would be disturbed by the excavation of open pits 

and creation of overburden piles and the heap leach pads. However, the sites on private land 

with scientific and historical value will have been subject to a Phase Ill Data Recovery (salvage 

excavation and architectural recording) prior to site disturbance. There were no sites on 

federal land eligible for the NRHP. 

3.7.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The proposed project, in conjunction with other past, present and recently foreseeable future 

projects, will result in Less Than Significant impacts to cultural resources with the 

implementation of regulatory requirements according to CEQA Guidelines Appendix K, 

including mitigation measures, such as data recovery for important sites, as defined under 

CEQA and according to federal requirements. 
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3.7.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The following is a summary of regulatory requirements which will be in place to regulate the 

project in regard to cultural resources. 

• 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. 176 

• 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 received, remains are to be reinterred with appropriate dignity on 

the property in a location not subject to future development. 

3.7.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

The following is a summary of design features which are included by the applicant in addition 

to those required by regulations, and are included in the impact analysis of the project on 

cultural resources. 

• Should any previously unknown archaeological/cultural resources be discovered on 

private land during the course of mining or reclamation, work in the area of discovery 

shall be stopped and a qualified archaeologist contacted to evaluate the find and, if 

necessary, mitigated !m:eiffl~ prior to resumption of work. 

• 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 . 

176 
43 CFR, Section 3809.2-2(e)(2) 
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• 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. 

3.7.7 Recommended Mitigation 

Phase Ill Data Recovery shall be conducted prior to site disturbance on four historically 

important sites: CA-KER-4446H, 4447H, 4448H and 4449H, and the results reported to Kem 

County prior to site disturbance. Following the Phase Ill Data Recovery, the four sites shall 

have an archaeological monitor review the area during grading activity to record and collect 

any additional archeological information that may be uncovered during such activity. 

The three historic sites on private land, CA-KER-4450H, CA-KER-4695H and CA-KER-4693H, 

and one prehistoric site on private land, CA-KER-4694, shall have an archaeological monitor 

review the areas during grading activity to record and collect any additional archeological 

information that may be uncovered during such activity. Any information uncovered shall be 

• 

reported to Kem County. • 

No mitigation measures are recommended for sites an federal properties because the impacts 

to those sites are Less Than Significant. 

3.7.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

As a result of the proposed mitigation measures, the impact to the cultural resources on both 

private and federal lands would be Less Than Significant. The Phase Ill Data Recovery will 

actually preserve artifacts and information which would otherwise be lost to continued decay . 

07330010.31A May1997 

• 



• 

• 

• 

SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
DRAFT EIRJEIS 

3.8 Visual Resources (Light and Glare/Aesthetics) 

3.8.1 Setting 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

The visual resources comprise the visual quality and character of the project site and the 

surrounding region. Land surface, water, vegetation and other natural or man-made features 

make up the scenic quality of the landscape. These properties can be described in terms of 

the visual elements of form, line, color and texture. 

The landscape characteristics, or form, of the project area consist of broad, relatively flat, 

alluvial areas with steep hills/mountains rising above the desert floor at various locations. 

Soledad Mountain, the project site, is a volcanic peak approximately three miles in diameter 

rising more than 1,000 feet above the surrounding desert. The visual line, the path the eye 

follows, is predominately horizontal. The flat, broad valleys allow long distance views and the 

horizontal line results from the contact of the ground and vegetation with the sky. The line is 

broken by vertical changes, such as Soledad Mountain. The landscape color consists of 

browns, tans and grays. Vegetation colors are generally browns, greens, yellows and tans. 

Because of the limited vegetation cover, landscape colors meld with vegetation colors from 

distant view points. Texture, the visual manifestation of the interplay of light and shadows, is 

subtle because of the uniformity of the broad valleys, sparse vegetation and colors. 

Several open pit mines are located in the area. All the mines have visual contrasts created 

by roads, open pits, overburden piles and, in the case of gold mines, heap leach pads. 

Several industries along State Route 14 and the windfarms in the Tehachapi Mountains 

contribute to existing visual contrasts. 

The project area is visible from major travel routes along State Route 14 and State Route 58 

passing through the Mojave area to the north and east of the project site. The project area 

is also visible from Silver Queen Road, a county road which provides access to the project site 

and borders the north and west sides of the project site. The project area is in the foreground 

from the local road and in the background from the state highways. Approximate traffic on 

Silver Queen Road is 41 O average daily trips, while approximate traffic on State Route 14 as 

reported in 1995 is 15,000 ADT.177 

1n Personal communication, CalTrans. 
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Residents along Backus Road view Soledad Mountain from the south and will be able to see 

portions of the overburden piles. Residents along Silver Queen Road will have a direct view 

of the heap leach pad and the mine. Most residents of Camelot Park do not have an 

uninterrupted view of Soledad Mountain from the north because of the proximity of the houses 

to each other and the distance to Soledad Mountain. 

The significant majority of the visitors to the project site would be mine employees, contractors 

and other mine-related personnel. Access to the actual mining operations will be limited by 

the company for safety and security reasons. 

The visual resources of the project area were investigated using methods outlined in Section 

8400 of the BLM Manual. Using these methods, the resources are analyzed by considering 

the scenic quality, viewer sensitivity and the distance between the viewer and the proposed 

modification of the landscape. The BLM visual resource management (VRM) system, which 

was developed by the BLM for identifying, evaluating and classifying visual resources of public 

lands, assigns a management class rating from I through IV by inventorying and evaluating 

both scenic quality and the sensitivity of a landscape (Table 3.8-1). Discussions with Mr. Dave 

Wash at the BLM Office in Ridgecrest indicate that the BLM has not assigned a VRM rating 

to lands in the project area. 

The Master Environmental Assessment/Master Environmental Impact Report for the Kem 

County General Plan, based upon the BLM VRM classes presented in Table 3.8-1, assigns 

a management class rating of II to the area around Soledad Mountain. The area along State 

Route 14 north to and including Mojave is assigned a management class rating of Ill. 

Contrast ratings were conducted from four selected viewing locations, using methods outlined 

in Section 8400 of the BLM Manual. These Key Observation Points (KOPs), shown in Exhibit 

3.8-1, were selected to represent the view from the intersections of major highways and local 

roads which carry the majority of traffic flow in the Mojave area and represent locations where 

the general public will view the project site. Visual contrast rating sheets and photographs are 

included in the Visual Resource Impact Analysis. 178 All photographs represent the view from 

the passenger seat of an automobile located at the KOP. 

178 
WZI Inc., Visual Impact Analysis, included as Appendix IX. 
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SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
DRAFT EIR/EIS 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

TABLE 3.8-1 

BLM Visual Resource Management Classes 

Class Description 

I The objective of this class is to preserve the existing character of the landscape. This class provides 
for natural ecological changes; however, it does not preclude very limited management activity. The 
level of chanae to the characteristic landscape should be verv low and must not attract attention. 

II The objective of this class is to retain the existing character of the landscape. The level of change to 
the characteristic landscape should be low. Management activities may be seen, but should not attract 
the attention of the casual observer. Any changes must repeat the basic elements of form, fine, color 
and texture found in the predominant natural features of the characteristic landscape. 

Ill The objective of this class is to partially retain the existing character of the landscape. The level of 
change to the characteristic landscape should be moderate. Management activities may attract 
attention, but should not dominate the view of the casual observer. Changes should repeat the basic 
elements found in the Predominant natural features of the characteristic landscace. 

IV The objective of this class is to provide for management activities which require major modification of 
the existing character of the landscape. The level of change to the characteristic landscape can be 
high. Management activities may dominate the view and be the major focus of viewer attention. 
However, every attempt should be made to minimize the impact of these activities through careful 
location, minimal disturbance, and repeating the basic element. 

KOP #1 represents a view of the project area from State Route 58 and Arroyo Avenue north 

of Mojave. This intersection provides access to residential housing and is inside the 30 mile 

per hour speed zone approaching Mojave from the north. The foreground view is composed 

of power poles, highway signs, billboards and railroad tracks. The middleground is composed 

of power poles, residential housing and open space. The background is composed of Soledad 

Mountain and other distant mountains. 

KOP #2 represents a view of the project area from State Route 58 and State Route 14 north 

of Mojave. This intersection is controlled by a traffic signal. The foreground view is composed 

of power poles, highway signs, billboards and railroad tracks. The middle ground is composed 

of power poles, residential housing and open space. The background is composed of Soledad 

Mountain and other distant mountains. 

KOP #3 represents a view of the project area from State Route 58 and State Route 14 in 

downtown Mojave. This intersection is controlled by a traffic signal. The foreground view is 

composed of power poles, highway signs, billboards and railroad tracks. The background is 

composed of Soledad Mountain. 
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KOP #4 represents a view of the project area from State Route 14 and Camelot Boulevard 

south of Mojave. This intersection provides access to residential housing at the Camelot 

housing tract. The foreground view is composed of pavement, highway signs and markers for 

various buried utilities. The middle ground is composed of open space and the existing 

Granite Construction Company aggregate operations at Standard Hill. The background is 

composed of Soledad Mountain. 

In addition to KOP's for major travel routes, the Visual Resource Evaluation included two 

residential views. Appendix IX contains a view (A) looking south from the south edge of the 

Camelot housing development and a view (8) looking northwest from the comer of State 

Route 14 and Backus Road. Locations are shown on Exhibit 3.8-1. 

The view from the Camelot housing development is obscured for many residents by other 

houses. Those residents with a view of Soledad Mountain see only the upper slopes of the 

mountain in the background of the view. The foreground is composed of chain link fencing, 

grasses and shrubs . 

The view from State Route 14 and Backus Road represents the view for residents along 

Backus Road. The foreground and middle ground consist of open space with vegetation. The 

background is dominated by Soledad Mountain. 

A third residential view, as shown in Section 3.2.1, Exhibit 3.2-3 of this document, is from four 

residences located just north·of the project area off Silver Queen Road. The foreground is 

composed of vegetation. The middle ground is composed of tailings from previous mining 

activity. The background is composed of Soledad Mountain where historical mining activity, 

including roads and tailings, is visible. The tailings from previous mining create a strong color 

contrast in the landscape. 

3.8.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a project would have a significant 

effect on the environment if it would: 

(b) Have a substantial, demonstrable negative esthetic effect. 
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For the purposes of this EIR/EIS, a significant impact would occur if implementation of the 

proposed project would: 

• conflict with the applicable vista protection standards, scenic resource protection 

requirements or design criteria, of federal, state and local agencies; 

• change the existing visual quality and character at the project site in a manner that is 

inconsistent with other uses which currently exist or have been approved for the area; 

• increase light and glare in the project vicinity so as to cause a hazard or nuisance 

condition; 

• alter or obstruct existing public viewsheds from or across the project site, including 

scenic features associated with designated scenic highways; or 

• significantly reduce sunlight or introduce shadows in public areas. 

Impacts to visual resources from the activity during the operating life of the project would result 

from the visibility of surface disturbance associated with construction and operation of project 

• 

facilities, the creation of overburden piles, the creation of the heap leach facilities, the creation • 

of the open pit mine and the occasional dust plumes resulting from blasting in the open pit 

mines. These impacts would occur over a period of up to 15 years. Impacts to visual 

resources on completion of the project after closure, reclamation and revegetation would be 

reduced. Additionally, impacts to visual resources vary depending on the viewpoint, whether 

from a distant viewpoint or from a nearby residence. 

Photographs of current conditions, taken from each KOP, and photographic simulations of the 

Proposed Action are presented in Appendix IX. Standard four inch by six inch prints illustrate 

the current conditions and the Proposed Action as viewed by the naked eye from each KOP. 

Enlargements to eight inch by 1 O inch are used to outline and discuss the Proposed Action. 

Standard four inch by six inch prints of the current views and eight inch by 10 inch simulations 

of the Proposed Action as viewed from the two residential areas are also presented in 

Appendix IX. 

The heap leach pads, open pit mine, overburden piles and access road constructed as part 

of the Proposed Action would represent a noticeable visual contrast for nearby residential 

viewers north of the project. A noticeable visual contrast for nearby residential viewers south • 

of the project site would be the result of overburden piles only. 
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The visual contrasts would be less noticeable from a distance for casual viewers, those 

traveling along State Routes 14 and 58. The Proposed Action, as viewed in relationship to 

other current and historical activities in the area would only be a weak contrast to the existing 

regional landscape. There is a potential significant impact to visual resources as a result of 

the proposed project. 

Existing roads and exploration drilling sites which are not necessary to provide operating and 

exploration access to the proposed project site will be recontoured and reclaimed to minimize 

visual impacts at the proposed project. Some existing overburden piles from previous mining 

activity within the proposed disturbance will be reclaimed and/or revegetated as described in 

the Reclamation and Revegetation Procedures (Appendix Ill, Attachment D). The heap leach 

pads and overburden piles resulting from open pit mining as part of the proposed project will 

also be recontoured as part of the reclamation and closure activities at the site. 

The form of the reclaimed project would approach the form of the surrounding landscape, 

however, some areas would remain discontinuous and there would be some areas of angular 

line. The color of the reclaimed project would approach that of the surrounding landscape. 

The open pit mine would remain as a permanent change to the line and form of the area. Due 

to the steepness of the pit walls, the pit walls would be in shadow during certain times of the 

day and year. The shadows would cause the pit walls to blend with other features on the 

mountain. 

Views from residences located immediately north of Soledad Mountain and to a lesser extent 

along Backus Road south of Soledad Mountain would have less contrast after reclamation. 

As a result of final reclamation, the heap leach pads and overburden piles, which repeat the 

basic elements of form, line, color and texture of the rest of Soledad Mountain, would no 

longer attract attention. The visual impact would be reduced. 

Operations under the Proposed Action would cause some visual contrast with the surrounding 

land from more distant viewpoints, even after reclamation. However, when the Proposed 

Action is viewed in relationship to other current and historical activities there is only a weak 

contrast. The project area, with the implementation of the Proposed Action, would contrast 
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slightly with the existing environment. Due to the viewing distance from the major travel 

routes, viewer sensitivity to the visual resources is considered to be low to moderate. 

All the mining projects in the area are subject to reclamation procedures which would reduce 

the impact to the visual resources. The proposed project would not alter the existing 

appearance to the casual viewer because the type of activities outlined in the Proposed Action 

are consistent with past activities in the area. 

The visual impacts from the Proposed Action would be Less Than Significant when compared 

to the currently existing conditions and surrounding views. 

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, however, all lighting will be directed 

toward the working areas and shielded. Project design features will reduce the level of impact 

to Less Than Significant. 

3.8.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

The landscape would have a permanent change, however, the basic elements of form, line, 

color and texture of Soledad Mountain would be similar to the existing features. 

3.8.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The change in the landscape associated with the proposed project, the potential residential 

development and the Hemperty/Wamack aggregate quarry would alter the landscape, but the 

cumulative visual impact to the overall regional landscape would be Less Than Significant. 

3.8.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The following is a summary of regulatory requirements which will be in place to regulate the 

project in regard to visual quality. These regulatory requirements have been included in the 

project for the purposes of the preceding impact analysis. 
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• The Reclamation Plan approved by Kem 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. 

3.8.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

The following is a summary of design features which are included by the applicant in addition 

to those required by regulations, and are included in the impact analysis of the project on 

visual resources. 

• Surface disturbance will be minimized to that required for safe and efficient operation . 

• Historical mining disturbance will be reclaimed. 

• Buildings and structures will be painted with nonreflective earthtone colors to blend with 

the predominant background. 

• 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. 

3.8. 7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

3.8.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The change in topography and landscape of Soledad Mountain represent residual impacts. 

After reclamation the change in the visual resources of the project area would not be unlike 

surrounding areas, repeating the basic visual elements, and may not be noticeable to the 

casual observer from major traveled routes. The long-term impact would be Less Than 

Significant. 
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3.9.1 Setting 

NOISE 

Noise is generally defined as unwanted or objectionable sound. Sound is technically described 

in terms of the loudness (amplitude) of the sound and the frequency (pitch) of the sound. 

Sound levels are usually measured and expressed in decibels (dB). The decibel measurement 

is logarithmic, meaning each increase of one decibel is a tenfold increase in noise. Because 

the human ear is not equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies (human hearing is less 

sensitive to low and extremely high frequencies than mid-range frequencies), the A-weighted 

decibel scale has been devised to relate noise to human sensitivity and rank the intensity of 

sound. In the following discussion, the term dB will indicate A-weighted sound level in 

decibels. 

In Kern County, the standards for noise levels are established in the Noise Element of the 

Kern County General Plan.179 The goals of the Noise Element and General Plan are to (1) 

ensure that residents of Kem County are protected from excessive noise and moderate levels 

of noise are maintained and (2) protect the economic base of Kem County by preventing the 

encroachment of incompatible land uses near known noise producing roadways, industries, 

railroads, airports and other sources. The plan states that industrial uses or operations should 

"be designed or arranged so that they will not subject residential or other noise sensitive land 

uses to exterior noise levels in excess of 65 dB Lan-" The ~" scale, the Day Night Noise Level, 

represents a time weighted 24-hour average noise level based on the A-weighted decibel with 

time of day penalties applied to sounds occurring outside of "daytime" hours (7:00 a.m. to 

10:00 p.m.). 

The project area is located in a sparsely populated rural area, with the nearest occupied 

residences located approximately 2,900 feet northwest and 4,250 feet southwest of proposed 

blasting, loading and crushing areas and 1,100 feet north and 2,500 feet southwest of the 

heap leach pads and overburden piles. An unoccupied residence in the Goldtown subdivision 

is located approximately 1,000 feet east of the eastern overburden pile. 

179 
Kem County General Plan, Noise Element, December 1989 
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The principal existing sources of noise in the area are sonic booms from military aircraft, 

vehicle traffic on nearby roads, including State Route 14 and Silver Queen Road, and diesel 

locomotives on the railroad tracks east of the site. The local terrain is complex, which 

produces areas where noise from the mining and processing operations may be sheltered. 

Ambient noise level data collection was conducted180 at a location in the northwest comer of 

the project site across Silver Queen Road during the following periods when no mining activity 

was conducted: 

May 31, 1990 - Jul 5, 1990 

Aug 31, 1990 - Oct 3, 1990 

Nov 30, 1990 - Jan 5, 1991 

Feb 28, 1991 - Apr 5, 1991 

Appendix X contains a summary of the Noise Level Data Collection and Processing Methods, 

and a tabulation of the data showing the Leq (total sound energy of a time-varying sound level 

over a given period of time, in this case, one hour), the Lmax (the maximum level in a given 

period, in this case, one hour), and the L90 (the level exceeded 90 percent of the time over 

one hour, which excludes noise levels of short duration). This information was summarized 

in a noise impact analysis report, 181 adjusted to compute the Day Night Noise Level C~n) 

shown in Table 3.9-1. 

TABLE 3.9-1 

Day Night Noise Level (lctn) - dB (A-weighted) 

June 1990 September 1990 December 1990 March 1991 

Month Average 61.9 55.4 54.9 59.7 

Highest Day 71 63 63 69 

Lowest Day 50 47 48 52 

180 
Air Sciences, Inc., Ambient Baseline Noise Monitoring Plan, Soledad Mountain Project, Mojave, California: 
June 1990, included in AppendixX . 

181 
Celano, Joseph W., Preliminary Noise Impact Analysis Report, Golden Queen Mining Company, 
Soledad Mountain Project Hersh Acoustical Engineering, Inc., January 1997, included in Appendix X. 
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The data contained in Table 3.9-1 indicates that the daily ambient noise levels at the 

monitoring site were in the range~" 47 to 71 dB. Monthly average levels were in the range 

'-cin 55 to 62 dB. These noise levels were in compliance with Kem County's ~" 65 dB outdoor 

criterion for residential uses except for several days in June 1990 and March 1991 when the 

65 dB criterion was exceeded. The causes of the excess noise levels are not known. 

3.9.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a 

significant effect on the environment if it would: 

(p) Increase substantially the ambient noise levels for adjoining areas. 

For the purposes of this EIR/EIS, a significant impact would normally occur if implementation 

of the proposed project would: 

• violate any established noise or vibration law, regulation or standard; 

• cause a permanent increase in ambient noise or vibration levels which would be 

perceptible to humans in the project vicinity, and which is perceptibly greater than the 

noise and vibration levels caused by existing development in the project area; or 

• cause a temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise or vibration levels which would 

be perceptible to humans in the project vicinity, and which is perceptibly greater than 

the noise and vibration levels caused by existing development in the project area. 

The noise which would be generated by the proposed project falls into two categories: 

(1) general mining activity including engine noise and back-up alarms from haul trucks, loaders 

and other vehicles, rock drills, rock crushing and screening equipment and miscellaneous 

equipment noise from the process plants, shop and office and (2) blasting. Noise from the 

haul truck engines and loader operations occurs when the trucks are filled with material in the 

open pit mines. Truck engine noise is also associated with hauling the materials to the 

overburden material piles or the crusher. Vehicle back-up alarm noise will be generated in the 

open pit mines, on the overburden material piles and at the crusher location. Noise from the 

truck and loader activities will occur 24-hours per day, seven-days per week. Noise from the 

crushing equipment will occur 24-hours per day, seven-days per week. Blasting will normally 

occur once a day during daylight hours. 
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The noise from the mining operations has the potential to cause significant impact to the level 

of noise in the area of the project. General operational noise during the first year of the project 

was modeled based on proposed equipment distributed in likely operation locations throughout 

the site.182 Nearby existing residential uses are indicated on a plot of predicted noise contours 

by numerals 1 through 4 and 6 through 9 (Exhibit 3.9-1). All of these residences are located 

outside the computed ~ 65 dB contours. Estimated noise exposure at residences 1 through 

4 would be in the ~" 59 to 63 dB range and noise at residences 6 through 9 would be in the 

~" 53 to 58 dB range. The model assumed unobstructed line-of-sight sound transmission 

from all noise sources with no allowance for shielding of sound by intervening terrain features. 

As development proceeds and the pit deepens, much of the equipment would operate within 

the pit where it would be shielded by the pit walls. 

Blast noise has been projected based on previous measurements at another mine, which is 

located in Kem County and is similar to the proposed project. 183 The blast noises were 

evaluated using C-weighted ~"' a method which discriminates against very high and very low 

frequencies and is typically utilized to measure high intensity sounds having significant low 

• frequency. A typical blast would be below C-weighted 65 dB at 1,000 feet from the center of 

the blast. The nearest occupiable residence is 2,900 feet from the area where blasts would 

occur. 

• 

To evaluate the overall noise environment, the C-weighted ~ due to blast noise can be added 

logarithmically to the A-weighted noise exposure due to the operations. Modeling 

demonstrates that on a day that a typical blast occurs, the composite noise exposure would 

be below~" 64 dB at the nearest occupiable residences. 

The anticipated noise levels generated by typical operations at the Soledad Mountain Project 

are within the limits recommended by the Noise Element of the Kem 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. 

182 
Ibid. 

183 
Ibid. 
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3.9.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

NOISE 

There is no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of noise resources associated with the 

project. 

3.9.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Compliance with the Kem County Noise Ordinance will ensure the cumulative impacts from 

the past, present and foreseeable projects are Less Than Significant. 

3.9.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The following is a summary of regulatory requirements which will be in place to regulate the 

project with regard to noise. The requirements have been included here for the purpose of the 

preceding impact analysis . 

• The noise levels at nearby residences will remain within the recommendations of the 

Noise Element of the Kem County General plan. 

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

MSHA requirements. 

3.9.6 Summary of Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

The following is a summary of the design features which are included by the applicant in 

addition to those required by regulations, and are included in the impact analysis of the project 

on noise. 

• Approximately 75 to 80 percent of construction activities will take place during daylight. 

• 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. 184 

184 Nickells, H. R., C. F. Johnson and W. I. Duvall, Blasting Vibration and Their Effects on Structures: 
U.S. Department of Interior, U.S. Bureau of Mines, 1971. 

07330010.31A 257 May1997 



SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
DRAFT EIR/EIS 

3.9.7 Recommended Mitigation 

NOISE 

Impacts to noise resources are Less Than Significant and no mitigation measures are 

recommended. 

3.9.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The level of significance of impact to noise would be Less Than Significant. 
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3.10 Land Use (Land Use/Population/Housing) 

3.10.1 Setting 

LAND USE 

The primary land use within the project area consists of mineral exploration, mineral 

development and open space. The surrounding adjacent land is primarily undeveloped desert 

land. The project area does not contain any prime agricultural land. Access to the site is from 

Silver Queen Road, an existing, paved county road. Silver Queen Road is an east-west road 

which runs approximately 600 feet north of the project site. Golden Queen's entrance road 

will intersect Silver Queen Road near the eastern boundary of Section 6, Township 1 O North, 

Range 12 West, SBBM, directly opposite Goldtown Road. 

New Eagle Road, a dedicated county road, extends southerly from Silver Queen Road into the 

northwest one-quarter of Section 6, Township 10 North, Range 12 West, SBBM, approximately 

1,670 feet to its terminus at the base of Soledad Mountain. This project includes the vacation 

of the portion of New Eagle Road that lies within Section 6, Township 10 North, Range 12 

West, SBBM. 

The majority of the project area lies within the "Specific Plan for Soledad Mountain - Elephant 

Butte and Vicinity - South of Mojave," which was adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the 

County of Kem, State of California by Resolution 73-278. Subsequently, Resolution 73-485 

was adopted by the Board of Supervisors on June 18, 1973, to correct clerical errors in the 

plan. The plan area for the Specific Plan is shown on Exhibit 3.10-1. The existing Specific 

Plan recognizes the mineral resources within the area. The plan states in part that "No 

industry is proposed within the Plan Area with the exception of mining and possible processing 

of silver and gold ores" and that "Those areas known to contain potential commercial value 

ores and deposits should be restricted from potential incompatible use and protected for their 

beneficial future use." The only agricultural use mentioned in the Specific Plan is grazing. 

As shown in Exhibit 3.10-1, the majority of the land within Sections 5, 6, 7 and 8, Township 

10 North, Range 12 West, SBBM, contains a land use designation of "Mineral Extraction and 

Processing," on the Specific Plan. The remainder of the land in these sections contains land 

use designations of "Public Lands" and "Low Density Residential" (one dwelling unit per two 

and one-half acres). The project also includes a portion of Section 1, Township 10 North, 
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LAND USE 

Range 13 West, SBBM, which has a land use designation of Low Density Residential (one 

dwelling unit per two and one-half acres). 

The Specific Plan states that lot sizes should be limited to a minimum of two and one-half 

acres. Three residential tract maps have been recorded on property directly north of the 

project (Exhibit 3.10-1). These tracts are zoned E (two and one-half acres), and the lot sizes 

on these tracts are approximately two and one-half acres each. Tracts 3554 and 3207 are 

located in Section 31, Township 11 North, Range 12 West, SBBM. The California Business 

and Professions Code 185 requires the issuance of public reports from the California Real Estate 

Commissioner before unimproved land which has been subdivided into five or more lots in 

unincorporated areas can be sold, leased or offered for sale. 186 These requirements extend 

to the purchaser of five or more lots in an existing subdivision. A California Department of 

Real Estate report was filed on Tract 3554, but was never completed and was eventually 

abandoned. 187 The Department of Real Estate does not have a record of a report for Tract 

3207. One of the factors that may have contributed to the low level of residential development 

in the area is the lack of a potable water supply primarily due to the high arsenic 

concentrations. 

Tract 3253 is located in Section 36, Township 11 North, Range 13 West, SBBM. A 

Department of Real Estate report was first issued on February 7, 1992, and was last amended 

on May 16, 1996.188 The report states that individual septic systems will be used for sewage 

disposal and that private water wells are the only source of water. The report further states 

that, "There is no guarantee of quality, quantity or availability of water on each lot or parcel." 

The Townsite of Goldtown is zoned A-1 and lies east of the project site within the North one

half of Section 5, Township 10 North, Range 12 West, SBBM (Exhibit 3.10-1). The subdivision 

map for the Townsite of Goldtown was filed in 1923. Goldtown remains undeveloped except 

for a single structure located at 2805 Ophir Ave. Kem County issued a building permit for a 

185 California Business and Professions Code § 11000 et seq. 

186 California Business and Professions Code § 11018.2 

187 California Department of Real Estate File 023742 

188 California Department of Real Estate File 009371SA-A16 
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single family residence at this location in 1992, however, a certificate of occupancy has not 

been issued. The file remains pending with Kem County. 

The lots within Goldtown are 25 feet by 110 feet, therefore, most property owners own more 

than one lot. The Specific Plan for Soledad Mountain - Elephant Butte and Vicinity -South of 

Mojave states that, "The Townsite of 'Goldtown' must be recognized as unique within the Plan 

area since the existing lot sizes and resultant ownerships create densities that are not 

consistent with adopted precise zoning nor the recommended density for residential 

development. Alternatives must be proposed and adopted to provide for the health, safety and 

welfare of future residents within the 'Goldtown' area, due to the scarcity and questionable 

quality of the water supply." The Townsite of Goldtown does not have paved streets, a potable 

water supply or sewer system. The Specific Plan states "With the exception of Goldtown, 

water supply within the Plan area will be by individual wells." At this time, there is no 

alternative water supply to Goldtown. 

Zoning within the project area is administered by Kem County. The majority of the land 

acquired by Golden Queen is zoned A-1 (Limited Agriculture) (Exhibit 3.10-1). The land east 

and south of the project site is also zoned A-1 while the land to the north and west is zoned 

E (two and one-half) (estate residential, minimum parcel size two and one-half acres). 

The zoning district for each of the areas in which Golden Queen has acquired an interest is 

shown below: 

Township 11 North, Range 12 West, SBBM 

Section 32 A-1 {Limited Agriculture) 

Township 10 North, Range 12 West, SBBM 

Section 5 

Section 6 

Section 7 

Section 8 

Section 18 

07330010.31A 

A-1 {Limited Agriculture) 

A-1 (Limited Agriculture) 

A-1 (Limited Agriculture) 

A-1 (Limited Agriculture) 

A-1 (Limited Agriculture) 
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Township 10 North, Range 13 West, SBBM 

Section 1 

Section 12 

E (2-1/2) RS (Estate and Residential Suburban Combining) 

A (Exclusive Agriculture) 

LAND USE 

The Kem County Zoning Ordinance permits mining and mineral extraction in the existing 

zoning districts within the project area subject to approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a 

Surface Mining/ Reclamation Plan. The specific chapters of the zoning ordinance for each of 

the referenced Kem County zoning districts are: Chapter 19.12 (A), Chapter 19.14 (A-1), 

Chapter 19.16 (E) and Chapter 19.6 (RS). 

Golden Queen has acquired or is in final negotiation for all necessary interests for the project. 

A complete list of the interests acquired for this project is contained in Appendix Ill, Attachment 

A. The consolidation of mining rights facilitates mineral mining in the area of acquisition. 

Within the Golden Queen project area, the California State Lands Commission has a reserved 

one-sixteenth mineral interest in Lots 2 and 20 in Section 6, Township 10 North, Range 12 

West, SBBM (Kem County Assessors Parcel Numbers 429-190-4, 5 and 6) . 

The mineral interest of the State Lands Commission affects approximately 68 gross acres in 

the northeast quarter of Section 6. The reserved mineral interest entitles the state to a one

sixteenth royalty from minerals produced from this land. This portion of the project area would 

not be a part of the mine, therefore, no minerals are anticipated to be removed from land on 

which the State Lands Commission has an interest. The surface would be used for a heap 

leach pad, overburden piles or other activities related to mining. 

3.10.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a 

significant effect on the environment if it would: 

(a) Conflict with adopted environmental plans and goals of the community where it is 

located. 

(u) Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community. 

(w) Conflict with established recreational, educational, religious or scientific uses of the 

area. 
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(y) Convert prime agricultural land to non-agricultural use or impair the agricultural 

productivity of prime agricultural land. 

For the purposes of this EIR/EIS, a significant impact would normally occur if implementation 

of the proposed project would: 

• conflict with adopted land use plans or policies applicable to the project site or the 

project vicinity; or 

• conflict with open space, low-income housing, or the adopted land use goals 

which are applicable to the project location; 

The proposed use within the project site is consistent with the Specific Plan for the area. The 

proposed use is also a permitted use, upon approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a Surface 

Mining/Reclamation Plan, in the existing zoning districts. Therefore, the project is not in 

conflict with the adopted specific plan of the community and the Kem County Zoning 

Ordinance and there is No Impact. 

The project area or adjacent land has not been designated for low income housing. The 

existing and historical land use within the project site is mineral exploration, mining and open 

space. The project site would be reclaimed at the conclusion of mining activities. Therefore, 

the land use after reclamation would be similar to the current land use. 

There is no prime agricultural land within the project area, therefore, there is no impact. The 

proposed use does not conflict with existing recreational, educational, religious or scientific 

uses of the area, therefore, there would be No Impact. 

The vacation of the portion of New Eagle Road within Section 6, Township 1 O North, Range 

12 West is a direct impact attributable to this project. The vacation of New Eagle Road may 

eliminate access to certain privately owned parcels of land. 

3.10.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

The project would not prevent other types of land uses, such as residential, on adjacent 

properties. Agriculture is not considered feasible on the project site due to the lack of soil and 
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• the steep slopes. Commercial and industrial facilities are possible in the area but would 

require a zone change and amendment to the Specific Plan. The Specific Plan for Soledad 

• 

• 

Mountain - Elephant Butte and Vicinity - South of Mojave does not propose any industry within 

the plan area other than mining and ore processing. 

The vacation of New Eagle Road would result in the permanent loss of approximately 1,670 

feet of roadway. The road terminates in Section 6 and does not connect to any other public 

road or streets. However, access is not necessary during the course of mining. 

3.10.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The proposed project in conjunction with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable 

future projects would result in No Impact. The past, present and reasonably foreseeable future 

projects are consistent with the respective Specific Plans and General Plans for industrial and 

residential development. 

3.10.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The following is a summary of the regulatory requirements which will be in place to regulate 

land use. These regulatory requirements have been considered in the preceding impact 

analysis. 

• Compliance with all regulatory permits and plans as sited in the Introduction (Section 

1.2.4). 

• Surface mining is a permitted use in the existing zoning districts subject to the 

requirement of obtaining approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a Surface 

Mining/Reclamation Plan. 

• Compliance with the Noise Element of the Kem County General Plan (Section 3.9). 

• Compliance with permits issued by the Kem County Air Pollution Control District, 

including the use of Best Available Control Technology (Section 3.5). 

• Drainage will be controlled according to a Site Drainage Plan which is reviewed and 

approved by Kam County (Section 3.4.1). 

• The acquisition of legal interests in minerals is iequired to conduct mining activities . 
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3.10.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

LAND USE 

The following is a summary of design features, in addition to those required by regulations, 

which are included by the applicant and were considered in the impact analysis of the 

proposed project on land use. 

• Buildings and structures will be painted with non-reflective earthtone colors to blend with

the predominant background. 

• Outdoor lighting will be shielded and directed downward to reduce reflective light. 

• Low-pressure sodium bulbs or other appropriate technology will be used for outdoor 

lighting: 

3.10. 7 Recommended Mitigation 

Upon cessation of mining activities, the applicant shall reestablish access, either public or 

pri 11·ate, to all parcels affected by the vacation of Nevv Eagle Road. wn~nM~ri.Moq:@[!g#!f#ffiffl 
i.roiell$fJ11:~r~tirimm1riiiriJo.§.Im11s1i,1,iJn11iit1$:::11§.mm101111 

3.10.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The proposed project does not conflict with existing land uses, therefore, there would be No 

Impact. 

The proposed project area does not contain prime agricultural land, therefore, there would be 

No Impact. 
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3.11 Socioeconomics (Economic Development/Fiscal Analysis) 

3.11.1 Setting 

SOCIOECONOMICS 

The project is expected to employ approximately 250 people during the construction phase, 

and up to 230 people during the operation of the facility. A majority of the full-time employees 

for the project are expected to be drawn from people who already live in the area. Many are 

expected to be former or current employees of other similar operations in the county that have 

ceased operations or are in the process of ceasing operations. 

Because of its location, the project may affect both Kem and Los Angeles Counties, and 

adjustments have been made in this analysis to reflect this situation. For the purposes of this 

study it has been assumed that approximately one-half of those employed by the project will 

live in Los Angeles County and will spend their disposable income where they live. 

During the construction phase, expenditures for labor and materials would infuse 

approximately 13. 7 million dollars into the regional economy.189 Two hundred and fifty 

construction workers would be employed, earning approximately 9.9 million dollars in wages. 

This economic activity would support an additional 166 workers with wages of 3.7 million 

dollars. 

The project will create an estimated 230 full-time jobs, which will pay 7.6 million dollars in 

wages, exclusive of benefits. The expenditures made by Golden Queen on goods, labor and 

other services will support another 136 jobs, which are expected to pay wages of 3.3 million 

dollars. As shown in Table 3.11-1, the value added by the direct and indirect effects of this 

activity are forecast at 11 million dollars. 

There are three groupings of residential areas near the proposed project area: (1) those 

adjacent to the project area along Silver Queen Road and Mojave-Tropico Road (e.g., those 

within roughly one-third to one-half mile, at the base of the mountain); (2) the community of 

Camelot two and one-half miles to the north and (3) residents along the Backus Road corridor 

189 Weaver Haley Mills Consultants, Analysis of Socioeconomic Impacts of the Proposed Golden Queen 
Mining Co., Inc. Soledad Mountain Project, January 1995, included in Appendix XI. 
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TABLE ·3.11-1 

Predicted Impacts to Regional Economy 
(millions of dollars) 

Employment Wages 

Direct 230 $7.6 

Indirect 136 $3.3 

Total 336 $10.9 

SOCIOECONOMICS 

Value Added 

$7.2 

$3.8 

$11.0 

on the south side of Soledad Mountain. Mining and housing have been coexisting in the 

project area for the last 10 years. Many homes were built and sold in the vicinity of the 

Standard Hill and Cactus mines after they started operations in 1987 and 1985, respectively. 190 

Standard Hill Mine commenced operations roughly the same time as the 109 Camelot homes 

were developed. Just north of Soledad Mountain off of Silver Queen Road, there are several 

homes which were constructed during mining operations at Standard Hill and Cactus. 

During the 1980's, the economy of Southern California expanded at a rapid pace as 

employment and population grew. This economic growth spurred dramatic price appreciation 

in residential property values in Los Angeles County. As a result, many home builders moved 

to the Antelope Valley to develop more affordable housing, and thousands of families moved 

into Palmdale and Lancaster, thereby increasing real estate values through the Antelope 

Valley. The defense and aerospace industries were major job providers throughout the region, 

and the Antelope Valley shared in this job growth, with employers such as Edwards Air Force 

Base and Lockheed Martin. However, the recession of the early to mid-1990's cost Southern 

California more than 350,000 jobs, and the Antelope Valley area was hard hit by the loss of 

jobs.1s1 

Between 1991 and 1994, Kem County is estimated to have lost 6,500 jobs (3.1 percent). 

These losses were partly attributable to a large number of job losses in defense and 

190 Sedway Kotin Mouchly Group, Addendum to the Socio-Economic Study, October 28, 1996, unpublished 
report in Appendix XI. 

191 
Ibid. 
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aerospace. Mineral resource employment in the county dropped by 3,900 jobs from 1984 to 

1994, a 26.4 percent decline. Mineral resource's share of total employment in the county 

dropped from 8.5 percent in 1984 to 4.4 percent in 1994. 192 

As home values decreased in the 1990's, the development of housing units slowed in both the 

Mojave and Rosamond areas. From 1990 to 1996, the average home prices reported by 

TRW/REDI Property Data in the Mojave area decreased from $64,550 to $48,550. Over the 

same period, the reported sales average in the Rosamond area decreased from $98,740 to 

$78,740. 193 

3.11.2 DirecUlndirect Impacts 

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a 

significant effect on the environment if it would: 

(k) Induce substantial growth or concentration of population . 

(m) Displace a large number of people. 

For the purposes of this EIR/EIS, a significant impact would occur if implementation of the 

proposed project would: 

• conflict with population, employment or housing policies or projections established by 

government agencies with jurisdiction over the project; 

• directly or indirectly cause substantial growth or concentration in the population beyond 

current levels; 

• directly or indirectly cause a net loss in the number of jobs in the community or cause 

substantial job or income losses by changing the employment opportunities in a 

community; 

• require additional police/sheriff staff or equipment to maintain acceptable service ratios, 

response times or other performance objectives; 

192 
Ibid . 

193 
Ibid. 
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• require additional fire department staff or equipment to maintain an acceptable level of 

service; 

• increase the population of school-age children in a public school district which is or 

would be operating without adequate staff, equipment or facilities; or 

• create or exacerbate a housing shortage. 

A socioeconomic analysis of the proposed project has been performed by Weaver, Hawley, 

Mills Consultants and is attached as Appendix XI. This analysis represents a "snap shot in 

time." It was prepared at an early stage in the project scoping process. Some design 

parameters have undergone minor changes, but these changes do not affect the conclusions 

of the analysis. 

A proportion valuation approach was taken to determine the fiscal impact the project would 

likely have on the County of Kem. That analysis indicates tax receipts would exceed the 

expenditures for government services necessitated by the project by approximately $40,700 

in Year 1. This assumes a contribution to the County General and Fire Funds of $57,224 and 

projected service costs of $16,500.194 

This analysis concludes that the project would enhance the regional economy. The project 

is not deemed growth inducing because the jobs created would, in all likelihood, replace those 

being eliminated by the closure of a similar facility within the area. Golden Queen anticipates 

hiring most, if not all, of its employees from that labor pool. Since the project is not deemed 

growth inducing, it would not conflict with population, employment or housing policies or 

projections established by government agencies. The project would create job opportunities 

in the area; however, since the majority of the employees are expected to come from the 

existing labor pool, the project would not impact services such as law enforcement, fire 

protection or public schools. The project site is currently undeveloped, therefore, the project 

would not displace existing residences or create or exacerbate a housing shortage. 

Sedway Katin Mouchly Group was retained to evaluate the potential impact on values of 

residential properties in proximity to the proposed Soledad Mountain Project. The report is 

included in Appendix XI as an Addendum to the Socioeconomic Study. The study concluded 

194 Weaver Haley Mills Consultants, Analysis of Socioeconomic Impacts of the Proposed Golden Queen 
Mining Co., Inc., Soledad Mountain Project, January 1995, included in Appendix XI. 
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residential property values in the Mojave/Rosamond area have experienced a downturn in 

prices due to a general economic depression in the area since 1990. Residential property 

values within one-half mile of the mining operations along Silver Queen/Mojave-Tropico Road 

may be impacted by the mining operation, however, there is insufficient data to anticipate the 

exact magnitude of the price reduction. There would not be a measurable impact on property 

values in the Camelot community located approximately two and one-half miles north of the 

proposed project. The residences along the Backus Road corridor located to the south of 

Soledad Mountain would not experience any measurable value loss. The impacts to property 

values resulting from the proposed project are considered Less Than Significant. 

3.11.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There is no irreversible/irretrievable commitment of government services. 

3.11.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The population in the Mojave area is expected to increase to 6,225 by the end of the proposed 

project in 2015, assuming an annual growth rate of 2.2 percent based on historical growth. 

The taxes from the proposed project, as well as the possible aggregate quarry operated by 

Hemperly/Wamack, would help to offset the fiscal impacts of the projected residential 

development. The cumulative socioeconomic impacts are considered Less Than Significant. 

3.11.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

No regulatory design features with respect to potential socioeconomic impacts have been 

identified. 

3.11.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

The following is a summary of design features, in addition to those required by regulations, 

which are included by the applicant and were considered in the preceding impact analysis of 

the proposed project on socioeconomics: 

• Golden Queen has committed to hiring from the local population. 
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3.11. 7 Recommended Mitigation 

SOCIOECONOMICS 

There are no significant impacts, therefore, there are no recommended mitigation measures. 

3.11.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The proposed project will not conflict with population, employment or housing projects, 

therefore, the impact would be Less Than Significant. 

The proposed project will not cause substantial growth or concentration in the population 

beyond current levels directly or indirectly, therefore, the impact would be Less Than 

Significant. 

The proposed project will not cause a decrease in jobs, therefore, the impact would be Less 

Than Significant. 

The proposed project will not require additional police/sheriff staff or equipment to maintain 

acceptable service ratios, therefore, the impact would be Less Than Significant. 

The proposed project will not require additional fire department staff or equipment to maintain 

an acceptable level of service, therefore, the impact would be Less Than Significant. 

The proposed project will not result in an increase in the population of school-age children, 

therefore, the impact would be Less Than Significant. 

The proposed project will not create or exacerbate a housing shortage, therefore, the impact 

would be Less Than Significant. 
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3.12 Health Hazards/Public Safety (Human Health/Risk of Upset) 

3. 12. 1 Setting 

Currently there are only exploratory activities on the Golden Queen project site. Historical 

mining activity has resulted in intense site disturbance, including abandoned shafts and adits, 

accumulations of waste rock/low-grade ore materials throughout the site and non-mining 

wastes in the historical processing areas. The access roads to the site are posted with no 

trespassing signs. A regulatory data search revealed no known contamination sites within 

2,000 feet of the project area. The nearest occupied residence is located approximately 1,100 

feet north of the northern edge of the proposed heap leach pad. 

3.12.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

A project would normally have a significant effect on the environment if it would: 

Create a potential public health hazard or involve the use, production or disposal of 

materials which pose a hazard to people or animal or plant populations in the area affected; 

or interfere with emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plans. 195 

For the purposes of this EIR/EIS, a significant impact would normally occur if implementation 

of the proposed project would: 

• create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 

transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials; 

• create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 

foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the likely release of hazardous 

materials to the environment; 

• interfere with community response plans or emergency evacuation plans in the event 

of reasonably foreseeable accident or upset conditions involving a hazardous material 

exposure or release; or 

195 CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, (v} and (z} 
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• not have available hazardous material reuse, or hazardous waste treatment or disposal 

facilities to lawfully accept and handle hazardous wastes generated by the project. 

The proposed project will use a number of chemicals considered hazardous under federal 

and/or state regulations. These chemicals were previously listed in Table 2.2-4. The 

Proposed Action will comply with all applicable federal, state and local laws, regulations and 

standards relating to hazardous materials. Hazardous materials transported to the site will be 

shipped in United States Department of Transportation (DOT)-approved containers. 

Design of the proposed project will incorporate all appropriate codes and standards, including: 

• Uniform Building Code (USC) 

• National Electrical Code (NEC) 

• National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 

• American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) 

• Mine Safety and Health Administration (MSHA) 

• National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) 

• Uniform Mechanical Code 

• Uniform Plumbing Code 

• National LP-Gas Association 

A Hazardous Materials Business Plan will be prepared and retained onsite. This plan will 

include an inventory of hazardous chemicals handled, an emergency response plan and an 

employee training program. 

The proposed project will utilize two chemicals which may be subject to Risk Management 

Program (RMP) requirements: propane and sodium cyanide. 

Sodium cyanide will be transported and handled in either solid or liquid form. The cyanide 

leaching solutions will be maintained in a closed loop system of tanks and piping. The 

pregnant solution will be retained within the toe of the heap leach pad and the barren solution 

will be held in one or more tanks. The barren solution tank(s) will be bermed to contain the 

maximum tank contents in the event of a catastrophic tank failure. 
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Sodium cyanide dissolved in water forms an equilibrium between ionized sodium cyanide and 

highly volatile hydrogen cyanide (HCN); a toxic chemical with an OSHA workplace exposure 

limit of 10 ppm (eight-hour average) in air. HCN formation will be controlled by maintaining an 

alkaline cyanide solution at 10.5 pH or greater. 

Propane will be stored and used in various locations for heaters, ovens, furnaces and retort. 

These containers will be American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME)-approved vessels 

and will be proteded from collision by guard posts, and from fire by deluge sprinkler systems. 

Onsite personnel will receive job training and annual refresher course training in emergency 

response procedures. Adequate access for emergency vehicles will be provided in all areas 

and fire hydrants will be located as required by the fire code and the Kem County Fire 

Department. Site tours and site-specific training will be provided for local emergency services. 

Fencing and other forms of perimeter control will be established to prohibit public access to 

the mine, heap leach pads and working areas. Most of the historical adits and shafts lie within 

the pit area. Those that are not removed by mining will be fenced to protect the public but 

allow wildlife access or abandoned to prohibit access. The existing waste rock/low grade ore 

materials from historical mining adivities within the projed will be reclaimed. 

Used oil and solvents will be colleded and sent offsite for reprocessing by a licensed recycler. 

Domestic waste water will be discharged to a septic system in accordance with Kem County 

Environmental Health Services Department approvals. 

The proposed projed has been designed as a "zero discharge" facility for storm water runoff. 

Hazardous wastes generated onsite may include laboratory wastes, used oil, oil and grease. 

Wastes will be charaderized and recycled or disposed of offsite at a permitted facility. 

3.12.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

• There is no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of public health or safety resources. The 

site will be reclaimed and no hazardous materials or waste will remain. 
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3.12.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There are no cumulative impacts to public health or safety. 

3.12.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The following is a summary of the regulatory requirements which will be in place to regulate 

the proposed project in regard to public health and safety. These regulatory requirements 

have been considered in the preceding impact analyses. 

• Site operations will be conducted in compliance with Federal Mine Safety and Health 

Administration (MSHA) regulations. 

• The routes of hazardous materials being shipped to and away from the proposed project 

will be coordinated with the California Highway Patrol or other appropriate agencies. 

• Transportation of materials and equipment to the site would be regulated under state, 

federal and/or local laws, regulations and ordinances. 

• Storage, use and disposal of all hazardous materials will be in accordance with all 

federal, state and local regulations, codes and rules. 

• Storage and use of explosives will occur in compliance with federal regulations. 

• Hazardous Materials Business Plan and inventory will be submitted to Kem County 

Environmental Health Services Department. 

• Onsite personnel will receive annual training in emergency response procedures. 

• Used oil and solvents will be collected and sent offsite to a licensed recycler. 

• A Process Safety Management (PSM) and Risk Management Plan (RMP) will be 

prepared, if required. 

3.12.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

The following is a summary of design features included by the applicant in addition to those 

required by regulations, which are included in the impact analyses of the proposed project on 

public health and safety. 
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• Fences will be erected around potentially hazardous areas to discourage entry by 

unauthorized mine personnel or visitors. 

• Historical mining operations will be removed or closed to the extent feasible. 

• Former mine waste will be removed. 

• Project design will be in accordance with a preconstruction design study. 

3.12.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

3.12.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 

through routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials. Hazardous materials will 

be transported in accordance with DOT regulations and stored, handled and disposed of in 

accordance with all applicable federal, state and local regulations . 

The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 

through a reasonably foreseeable upset or accident condition involving the likely release of 

hazardous materials to the environment. As shown in the Preconstruction Design Study, 196 

propane and sodium cyanide will be handled such that their use will not create a significant 

hazard to the public or the environment. 

The proposed project would not interfere with community response plans or emergency 

evacuation plans in the event of a reasonably foreseeable upset or accident condition involving 

a hazardous material release. Golden Queen employees will be trained such that Golden 

Queen will be largely self-responding in the event of a hazardous material release. A 

Hazardous Materials Business Plan, which will include emergency response procedures, will 

be submitted to the county for use in emergency planning . 

196 WZI Inc., Preconstruction Design Study for Potential Incidents Involving Hazardous Materials, April 1997, 
included as Appendix XII. 
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The proposed project would not have any problems with respect to the availability of facilities 

for hazardous waste reuse, treatment or disposal. All hazardous wastes will be handled in 

accordance with applicable federal, state and local regulations. 

Therefore, the proposed project would have a Less Than Significant impact on health hazards 

and public safety. 
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3.13 Traffic and Transportation (Transportation/Circulation) 

3.13.1 Setting 

The site will be accessed via Silver Queen Road and State Route 14 (Exhibit 3.13-1). Silver 

Queen Road is designated as an east-west arterial and currently exists as a two-lane road with 

graded shoulders. It is separated from and interchanges with State Highway 14 by a diamond 

interchange. State Route 14 is a major north-south route running north from Los Angeles 

County to lnyokem. Adjacent to the project site it exists as a four-lane divided highway and 

provides access to Mojave, California City and Ridgecrest to the north and Lancaster, 

Palmdale and Los Angeles to the south. The 1995 Annual Traffic Census prepared by Kem 

County states that the average daily trips (ADD on Silver Queen Road is 410 and the capacity 

is 15,000 ADT. The Level of Service (LOS) on Silver Queen Road is A. The 1995 ADT on 

State Route 14, south of State Route 58, was 15,000 with a capacity of 40,000 ADT and a 

corresponding Level of Service (LOS) of B according to the State of California Department of 

Transportation (CalTrans) traffic volumes reports. 197 The existing volume and capacity are 

summarized on Table 3.13-1. Roadways are evaluated by the volume to capacity ratio. 

Level of service is defined in Table 3.13-2 according to congestion and volume to capacity 

ratio. 

Traffic volumes on Silver Queen Road and State Route 14 are projected assuming a 4 percent 

annual traffic growth rate (Table 3.13-1 ). The traffic volume on Silver Queen Road is 

estimated to be 775 ADT with a volume capacity ratio of 0.05 which is an LOS of A. State 

Route 14 traffic volume is estimated to increase to 39,423 ADT with a volume capacity ratio 

of 0.99 and a LOS of E by the year 2014. 

The area is served by the Kem Regional Transit System which links California City, Mojave, 

Rosamond, Lancaster and Palmdale. Dial-a-Ride is also available for local transportation in 

the Mojave area. 

The project site is undeveloped and there is no established parking area onsite . 

197 Personal communication with Katy Walton, CalTrans Planning Office. 
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Road Capacity 
Segment 

Silver Queen 15,000 

State Route 14 40,000 
South of 
Mojave 

Silver Queen 15,000 

State Route 14 40,000 
South of 
Mojave 

TABLE 3.13-1 

Existing and Projected Traffic 

Projected 1st Year Traffic198 

Volume 
Existing V/C Existing 

410 0.03 

15,000 0.37 

Projected (2014)200 

775 0.05 

39,423 0.99 

3.13.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION 

Volume V/C Existing 
Existing & & Project 
Project199 

823 0.05 

15,413 0.38 

1,150 0.08 

39,681 0.99 

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a 

significant effect on the environment if it would: 

(I) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load 

and capacity of the street system. 

For the purposes of this EIR/EIS, a significant impact would normally occur if implementation 

of the proposed project would: 

• cause a new violation, or exacerbate an existing violation, of an applicable legal 

standard or goal relating to traffic levels of service (LOS) or volume/capacity ratios of 

a state of local agency; 

198 Existing volume for 1995 from CalTrans Planning Office personal communication and Kern County Annual 
Traffic census. Project traffic volume from construction. 

199 
Assumes 50 percent of total possible project traffic goes north on State Route 14 from Silver Queen Road 
and 50 percent goes south on State Route 14 from Silver Queen Road. 

200 
Projected volume based on a 4 percent annual traffic growth rate. Project traffic volume from operations. 
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• add traffic to a roadway that has design features or which supports uses which would 

be incompatible with substantial increases in traffic, that would result in safety problems 

with the addition of project-related traffic; 

• lack adequate internal circulation capacity, including entrance and exit routes, to safely 

accommodate average and peak-hour traffic loads; or 

• not provide sufficient parking capacity for the projected numbers of automobiles and 

bicycles. 

TABLE 3.13-2 

Level of Service Definitions 

Level of Signalize Reserve Unsignalized 
Service Intersection Capacity Intersection 

"A" Uncongested operations, all queues clear in a 400 or more Little or no delay 
single-signal system. 
V/C </-0.60 

"B" Uncongested operations, all queues clear in a 300to 399 Short traffic delays 
single cycle. 
V/C = 0.61 - 0.70 

·c· Light congestion, occasional backups on 200to 299 Average traffic delays 
critical approaches. 
V/C = 0.71 - 0.80 

·o· Significant congestion of critical approaches 100 to 199 Long traffic delays 
but intersection functional. Cars required to 
wait through more than one cycle during short 
peaks. No long queues formed. 
V/C = 0.81 - 0.90 

"E" Severe congestion with some long-standing Oto 99 Very long traffic delays, 
queues on critical approaches. Blockage of failure, extreme congestion 
intersection may occur if traffic signal does not 
provide for protected turning movements. 
Traffic queue may block nearby intersection(s) 
upstream of critical approach(es). 
V/C = 0.91 - 1.00 

"F" Total breakdown, stop-and-go operation. Less than 0 Intersection blocked by 
V/C > 1.00 external causes 

VIC = Volume / Capacity 
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An increase in traffic due to the proposed project is expected to affect portions of State Route 

14 and the portion of Silver Queen Road between the project site and State Route 14. 

The facility is expected to employ approximately 250 workers during the construction phase. 

Approximately 200 trucks per month or6.6 daily round trips (13 ADT) would deliver supplies 

to the project site during construction which is expected to take nine to 12 months. Assuming 

ride sharing of 1.25 people per vehicle, the ADT could be increased by 400 during 

construction. 

The total increase in traffic on Silver Queen Road during the construction phase of the project, 

including employees and delivery trucks, is 413 ADT or 100 percent. The current volume to 

capacity ratio of 0.03 would be increased by construction traffic to 0.05. This increase would 

not affect the LOS on Silver Queen Road and is therefore considered Less Than Significant. 

The project is expected to employ 230 workers during the operating phase. During normal 

operation the facility would operate 24-hours per day. Approximately 100 trucks would deliver 

supplies to the site each month or about 3.3 daily round trips (seven ADT). Assuming that 

operations workers would ride share an average of 1.25 people per vehicle, the employee 

traffic on Silver Queen Road would increase by 368 ADT during operations. 

The total increase in traffic from current use during operation of the mine, including employees 

and supply trucks, is 375 ADT, an increase of 91 percent over the current 410 ADT. The 

capacity of Silver Queen Road is 15,000 ADT. The volume to capacity ratio would be 

increased from 0.03 to 0.08 by the year 2014. This increase would not affect the LOS on 

Silver Queen Road and is, therefore, Less Than Significant. 

The removal of overburden may result in material suitable for sale as aggregate. Aggregate 

sales may result in additional truck traffic of approximately 70 daily round trips (140 ADT). The 

traffic associated with the possible sale of aggregate together with traffic associated with 

operation of the mine would add 515 ADT to the current 410 ADT, an increase of 126 percent 

on Silver Queen Road. The volume to capacity ratio would be increased to 0.09 and is, 

therefore, Less Than Significant. 
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The regional access to Silver Queen Road is via State Route 14. It is assumed that 50 

percent of the vehicle traffic related to the mine would travel south on State Route 14 and the 

other 50 percent would travel north to the Mojave and Tehachapi areas when leaving the mine 

site. 

Assuming that 50 percent of the proposed project traffic goes north and 50 percent goes south 

from Silver Queen Road on State Route 14, the construction phase would increase the ADT 

on State Route 14 by 206 or 1.3 percent in the year 1997. The operations traffic would 

increase the ADT by approximately 258 or 1.7 percent in the year 1998. The project traffic 

would not increase the volume to capacity ratio enough to affect the LOS of State Route 14 

and is, therefore, considered Less Than Significant. 

The actual impact of the project during normal operations would be less than that stated 

because it is expected that 80 percent of the work.force will come from the current work.force 

in the area already traveling State Route 14 to and from work. Therefore, the ADT during the 

project operation would be increased by only 111, or approximately 0. 7 percent. 

By the year 2014, State Route 14 is projected to be at Level of Service E and the Golden 

Queen project would be in the final stages of reclamation, thereby creating a lesser impact 

than that described. 

Silver Queen Road is a county road, therefore, it is maintained by Kem County. All county 

roads, including Silver Queen Road, are constructed to support truck and car traffic. The 

project may result in the need for a slight increase in road maintenance on Silver Queen Road. 

However, any increase in maintenance costs is expected to be mitigated by increased taxes, 

such as fuel tax and property tax. An analysis of fiscal impacts associated with this project 

is contained in Appendix XI of this document. The analysis indicates that the project is 

expected to generate a positive cash flow to Kem County by providing taxes in excess of costs 

that would be incurred for county services. 

The Proposed Action would not result in a new violation, or exacerbate an existing violation, 

of an applicable legal standard or goal relating to levels of service, or volume/capacity ratios, 

of a state or local agency. The Proposed Action would not conflict with any applicable 
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congestion management plan, air quality plan or other plan or policy relating to automobiles 

or transit systems. The traffic associated with the Soledad Mountain Project is compatible with 

the current roadway design features and the project would have sufficient internal circulation 

capacity. Adequate parking would be provided onsite for employees, deliveries and visitors. 

There would be adequate internal circulation capacity, including entrance and exit, to safely 

accommodate the average and peak-hour traffic loads. Impacts are considered Less Than 

Significant. 

3.13.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources related to traffic as 

a result of the Proposed Action. This project would not result in the need for additional public 

roads or reconstruction of any existing public roads. This project is expected to last 

approximately 16 years from the time construction begins; traffic solely associated with the 

project would be eliminated at the conclusion of the project. 

3.13.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There are several residential projects in the Mojave area that have been approved by Kem 

County but have not been developed. The projects discussed in Section 2.1.3 of this Draft 

EIR/EIS have the potential to add 15,000 housing units to the area. There were 1,542 housing 

units in Mojave in 1994.201 Complete buildout and occupancy of these projects could result 

in a significant increase in traffic. Historical population growth in the area indicates that there 

would not be a demand for complete buildout of these projects during the life of the Soledad 

Mountain Project. This Draft EIR/EIS assumes that population growth in the Mojave area 

during the life of the Soledad Mountain Project would be equal to historical growth. A smaller 

increase in traffic would occur from implementation of the industrial projects discussed in 

Section 2.1.3 of this Draft EIR/EIS, namely: California Portland Cement's supplemental fuel 

project, Granite Construction's temporary asphalt batch plant and the Hemperly/Warnack 

quarry . 

201 Kern Council of Governments, Population and Housing, July 1994 
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One of the more recent residential projects was the Billig Amendment to the Camelot Specific 

Plan. The Billig Amendment provided for 1,576 dwelling units approximately two and one-half 

miles northeast of the Soledad Mountain Project. The Environmental Impact Report for the 

Billig Amendment contained a Traffic Study which evaluated several scenarios. 202 One 

scenario evaluated the effects on local traffic, assuming a complete buildout of the 1,576 

dwelling units by the year 2014, together with a 4 percent annual average growth rate of 

existing traffic. The Traffic Study assumed that buildout of the Billig Amendment would result 

in an increase of 22,301 average daily trips. 203 It is estimated that 776 new dwelling units 

would be needed during the life of the Soledad Mountain Project, as described in Section 

3.0.2. The trips associated with the new dwelling units are estimated at 9.6 ADT per dwelling 

unit. 204 The total expected traffic increase on State Route 14 resulting from implementation 

of the various projects is shown in Table 3.13-3. 

TABLE 3.13-3 

Projected Cumulative Traffic Increase on State Route 14 

Project ADT 

California Portland Cement - suoolemental fuel croiect 4 

Granite Construction - temcorarv aschalt batch plant 36 

HemcerlV/Wamack Quarrv 25 

Increase in residential units ms units x 9.6 ACT/unit} 7.450 

Golden Queen - Soledad Mountain Proiect (north and south of Silver Queen Road on State Route 14) 258 

Total 7,773 

202 Cornerstone Engineering, Inc., Final Environmental Impact Report, EIR Camelot Specific Plan-Phase VI 
Billig Amendment, May 1994, Technical Appendix C Traffic Study for Amendment to Camelot Plan in 
Mojave, December 1993. 

203 Ibid. 

204 Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation Manual, 5th ed, 1991 
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The Traffic Study contained in the EIR for Camelot Specific Plan - Phase VI Billig Amendment 

can be used to provide a conservative evaluation of the Soledad Mountain Project because: 

• The estimated increase in ADT of 7,773 is less that the project ADT of 22,301 used in 

the study. 

The Traffic Study predicted the level of service at the intersection of State Route 14 and Silver 

Queen Raad as shown in Table 3.13-4. 

TABLE 3.13-4 

P . ct d C ro1e e I t· T ffi L I f S umu a 1ve ra IC eve o ervtce 

I Year 2014+ Billiq 

Intersection of State Route 14 South Bound Ramc and Silver Queen Road 

State Route 14 ramp south bound: left tum A 
through A 
riohttum A 

Silver Queen Road west bound: left tum A 

Intersection of State Route 14 North Bound Ramo and Silver Queen Road 

Staie Route 14 ramp north bound: left tum A 
througn A 
rioht tum A 

Silver Queen Road east bound: left tum A 
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The intersection of State Route 14 and State Route 58 also has the potential to be affected 

by increases in traffic. The 1993, peak hour, Level of Service at this intersection was B for the 

north junction and C for the south junction. 205 It is assumed that 50 percent of the daily traffic 

entering and leaving the Soledad Mountain Project would be from the south and would not 

affect the State Route 14 and State Route 58 intersection. The 50 percent of the traffic that 

is assumed to travel north would result in an estimated increase of 206 ADT during the 

construction phase and 258 ADT during operation of the mine (expected to begin in 1998). 

These assumptions indicate that traffic traveling from the mine north on State Route 14 would 

increase the ADT by less than 2 percent. CalTrans is proposing to :W!J.i re-route State Route 

58 to the north of Mojave to eliminate the State Route 14 and State Route 58 interseetion.206 

The construction and implementation of a nev, P.®~~p~ State Route 14/State Route 58 

interchange OF alternate route is expected to oeeur mm:~~g§.m§:::11J~j\\§tj~ffe.:::;,pµf.~Itl/§µ~pg§§ 
&.,qµf~::~:::\:ffl~fflijj!\g~ during the life of the Soledad Mountain Project. The new interchange 

and altemate route $!~~~:~!\fflpµ}~I§iil9.M1~ is being implemented to maintain an acceptable 

Level of Service JrkMPi?¥¢. The construction of the new interchange and alternate route is 

anticipated to start in the year 2000207 and would alleviate any increase is traffic associated 

with the Soledad Mountain Project and possible cumulative projects ilHnlJ$.ffi:fiIB.iili 
•1:it111,ni111111tiJ9§J@Iirlilo.s1. 

The cumulative effects of the Soledad Mountain Project together with the foreseeable 

implementation of projects would not degrade the LOS on Silver Queen Road. The cumulative 

effects on the State Route 14 and State Route 58 intersection will be mitigated by the 

construction of the new interchange and alternate route. 

205 
United States Department of Transportation and State of California Department of Transportation, Draft 

Tier 1 EISIEIR, State Route 58 - Mojave Freeway, March 1994. 

206 
Personal communication with Glenn Barnhill, Kern County Planning Department. 

207 
Ibid. 
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3.13.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The following is a summary of regulatory requirements which will be in place to regulate traffic 

and which were considered in the preceding impact analysis: 

• Kem County policy requires roadways to maintain a level of service of D or better. 

3.13.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

The following is a summary of design features, in addition to those required by regulations, 

which are included by the applicant and were considered in the preceding impact analysis of 

the proposed project on traffic: 

• The entrance road from Silver Queen Road to the office area will be paved . 

• The applicant will provide a left-tum lane on Silver Queen Road at the entrance to the 

Soledad Mountain project. 

3.13. 7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

3.13.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The proposed project would not cause a new violation of a goal relating to traffic LOS. By the 

year 2014, the LOS on State Route 14 is estimated to be E as a result of regional traffic 

growth. The proposed project would add slightly to the growth but the overall impact would 

be Less Than Significant. 

The proposed traffic use is compatible with the existing road designs, therefore, the impact 

would be Less Than Significant. 
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The proposed projed will be designed for adequate parking and circulation, including entrance 

and exit routes, therefore, the impact is considered Less Than Significant. 
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4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

MEASURES OF THE ALTERNATIVES 

Federal regulations (40 CFR 1502.14) require SLM to rigorously explore and objectively 

evaluate all reasonable alternatives to the proposed action. The objectives of analyzing 

alternatives to the Proposed Action is to provide the public and decision makers with a 

comparative analysis of the impacts of reasonable alternatives, including the No Action 

Alternative. This provides a clear basis for choice among options that are evenly examined. 

This process provides the rationale that allows the Lead Agencies, in consultation with all 

affected interests, to select a Preferred Alternative that best meets its statutory mission. 

Reasonable alternatives are the ones determined by SLM and Kem County which may meet 

the purpose and need of the proposed project. 

For NEPA purposes, reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from 

technical and economic standpoints (46 Federal Register 18026 3/21/81, as amended, 51 

Federal Register 15618;4/25/86). 

CEQA requires an EIR to describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, or to the 

location of the project, which could feasibly attain the basic project objectives, and evaluate 

the comparative merits of these reasonable alternatives (CEQA Guidelines 15126 [d]). 

Five alternatives to the Proposed Action were determined to be reasonable for evaluation in 

this section. Other alternatives, including strip mining, underground mining, sequential 

backfilling, complete backfilling, conventional milling, vat leaching, in situ leaching, alternate 

mine location, offsite ore processing and open solution storage ponds, which were considered 

but eliminated from detailed analysis, are presented in Section 2.3.3. 

The reasonable alternatives are: 

• No Action 

• Increased Mining and Processing Rate 

• Decreased Mining and Processing Rate 

• Reduced Project Size 

• Partial Backfilling of the Open Pit 
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Of these, the No Action and the Reduced Project Size represent a change in the amount of 

land that would be disturbed relative to the Proposed Action. The potential impacts of these 

alternatives may vary from those of the Proposed Action in many of the resource areas 

evaluated. 

The Increased Mining and Processing Rate, the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate and 

the Partial Backfilling alternatives do not change the overall size of the project from the 

Proposed Action relative to the land area disturbed or the amount of material mined and 

processed. Therefore, most of the impacts to resources will be the same as those of the 

Proposed Action with the exception of the tempo or duration of impacts relative to the set time 

frame. 

The following resources are either not present on the subject lands or if present are not 

affected by any of the reasonable alternatives: 

• Paleontological Resources 

• Recreation Resources 

• Public Services and Utilities 

• Energy 

A summary of the alternatives is presented in Table 4.0-1. The potential environmental 

impacts of the Proposed Action and each of the alternatives is summarized in Table 4.0-2 . 
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Technically 
Feasible 

Proposed Action YES 

No Project YES 
Alternative 

Increased Mining YES 
and Processing 
Rate Alternative 

Decreased YES 
Mining and 
Processing Rate 
Alternative 

Reduced Project YES 
Size Alternative 

Partial Backfilling YES 
Alternative 

TABLE 4.0-1 
Summary of Alternatives 

Environmentally Meets County 
Superior Objectives(1) 

- YES 

YES YES 

NO YES 

SAME YES 

SAME YES 

NO YES 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

Consistency with General Plan and/or Specific Plan. 
SLM multiple use mission. 
Remains under consideration after analysis in Section 4.0. 
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Meets BLM Remains Under 
Objectives(2) Consideration 

(3) 

YES YES 

NO YES 

NO NO 

YES YES 

NO YES 

YES YES 
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Impact from Proposed Action 

No Action 

MINERAL RESOURCES MINERAL RESOURCES 

• The known minable minerals would be • The known mineral resource would 
mined and processed. not be recovered or utilized. 

• Development would promote further • No activities which would increase 
geologic and exploration work on the understanding of unknown minerals 
site, increasing the chance of finding potential would occur, a negative 
undiscovered minerals. impact relative to the Proposed 

• Exploration and mineral evaluation has Action. 
been conducted at project facility • Overall impact to mineral resources: 
locations. No Impact. 

• Overall impact to mineral resources: 
Significant and Unavoidable 
Adverse . 

PHYSIOGRAPHY and GEOLOGY PHYSIOGRAPHY and GEOLOGY 
Topography Topography 

• A change in topography would occur • No change in current topography 
due to creation of mines, heap leach would occur. 
piles, overburden piles and mine • Preexisting disturbances would not be 
facilities. reclaimed. 

• Preexisting disturbances would be • Overall impact to existing topography: 
reclaimed. No Impact. 

• Primary topographic high of Soledad 
Mountain would remain undisturbed. 
Major ridge lines would be disturbed, 
but not eliminated. 

• Overall impact to existing topography: 
Significant and Unavoidable 
Adverse. 

PHYSIOGRAPHY and GEOLOGY PHYSIOGRAPHY and GEOLOGY 
Seismic Hazards Seismic Hazards 

• Design, engineering and construction • No construction of facilities would 
of project facilities would be in occur. 
accordance with Zone 4 seismic • Existing hazards would not be 
requirements. eliminated or stabilized. 

• Existing historical structures, features • Overall impact to seismic hazards: 
and facilities would be stabUized No Impact. 
and/or eliminated. 

• Overall impact to seismic hazards: 
Less Than Significant . 
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TABLE 4.0-2 

Comparison of Environmental Impacts of Project Alternatives 

Differences in Environmental Impact as Compared to the Proposed Action 

Alternative Ore Processing Rates 
Reduced Project Size Partial Backfilling 

Increased Mining and Ore Decreased Mining and Ore 
Processing Rate Processing Rate 

MINERAL RESOURCES MINERAL RESOURCES MINERAL RESOURCES MINERAL RESOURCES 

• The known minable minerals would • The known minable minerals would be • Thirty percent of the foreseeable • The known minable minerals would 
be mined and processed, but at a mined and processed, but at a slower reserve would be mined and be mined and processed. 
faster rate. rate. processed. • Gold mineralization left in floor and 

• No material change on unknown • No material change on unknown • Reduced exploration and development walls of pit due to current unfeasible 
mineral resources from Proposed mineral resources from Proposed for undiscovered minerals. economic conditions would be more 
Action. Action • Overall impact to mineral resources: costly to extract in future. 

• Overall impact to mineral resources: • Overall impact to mineral resources: Significant and Unavoidable • Overall impact to mineral resources: 
Significant and Unavoidable Significant and Unavoidable Adverse. Significant and Unavoidable 
Adverse. Adverse. Adverse. 

PHYSIOGRAPHY and GEOLOGY PHYSIOGRAPHY and GEOLOGY PHYSIOGRAPHY and.GEOLOGY PHYSIOGRAPHY and GEOLOGY 
Topography Topography Topography Topography 

• The change in topography would • The change in topography would • A change in topography would occur, • A change in topography would occur 
occur at a faster rate. occur at a slower rate. but not to significant ridges. due to creation of a mining pit, heap 

• No material long-term change from • No material long-term change from • Impact of other proji~ct facilities would leach piles, overburden piles and 
Proposed Action. Proposed Action. be similar to Proposed Action mine facilities. 

• Overall impact to existing topography: • Overall impact to existing topography: • Overall impact to existing topography: • Ground depressions of the open pit 
Significant and Unavoidable Significant and Unavoidable Significant and Unavoidable would be filled. 
Adverse. Adverse. Adverse. • Overall impact to existing topography: 

Significant and Unavoidable 
Adverse. 

PHYSIOGRAPHY and GEOLOGY PHYSIOGRAPHY and GEOLOGY PHYSIOGRAPHY and GEOLOGY PHYSIOGRAPHY and GEOLOGY 
Seismic Hazards Seismic Hazards Seismic Hazards Seismic Hazards 

• No material change from Proposed • No material change from Proposed • No material change from Proposed • No material change from the 
Action. Action. Action. Proposed Action. 

• Overall impact to seismic hazards: • Overall impact to seismic hazards: • Overall impact on seismic hazards: • Overall impact on seismic hazards: 
Less Than Significant. Less Than Significant. Less Than Significant. Less Than Significant. 
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Impact f,:om Proposed Action 
No Action 

SOILS SOILS 

• Construction and operations would • No new surface disturbance would 
disturb two growth media soil types. occur. 
Surface disturbance would be • Current uncontrolled erosion patterns 
minimized. would continue, 

• Disturbed soils suitable for growth • Overall impact to existing soils: No 
media would be stockpiled and used in Impact. 
reclamation. 

• Existing soils erosion would be 
controlled though implementation of 
grading plan. 

• Overall impact to existing soils: Less 
Than Significant. 

HYDROLOGY HYDROLOGY 
Surface Water Surface Water 

• Overburden would not be acid • No changes from existing surface flow 
generating and would not release patterns. 
hazardous materials. • Existing surface run-off would not be 

• Surface run-off would be controlled controlled and contained. 
and contained. • Overall impact to surface water: No 

• A zero water discharge facility would Impact. 
be constructed. No release would be 
made to surface water or 
groundwater. 

• Overall impact to surface water: Less 
Than Significant. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

TABLE 4.0-2 

Comparison of Environmental Impacts of Project Alternatives 

Differences in Environmental Impact as Compared to the Proposed Action • 
Alternative Ore Processing Rates 

Reduced Project Size Partial Backfilling 
Increased Mining and Ore Processing Decreased Mining and Ore Processing 

Rate Rate 

SOILS SOILS SOILS SOILS 

• No material long-term change from • No material long-term change from • less surface disturbance would • The same amount of surface 
Proposed Action. Proposed Action. occur. disturbance would occur as in the 

• Overall impact to existing soils: Less • Overall impact to existing soils: Less • No material long-term change from Proposed Action. 
Than Significant. Than Significant. Proposed Action to erosion potential. • More acreage in the pit would be 

• Overall impact to existing soils: Less subject to reclamation. 
Than Significant. • Overall impact to existing soils: Less 

Than Significant. 

• HYDROLOGY HYDROLOGY HYDROLOGY HYDROLOGY 
Surface Water Surface Water Surface Water Surface Water 

• No material long-term change from • No material long-term change from • No material long-term change from • No material long-term change from 
Proposed Action. Proposed Action Proposed Action other than shortened Proposed Action. 

• Overall impact to surface water: Less • Overall impact to surface water: Less mine life . • Overall impacts to surface water: 
Than Significant. Than Significant. • Overall impact to surface water: Less Less Than Significant. 

Than Significant. 
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Impact from Proposed Action 
No Action 

HYDROLOGY HYDROLOGY 
Groundwater/Water Supply Groundwater/Water Supply 

• Project water requirements would • No change in the amount or quality of 
create localized drawdown of water available would occur. 
groundwater table. Area groundwater • New information would not be 
supplies would not be impacted. available on the local aquifer, a minor 

• Long-term water table level would not impact relative to the Proposed Action. 
be significantly affected. • Overall impact to groundwater/water 

• Contingency bonding for unforeseen supply: No Impact. 
release event would be provided. 

• Solution handling and leak detection 
facilities would protect against 
discharge to groundwater. No effect 
on groundwater quality. 

• Overall impact to groundwater/water 
supply: Less Than Significant. 

AIR QUALITY AIR QUALITY 

• Analysis of emissions potential • No change in current air quality would 
indicates that air quality impacts would occur. 
be within state and federal standards. • Existing uncontrolled dust generation 

• Reclamation of existing tailings, mine would continue. 
waste and disturbed areas would • Reclamation of preexisting 
reduce existing negative effect on air disturbances would not occur, a 
quality. negative long-term impact relative to 

• Toxic air contaminants emissions the Proposed Action. 
would not cause a significant short- or • No change in current toxic air 
long-term health risk or cause an contaminants. 
increase cancer risk greater than ten • Overall impact to air quality: Less 
per million. Than Significant. 

• Overall impact to air quality: Less 
Than Significant. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Vegetative Resources Vegetative Resources 

• Little vegetation and no listed species • No new surface disturbance affecting 
are on the project site. vegetation would occur. 

• Reclamation of preexisting • Reclamation of preexisting 
disturbances would be positive. disturbances will not occur. 

• Overall impact to vegetation: Less • Overall impact to vegetation: No 
Than Significant. Impact. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

TABLE 4.0-2 

Comparison of Environmental Impacts of Project Alternatives 

Differences in Environmental Impact as Compared to the Proposed Action 

Alternative Ore Processing Rates 
Reduced Project Size Partial Backfilling 

Increased Mining and Ore Processing Decreased Mining and Ore Processing 
Rate Rate 

HYDROLOGY HYDROLOGY HYDROLOGY HYDROLOGY 
Groundwater/Water Supply Groundwater/Water Supply Groundwater/Water Supply Groundwater/Water Supply 

• Project pumping would create • Project pumping would create • Project pumping would create • Project water requirements would 
localized drawdown of water table at a localized drawdown of water table at a localized drawdown of water table at create localized drawdown of 
faster rate than for the Proposed slower rate than for the Proposed the same rate as the Proposed Action groundwater at same rate as for 
Action. Action. but for fewer years. Proposed Action. 

• Total water requirement over life of • Total water requirement over life of • Total water requirement over life of • Water would be required for 
project will be less than for Proposed project will be greater than for project would be less than for compaction and dust suppression for 
Action. Proposed Action. Proposed Action. more than two years longer. 

• Long-term impact on water supply • Long-term impact on water supply • Long-term impact on water supply • Overall impacts to groundwater/water 
would be less than Proposed Action. would be greater than Proposed would be less than Proposed Action. supply: Less Than Significant. 

• Overall impact to groundwater/water Action. • Overall impact to groundwater/water 
supply: Less Than Significant. • Overall impact to groundwater/water supply: Less Than Significant. 

supply: Less Than Significant. 

AIR QUALITY AIR QUALITY AIR QUALITY AIR QUALITY 
• Modeling indicates that PM10 air • Impacts to air quality would be less • Project would impact air quality as in • Project would impact air quality as in 

quality standards may be exceeded than Proposed Action. Proposed Action, but for a reduced Proposed Action during mining 

• Toxic air contaminant emissions • Toxic air contaminant emissions would period. operations. 
would not cause a significant short- not cause a significant short- or long- • Toxic air contaminant emissions • Backfilling would cause an extended 
or long-term risk or cause an term risk or cause an increase cancer would not cause a significant short- or period of mobile vehicle emissions 
increase cancer risk greater than ten risk greater than ten per million. long-term risk or cause an increase and fugitive dust. 
per million. • No material long-term change from cancer risk greater than ten per • Overall impact to air quality: Less 

• Overall impact to air quality: Proposed Action. million. Than Significant. 
Significant and Unavoidable • Overall impact to air quality: Less • No material long-term change in air 
Adverse. Than Significant. quality from Proposed Action. 

• Overall impact to air quality: Less 
Than Significant. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Vegetative Resources Vegetative Resources Vegetative Resources Vegetative Resources 

• No material long-term change from • No material long-term change from • Project activities would disturb less • Fifty-two more acres of the open pit 
Proposed Action. Proposed Action. total surface and less total vegetation. would be reseeded than in the 

• Overall impact to vegetation: Less • Overall impact to vegetation: Less • Overall impact to vegetation: Less Proposed Action. 
Than Significant. Than Significant. Than Significant. • Overall impact to vegetative 

resources: Less Than Significant. 
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Impact from Proposed Action 
No Action 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Wildlife Resources Wildlife Resources 

• Project activities Could disturb wildlife • No new surface disturbance affecting 
on site. No listed species have been wildlife will occur. 
found onsite. • Reclamation of preexisting 

• Reclamation of preexisting disturbances will not occur. 
disturbances would be positive. • Overall impact to wildlife: No Impact. 

• Overall impact to wildlife: Less Than 
Significant. 

CULTURAL & HISTORICAL CULTURAL & HISTORICAL 
RESOURCES RESOURCES 

• Project activities would disturb four • No disturbance of sites with historical 
sites which have scientific and or scientific value will occur. 
historical value. • No salvage or recording of data 

• Data recovery would be conducted at relating to these sites would occur. 
these sites as mitigation. • Current rate of deterioration would 

• Historic display and informational continue with loss of resource likely. 
overlook would be created. • Overall impact to cultural and 

• Overall impact to cultural and historical historical resources: No Impact. 
resources: Project impact would be 
Significant, but reduced to Less 
Than Significant through mitigation 
efforts. 

VISUAL RESOURCES VISUAL RESOURCES 

• Project would have some visual • No change in visual resources would 
impact. occur, except for reclamation of 

• Viewed in relation to preexisting and disturbances for which Golden Queen 
current conditions the contrast would is responsible. 
below. • Reclamation of preexisting 

• Due to viewing distance, viewer disturbances would not occur. 
sensitivity would be low to moderate. • Overall impact to visual resources: 

• Overall impact to visual resources: No Impact. 
Less Than Significant. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

TABLE 4.0-2 

Comparison of Envkonmental Impacts of Project Alternatives • Differences in Environmental Impact as Compared to the Proposed Action 

Alternative Ore Processing Rates 
Reduced Project Size Partial Backfilling 

Increased Mining and Ore Processing Decreased Mining and Ore Processing 
Rate Rate 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Wildlife Resources Wildlife Resources Wildlife Resources Wildlife Resources 

• No material long-term change from • No material long-term change from • Project activities would disturb less • Fifty-two more acres of the open pit 
Proposed Action. Proposed Action. wildlife habitat. would be returned to wildlife habitat 

• Overall impact to wildlife: Less Than • Overall impact to wildlife: Less Than • Project activities will disturb wildlife on than in the Proposed Action. 
Significant. Significant. site for a shorter period of time. • Overall impact to wildlife: Less Than 

-- • Overall impact to wildlife: Less Than Significant. 
Significant. 

CULTURAL & HISTORICAL CULTURAL & HISTORICAL CULTURAL & HISTORICAL CULTURAL & HISTORICAL 
RESOURCES RESOURCES RESOURCES RESOURCES 

• No material long-term change from • No material long-term change from • Project activities will disturb less total • No material long-term change from 
Proposed Action. Proposed Action. surface. Proposed Action. 

• Overall impact to cultural and • Overall impact to cultural and historical • Three of the four important sites will • Overall impact to cultural and historical 
historical resources: Less Than resources: Less Than Significant. not be disturbed. resources: Less Than Significant. 
Significant. • Data recovery will be implemented 

where needed, assuring no loss of 
information. 

• Overall impact to cultural and 
historical resources: Less Than • Significant. 

VISUAL RESOURCES VISUAL RESOURCES VISUAL RESOURCES VISUAL RESOURCES 
• Rate of visual change would be • Rate of visual change would be slower • Visual impact reduced with respect to • No change in visual resources from 

faster, and time until reclamation is and time until reclamation is the Proposed Action. the Proposed Action. 
completed would be shorter. completed would be longer. • The ridge line of Soledad Mountain • Overall impact to visual resources: 

• No material long-term change from • No material long-term change from would not change. Less Than Significant. 
Proposed Action. Proposed Action. • Overall impact to visual resources: 

• Overall impact to visual resources: • Overall impact to visual resources: Less Than Significant. 
Less Than Significant. Less Than Significant. 
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Impact from Proposed Action 
No Action 

NOISE NOISE 

• Project would be in compliance with • No change from existing conditions 
established regulations and standards. would occur. 

• Overall impact to noise: Less Than • Overall impact to noise: No Impact. 
Significant. 

LAND USE LAND USE 

• Project would be compatible with local • Area zoning would remain as is. 
zoning and land use. • The General Plan and Specific Plan 

• Project would have all permits and would not change. 
approvals for construction and • Overall impact to land use: No 
operation. Impact. 

• Overall impact to land use: No 
Impact. 

SOCIOECONOMICS SOCIOECONOMICS 

• The project will enhance the regional • Currently existing project related jobs 
economy without inducing growth, and associated positive effects on the 
which would require additional region would be eliminated. 
housing, schools and related services. • With respect to the Proposed Action, 

• Project would provide 230 long-term the benefits of 230 jobs and related 
jobs and pay taxes for government expenditures (more than $11.0 
services in excess of service MM/year) would not occur. 
requirements. • Overall impact to socioeconomics: 

• Would create at least 136 indirect Less Than Significant. 
jobs. 

• Would contribute at least $11.0 MM to 
economy annually. 

• Overall impact to socioeconomics: 
Less Than Significant. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

TABLE 4.0-2 

Comparison of Environmental Impacts of Project Alternatives 

Differences in Environmental Impact as Compared to the Proposed Action 

Alternative Ore Processing Rates 
Reduced Project Size Partial Backfilling 

Increased Mining and Ore Processing Decreased Mining and Ore Processing 
Rate Rate 

NOISE NOISE NOISE NOISE 

• Project generated noise ,ould occur • Project generated noise would extend • Operating noise level the same as • Operating noise level would be the 
for a shorter period of time. for a longer period of time. Proposed Action. same as the Proposed Action, but for 

• Noise level would be increased • Slight reduction in noise level. • Project generated noise would occur more than two more years. 
slightly. • No material long-term change from for a shorter period of time. • Overall impact to noise: Less Than 

• No material long-term change from Proposed Action. • Overall impact to noise: Less Than Significant. 
Proposed Action. • Overall impact to noise: Less Than Significant. 

• Overall impact to noise: Less Than Significant. 
Significant. 

LAND USE LAND USE LANO USE LAND USE 

• No material change from Proposed • No material change from Proposed • No material change from Proposed • No material change from Proposed 
Action. Action. Action. Action. 

• Overall impact to land use: No • Overall impact to land use: No • Overall impact to land use: No • Overall impact to land use: No 
Impact. Impact. Impact. Impact. 

SOCIOECONOMICS SOCIOECONOMICS SOCIOECONOMICS SOCIOECONOMICS 

• Project would provide more jobs, • Project would provide fewer jobs, but • Project will provide the same number • Project will provide some jobs for 
but for a shorter period of time. for an extended period of time. of primary and secondary jobs as more than two years longer than 

• Tax rates may be increased, but • Tax rates may be reduced. Proposed Action, but for a shorter Proposed Action. 
for a shorter period of time. • May adversely affect project period of time. • Backfilling would decrease project 

• Overall impact to socioeconomics: development. • Would likely put project feasibility and value by $13 million. 
Less Than Significant. • Overall Impact to socioeconomics: development in jeopardy. • Overall impact to socioeconomics: 

Less Than Significant. • Property tax rates will be reduced due Less Than Significant. 
to decreased project value. 

• If the project is developed the overall 
impact to socioeconomics would 
remain: Less Than Significant. 
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Impact from Proposed Action 
No Action 

HEAL TH HAZARDS/PUBLIC SAFETY HEALTH HAZARDS/PUBLIC SAFETY 

• The project use of hazardous • No new potential health hazards or 
materials would be permitted for and in public safety hazards would occur. 
compliance with all federal, state and • Public access to existing hazards 
local laws, standards and regulations. would not be restricted. 

• Much of the public safety hazards (old • Existing hazards, particularly those 
mine openings and building, unstable associated with historic tailings, would 
slopes, tailings and waste dumps) not be remediated, a negative impact 
would be eliminated, stabilized or relative to the Proposed Action. 
fenced. • Overall impact to health hazards and 

• Overall impact to health hazards and public safety: Significant and 
public safety: Less Than Unavoidable Adverse. 
Significant. 

TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION 

• The increase in traffic due to the • Existing traffic patterns would not 
proposed project will not affect the change. 
level of service on Silver Queen Road • Overall impact to traffic and 
and State Route 14. transportation: No Impact. 

• Ample parking area would be 
available. 

• local transit would not be affected 
because most employees would be 
local residents. 

• Overall impact to traffic and parking.: 
Less Than Significant. 
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• TABLE4.0-2 

Comparison of Environmental Impacts of Project Alternatives 

Differences in Environmental Impact as Compared to the Proposed Action 

Alternative Ore Processing Rates 
Reduced Project Size Partial Backfilling 

Increased Mining and Ore Processing Decreased Mining and Ore Processing 
Rate Rate 

HEALTH HAZARDS/PUBLIC SAFETY HEALTH HAZARDS/PUBLIC SAFETY HEAL TH HAZARDS/PUBLIC SAFETY HEAL TH HAZARDS/PUBLIC SAFETY 

• No material·long-term change from • No material long-term change from • Hazard and safety reduction activities • No material long-term change from 
Proposed Action. Proposed Action. will be similar to Proposed Action, but Proposed Action. 

• Overall impact to health hazards and • Overall impact to health hazards and will have a reduced scale . • Overall impacts to health hazards and 
public safety: Less Than public safety: Less Than • Overall impact-to health hazards and public safety: Less Than 
Significant. Significant. public safety: Less Than Significant. 

Significant. 

• 
TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION 

• Average Daily Trips will increase on • Average Daily Trips will decrease on • No change in Average Daily Trips on • No change in Average Daily Trips on 
Silver Queen Road and State Route Silver Queen Road and State Route Silver Queen Road and State Route Silver Queen Road and State Route 
14, but will occur for a shorter period 14, but will occur for a longer period of 14 from Proposed Action. 14 from Proposed Action. 
of time. time. • No material long-term change from • No material long-term change from 

• The level of service will not change. • The level of service will not change . Proposed Action. Proposed Action. 

• No material long-term change from • No material long-term change from • Overall impact to traffic and • Overall impact to traffic and 
Proposed Action. Proposed Action . transportation: Less Than transportation: Less Than 

• Overall impact to traffic and • Overall Impact to traffic and Significant. Significant. 
transportation: Less Than transportation: Less Than 
Significant. Significant . 
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4.1 No Action Alternative 

4.1.1 Description of Alternative 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Consideration of the No Action alternative, which is disapproval of the Conditional Use 

Permit/Plan of Operations by authorized officials, forms the basis from which impacts of 

alternatives, including the Proposed Action, are evaluated. For comparative analysis 

purposes, design features, applicant-proposed mitigation and regulatory requirements are not 

analyzed under the No Action alternative since they are not applicable to that scenario. 

4.1.2 Mineral Resources (Natural Resources) 

4.1.2.1 Setting 

The setting of the No Action alternative as it relates to mineral resources is the same as for 

the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.1.1 . 

4.1.2.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

Under the No Action alternative, the existing mineral resources would remain as they are. 

Limited ecconomic benefits would result. There would be no increased access to or improved 

understanding of the potential for additional, currently unknown, mineral resources. 

4.1.2.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources as a result of the No 

Action alternative. 

4.1.2.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There would be no additional cumulative impacts to mineral resources of the area as a result 

of the No Action alternative . 
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4.1.3 Physiography and Geology (Earth Resources) 

4.1.3.1 Topography 

4.1.3.1.1 Setting 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

The setting of the No Action alternative as it relates to topography is the same as for the 

Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.2.1.1. 

4.1.3.1.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

There would be no change to current topography except for reclamation by Golden Queen of 

surfaces disturbed by Golden Queen's exploration activities. The No Action alternative would 

have no impact on existing topography. 

4.1.3.1.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources as a result of the No 

Action alternative. 

4.1.3.1.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There would be no additional cumulative impacts to topography of the area as a result of the 

No Action alternative. 

4.1.3.2 Seismic Hazards 

4.1.3.2.1 Setting 

The setting of the No Action alternative as it relates to seismic hazards is the same as for the 

Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.2.2.1. 
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NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

4.1.3.2.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

There would be no construction of buildings, facilities or operating areas that could pose a risk 

due to seismic activity. Seismic hazards would continue to be present at their existing level. 

Hazards would continue to exist with old structures and mine openings that would otherwise 

be stabilized or eliminated by the Proposed Action. This alternative would constitute a 

negative environmental impact as compared to the Proposed Action. 

The No Action alternative would have no impact on existing seismic hazards. 

4.1.3.2.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources as a result of the No 

Action alternative. 

4.1.3.2.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There would be no additional cumulative impacts to seismic hazards of the area as a result 

of the No Action alternative. 

4.1.4 Soils (Earth Resources) 

4.1.4.1 Setting 

The setting of the No Action alternative as it relates to existing soils is the same as for the 

Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.3.1. 

4.1.4.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

No new surface or soils disturbance would occur. Existing exploration disturbances 

associated with Golden Queen activities would be reclaimed by Golden Queen. Current 

losses of soils in areas of previous disturbance, due to wind and water erosion, would 

continue. 
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NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

The environmental impact of the No Action alternative would have no impact on existing soils. 

4.1.4.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources as a result of the No 

Action alternative. 

4.1.4.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There would be no additional cumulative impacts to soils of the area as a result of the No 

Action alternative. 

4.1.5 Hydrology (Water Resources) 

4.1.5.1 Surface Water 

4.1.5.1.1 Setting 

The setting of the No Action alternative as it relates to surface water is the same as for the 

Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.4.1.1. 

4.1.5.1.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

No changes from existing surface water flow patterns would occur. Storm water flows will 

continue to contact some waste materials from previous mining and development efforts and 

current erosion patterns will continue. The proposed redirection of surface water away from 

many of these areas will not occur. The No Action alternative would have no impact on 

existing surface water. 

4.1.5.1.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources as a result of the No 

Action alternative. 
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4.1.5.1.4 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Cumulative Impacts 

There would be no additional cumulative impacts to surface water of the area as a result of 

the No Action alternative. 

4.1.5.2 Groundwater/Water Supply 

4.1.5.2.1 Setting 

The setting of the No Action alternative as it relates to groundwater is the same as for the 

Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.4.2.1. 

4.1.5.2.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

Under the No Action alternative, existing impacts relating to the amount and quality of water 

• withdrawn from the local groundwater supply would not change. No new information would 

be developed from which a greater understanding of the aquifer in this region could be gained. 

The No Action alternative would have no impact on existing groundwater supply or quality. 

• 

4.1.5.2.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources as a result of the No 

Action alternative. 

4.1.5.2.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There would be no additional cumulative impacts to groundwater of the area as a result of the 

No Action alternative . 
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NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

4.1.6 Air Quality 

4.1.6.1 Setting 

The setting of the No Action alternative as it relates to air quality is the same as for the 

Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.5.1. 

4.1.6.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

The project is located on a mountain in the Kem County portion of the Mojave Desert Air 

Basin. As such, the weather conditions are hot and dry leading to the potential for wind 

erosion emissions from existing disturbed surfaces. There are approximately 215 acres of 

existing disturbed areas relating to past underground mining operations, induding a large 

tailings pile on the northern flank of the mountain, which are subject to wind erosion emissions. 

The surface of the tailings pile consists of more finely textured material than will be exposed 

at the heap leach pads or the overburden piles proposed for this project. The current sources 

of air pollution would continue to exist as a result of the No Action alternative. The long-term 

effect of the No Action alternative is considered Less Than Significant. 

4.1.6.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources as a result of the No 

Action alternative. 

4.1.6.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative impacts to air quality of the area would continue under the No Action alternative . 
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4.1.7 Biology 

4.1.7.1 Vegetative Resources 

4.1.7.1.1 Setting 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

The setting of the No Action alternative as it relates to vegetative resources is the same as 

for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.6.1.1. 

4.1.7.1.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

No additional surface disturbance would occur. Benefits from reclamation of previously 

disturbed areas, other than those associated with Golden Queen development activities, would 

not be realized. The No Action alternative would have No Impact on existing vegetative 

resources . 

4.1.7.1.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources as a result of the No 

Action alternative. 

4.1.7.1.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There would be no additional cumulative impacts to vegetative resources as a result of the No 

Action alternative. 

4.1.7.2 Wildlife Resources 

4.1.7.2.1 Setting 

The setting of the No Action alternative as it relates to wildlife resources is the same as for the 

Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.6.2.1 . 
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4.1.7.2.2 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Direct/Indirect Impacts 

There would be no additional disturbance to wildlife or wildlife habitat. No reclamation of 

previously disturbed habitat would occur, other than that associated with Golden Queen's 

exploration activities. The beneficial aspect for wildlife of reclamation of previously disturbed 

areas would not be realized. There would be No Impact to wildlife under the No Action 

alternative. 

4.1.7.2.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources as a result of the No 

Action alternative. 

4.1.7.2.4 Cumulative Impacts 

• 

There would be no additional cumulative impacts to wildlife resources of the area as a result 

of the No Action alternative. • 

4.1.8 Cultural and Historical Resources (Cultural Resources) 

4.1.8.1 Setting 

The setting of the No Action alternative as it relates to cultural and historic resources is the 

same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3. 7. 1. 

4.1.8.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

There would be no change in the status of the existing structural remains, surficial and sub

surface deposits, shafts and adits, or other historical sites. No salvage excavation and 

recording of data would occur and there would be no erection of an informational display 

concerning historical mining activities on the site and in surrounding areas (as proposed under 

the Proposed Action). The present rate of deterioration of the resources would continue until 

the significance of the sites was lost. 
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NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

The No Action alternative would have no impact on existing cultural and historical resources. 

4.1.8.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources as a result of the No 

Action alternative. 

4.1.8.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There would be no additional cumulative impacts to cultural and historic resources of the area 

as a result of the No Action alternative. 

4.1.9 Visual Resources (Light and Glare/Aesthetics) 

4.1.9.1 Setting 

• The setting of the No Action alternative as it relates to visual resources is the same as for the 

Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.8.1. 

• 

4.1.9.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

There would be no change in the current visual impact of the project site to either residents 

or passers-by. The existing historical mine disturbance would not be reclaimed. The No Action 

alternative would have No Impact on existing visual resources. 

4.1.9.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources as a result of the No 

Action alternative. 

4.1.9.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There would be additional cumulative impacts to visual resources of as a result of the No 

Action alternative. 
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4.1.10 Noise 

4.1.10.1 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Setting 

The setting of the No Action alternative as it relates to noise is the same as for the Proposed 

Action as presented in Section 3.9.1. 

4.1.10.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

There would be no change to the current noise level of the area. 

4.1.10.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources as a result of the No 

Action alternative. 

4.1.10.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There would be additional cumulative impacts relating to noise in the area as a result of the 

No Action alternative. 

4.1.11 Land Use (Land Use/Population/Housing) 

4.1.11.1 Setting 

The setting of the No Action alternative as it relates to land use is the same as for the 

Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.10.1. 

4.1.11.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

The No Action alternative would have No Impact on existing zoning. The No Action alternative 

would have No Impact on the existing General Plan and Specific Plan. 

There would be no change in the legal restraints that now exist at the project site. The No 

Action alternative would have No Impact on the legal restraints. 
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4.1.11.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources as a result of the No 

Action alternative. 

4.1.11.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There would be no cumulative impacts to land use as a result of the No Action alternative. 

4.1.12 Socioeconomics (Economic Development/Fiscal Analysis) 

4.1.12.1 Setting 

The setting of the No Action alternative as it relates to socioeconomics is the same as for the 

Proposed Action as presented in Section 3. 11.1 . 

4.1.12.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

The No Action alternative would result in the loss of new jobs at the project site or within the 

region and would eliminate most of those that currently exist. Economic benefits to the project 

proponent and the business community would not be realized. The annual value added to the 

regional economy would not occur. Tax contributions to the County of Kem would not occur. 

The impact of the No Action alternative on existing socioeconomics would result in little 

change to the existing socioeconomic environment, and would be considered Less Than 

Significant. 

4.1.12.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources as a result of the No 

Action alternative . 
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4.1.12.4 Cumulative Impacts 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

There would be no additional cumulative impacts to socioeconomics of the area as a result 

of the No Action alternative. 

4.1.13 Health Hazards/Public Safety (Human Health/Risk of Upset) 

4.1.13.1 Setting 

The setting of the No Action alternative as it relates to health hazards and public safety is the 

same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.12.1. 

4.1.13.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

With the No Action alternative there would be no change in any of the current health/safety 

• 

hazards that may exist on the site, which include old mine openings and deteriorating mine • 

structures. The No Action alternative would result in the loss of the site control Golden Queen 

currently exercises over access to these hazards. This could negatively impact public safety. 

With respect to the Proposed Action, any health or safety hazards presented by existing 

conditions that would be remedied by the Proposed Action would not occur, including 

demolition of unsafe structures, removal and/or reclamation of tailings and waste, demolition 

of unsafe mine openings and stabilization of unsafe slopes. 

The environmental impact of the No Action alternative on existing health hazards/ public safety 

would be Significant and Unavoidable. 

4.1.13.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources as a result of the No 

Action alternative. 
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NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

4.1.13.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There would be no additional cumulative impacts to health hazards and public safety of the 

area as a result of the No Action alternative. 

4.1.14 Traffic and Transportation (Transportation/Circulation) 

4.1.14.1 Setting 

The setting of the No Action alternative as it relates to traffic and transportation is the same 

as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.13.1. 

4.1.14.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

The No Action alternative would not affect existing traffic. The No Action alternative would 

have no impact on existing traffic and transportation . 

The No Action alternative would have no impact on the local transit system. 

4.1.14.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources as a result of the No 

Action alternative. 

4.1.14.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There would be no additional cumulative impacts to traffic and transportation of the area as 

a result of the No Action alternative . 
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4.2 Increased Mining and Processing Rate Alternative 

4.2.1 Description of Alternative 

This section describes a project alternative based upon increasing the planned ore mining and 

processing rate from six millions tons per year in the Proposed Action to an annual rate of 7.2 

million tons per year. It may also result in increasing the total amount of material mined ( ore 

plus overburden) to 36 million tons per year, which will decrease total project life from 10 years 

to eight years. This alternative provides a basis for comparing the environmental impacts that 

would result from a change in project rate as well as project duration. 

For purposes of analysis, the following assumptions are made regarding the Increased Mining 

and Processing Rate alternative: 

• Total ore and overburden tons mined would be the same as for the Proposed Action, 

but the annual mining and ore processing rate would be increased by 20 percent as 

compared to the Proposed Action, thereby decreasing the operational life of the project 

by 17 percent (approximately two years). 

• Surface disturbance and the site layout for this alternative would be the same as in the 

Proposed Action. Excavation of the same total tonnage of ore and overburden would 

require the same mine, overburden stockpile and heap leach pad configurations. 

Disturbances for onsite roads and ancillary facilities would be similar, if not identical, 

because the same basic transportation needs, site access needs and support activities 

would occur. While individual buildings or pieces of equipment may be larger, for 

example, a larger crushing circuit might be used, differences in disturbances would be 

negligible. 

The changes in environmental impact that occur due to an increased ore mining and 

processing rate would be primarily related to the duration of mining activities, air quality and 

the consumptive uses associated with project operation. 

The following environmental resources associated with the Increased Mining and Processing 

• 

• 

Rate alternative would have the same impacts as the Proposed Action, as discussed in • 

Section 3.0 and summarized in Table 4.0-2: 
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Mineral Resources (Natural Resources) 

Physiography and Geology (Earth Resources) 

Soils (Earth Resources) 

Biology 

Cultural and Historical Resources (Cultural Resources) 

Visual Resources (Light and Glare/Aesthetics) 

Land Use (Land Use/Population/Housing) 

Section 3.1 

Section 3.2 

Section 3.3 

Section 3.6 

Section 3.7 

Section 3.8 

Section 3.1 O 

Only the resources which are affected by the alternative are discussed below. 

4.2.2 Hydrology (Water Resources) 

4.2.2.1 Surface Water 

4.2.2.1.1 Setting 

• The setting of the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as it relates to surface 

water is the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.4.1.1. 

• 

4.2.2.1.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

This alternative would have a minor beneficial impact on surface water as compared to the 

Proposed Action. The same grading and drainage patterns would be used in either case. 

Erosion potential and contact of surface waters with overburden piles would be similar, except, 

due to the rate of project development and overburden deposition, the period of time for 

surface water contact with unreclaimed materials would be less for the alternative. Given that 

the project site materials have been shown to not have acid generation potential and an 

approved drainage plan would be utilized, the impact upon the environment of the increased 

mining and processing rate alternative would be Less Than Significant, the same as for the 

Proposed Action . 
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Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

The irreversible and/or irretrievable commitment of resources associated with the Increased 

Mining and Processing Rate alternative as it relates to surface water would be the same as 

for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.4.1.3. 

4.2.2.1.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There would be additional cumulative impacts to surface hydrology as a result of the Increased 

Mining and Processing Rate alternative. 

4.2.2.1.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The regulatory requirements associated with the Increased Mining and Processing Rate 

alternative as relates to surface water would be the same as for the Proposed Action, 

presented in Section 3.4.1.5. 

4.2.2.1.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by 

Applicant (Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as relates 

to surface water would be the same as for the Proposed Action, presented in Section 3.4.1.6. 

4.2.2.1.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.2.2.1.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The level of significance of the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as relates 

to surface water would be the same as the Proposed Action, presented in Section 3.4.1.8. 

The impact to the surface water quality as a result of the placement of the overburden directly 

on the ground surface would be Less Than Significant. 
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Impacts to the surface drainage would be Less Than Significant as a result of the regulatory 

requirements and design features. 

The potential for discharge of hazardous materials to land would be Less Than Significant as 

a result of regulatory requirements and design features. 

4.2.2.2 Groundwater/Water Supply 

4.2.2.2.1 Setting 

The setting of the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as it relates to 

groundwater is the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.4.2.1. 

4.2.2.2.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

The rate at which groundwater is required for the project and the total amount of water 

required over the life of the project varies according to the rate at which ore is mined and 

processed. Water requirements for the agglomeration and leaching processes vary in direct 

proportion to quantity of ore processed. Water used for dust control on roads and within the 

crushing process is more closely related to the number of operating hours required. The 

increased rate alternative would require that water be pumped from wells at a higher rate, but 

for a shorter length of time. The overall requirement for water over the life of the project would 

be about the same as the Proposed Action. 

The estimated well pumping rate for this alternative is 825 gallons per minute over a project 

life of 8.33 years. The maximum projected drawdown at the water supply wells would be 90 

feet which is 9 percent greater than the maximum drawdown projected under the Proposed 

Action; a negative short-term impact. The drawdown analysis is included in the Hydrology 

Study.208 The long-term environmental impact on the existing groundwater/water supply 

environment relative to the Proposed Action would be positive but Less Than Significant. 

• 
208 WZI Inc., Groundwater Supply Evaluation, Soledad Mountain Project, December 1996, included in 

AppendixV. 
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Both the Proposed Action and the alternative would use the same design, construction and 

monitoring technology for the control of a potential release of contaminants to groundwater. 

There would be no differential effect upon the groundwater quality as a result of the process 

rate. 

This alternative would have a minor beneficial impact on groundwater/water supply as 

compared to the Proposed Action. Overall, the environmental impact of the increased mining 

and processing rate alternative on existing groundwater/water supply would be Less Than 

Significant, the same as for the Proposed Action. 

4.2.2.2.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

As with the Proposed Action, the use of water represents an irretrievable use of resources. 

However, the groundwater will be replaced in the basin by future recharge. 

4.2.2.2.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative would have an average water 

consumption of approximately 1,300 acre-feet per year supplied by up to three production 

groundwater wells; 7 percent more than the Proposed Project. Other projects in the area 

requiring water are discussed in Section 3.4.2.4. Cumulative impacts to the groundwater 

quantity would be Less Than Significant. 

4.2.2.2.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The regulatory requirements associated with the Increased Mining and Processing Rate 

alternative as relates to groundwater would be the same as for the Proposed Action as 

presented in Section 3.4.2.5. 

4.2.2.2.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as relates 

to groundwater would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.4 .2 .6. 
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Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.2.2.2.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The level of significance of the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative would be the 

same as the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.4.2.8; Less Than Significant. 

4.2.3 Air Quality 

4.2.3.1 Setting 

The setting of the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as it relates to air quality 

is the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.5.1 . 

4.2.3.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

Under this scenario, mining and processing rates would increase by 20 percent, resulting in 

increased PM10 emissions, but for a shorter time period than the Proposed Action. A review 

of the PM10 emissions sources was made to determine which sources would increase and 

which would remain the same as in the Proposed Action. For calculation of the 24-hour PM10 

concentration, the blasting and wind erosion sources will remain the same as in the Proposed 

Action. Blasting would only occur once per day, but on more days than in the Proposed 

Action. Wind erosion is based on the surface area of exposed overburden piles, which would 

be similar to the Proposed Action. Emissions from all other sources would increase by 

approximately 20 percent from the increased activity. 

For the dispersion model prepared for the Proposed Action, the individual sources were 

evaluated for their contribution to the maximum impact. A sensitivity analysis was conducted 

by scaling the appropriate variable sources by 20 percent and keeping the unaffected sources 

unchanged to estimate the impact of the increase in production rate on the maximum 
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calculated PM10 concentration.209 The PM 10 emission calculations assume the use of Best 

Available Control Technology for all required sources, including roads and equipment, similar 

to the Proposed Action. The estimated 24-hour PM10 concentration resulting from the 

increased processing is a maximum of 50.13 µg/m3
, which exceeds the California 24-hour 

standard of 50 µg/m3
• 

As part of the Proposed Action, meteorological and PM10 monitoring will be established to 

show compliance with ambient air quality standards. It may be possible, through onsite data 

collection, to show that the dispersion modeling overestimates the maximum concentration, 

thus allowing an increased mining and processing rate. However, the estimated maximum 24-

hour PM10 emissions preclude obtaining an air permit for the increased rate alternative at this 

time. 

A sensitivity analysis was conducted on the incremental excess health risk from toxic air 

contaminants in the Proposed Action to evaluate any changes resulting from the increased 

• 

mining and processing rate alternative. 210 The increased mining and processing rate is not • 

designed as a larger project. It is the same project completed in a shorter time period. 

Incremental health risk is based on the project life as well as the amount of particulate 

emissions. For all sources except wind erosion,·the total emissions from the project would not 

change in the accelerated rate scenario, thus the incremental risk from these sources would 

be the same as in the Proposed Action. Wind erosion emissions are based on the surface 

area of the overburden piles exposed for a certain time period. Since the increased 

processing rate alternative would have a 17 percent shorter life, wind erosion emissions and 

their contribution to the total risk would be reduced by approximately 17 percent. Wind erosion 

emissions represent approximately 9.8 percent of the risk at the maximum exposed location. 

Reducing the project life by 17 percent would reduce the overall health risk from the project 

by about 1.7 percent to 4.9 x 10.s from 5.0 x 10.s for the Proposed Action. These results are 

essentially the same within the accuracy of the emissions estimates and the air dispersion 

model. 

209 
WZI Inc., Golden Queen Mining Company, Soledad Mountain Project Estimated PM10 and Air Toxics 
Emissions and Impact Assessment, December 1996, included as Appendix VII. 

210 
Ibid. 
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The environmental impact to existing air quality of this alternative would be Significant and 

Unavoidable Adverse at this time, given current Best Available Control Technology and 

estimated emissions. 

4.2.3.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

As described for the Proposed Action in Section 3.5.3, the Increased Mining and Processing 

Rate alternative would not represent an irreversible or irretrievable commitment of air quality 

resources. 

4.2.3.4 Cumulative Impacts 

As explained above in Section 4.2.2.2, the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative 

by itself would represent a Significant and Unavoidable Adverse impact to air quality. Other 

residential and industrial projects, besides the Proposed Action, proposed for the project area 

were discussed in Section 3.5.4. The cumulative environmental impacts to air quality from 

• those other projects in combination with the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative 

would also be Significant and Unavoidable Adverse. 

• 

4.2.3.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The regulatory requirements associated with the Increased Mining and Processing Rate 

alternative as relates to air quality would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented 

in Section 3.5.5. 

4.2.3.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

{Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as relates 

to air quality would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.5.6. 

4.2.3.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 
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4.2.3.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The level of significance of this alternative would be Significant and Unavoidable Adverse. 

4.2.4 Noise 

4.2.4.1 Setting 

The setting of the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as it relates to noise is 

the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.9.1. 

4.2.4.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

The noise generated by this alternative would be related to the mining and processing rate and 

the effect the rates have on the length of the project. During operations, the primary difference 

between this alternative and the Proposed Action would be the amount of material blasted, the 

size and amount of mining equipment needed and the size and amount of the 

crushing/screening facility equipment. 

For the increased production rate alternative, the present schedule of one blast per day, an 

average of five days per week, may be increased to blasting six to seven days per week. This 

would result in no change in the noise generated by blasting on a daily basis. 

This alternative would result in the use of more pieces of mining equipment similar in size to 

that used in the Proposed Action, or it would use a similar number of pieces of larger size 

equipment. The equipment would be run 24-hours per day, the same as the Proposed Action. 

If more equipment is used, it would likely add six significant pieces of equipment to the mining 

fleet. The increase in mining equipment used may increase the noise generated. 

The crushing facilities would produce somewhat more noise than the Proposed Action, but not 

in proportion to the production rates. It is expected that a larger jaw crusher, one cone 

crusher, one impact crusher and one screen would be added to the equipment needed for the 

Proposed Action. 
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The increased rate alternative would result in the generation of more noise, but over a shorter 

project life. The level of increase in the noise generated should be small and offset somewhat 

by the resultant shorter project life. It is estimated that a 20 percent increase in equipment will 

result in an increase in overall noise of approximately one to two dB at the sensitive receptors. 

In certain areas of the mine it may be necessary to limit the hours of operation to meet the 

noise standard for Kem County. 

Given the distance from residences, the ambient area noise and the requirement that the 

alternative must conform to Kem County noise regulations, the impact of this alternative on 

existing noise would be Less Than Significant, the same as for the Proposed Action. 

4.2.4.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

As with the Proposed Action, there would be irreversible or irretrievable commitment of 

resources associated with the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as it relates 

to noise . 

4.2.4.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Additional noise impacts would result as compared to the Proposed Action. Compliance with 

the Kem County Noise Ordinance would ensure that the cumulative impacts from the present 

and foreseeable projects would be Less Than Significant. 

4.2.4.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The regulatory requirements associated with the Increased Mining and Processing Rate 

alternative as relates to noise would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in 

Section 3.9.5. 

4.2.4.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as relates 

to noise would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3. 9.6. 
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4.2.4.7 Recommended Mitigation 

Compliance with the Kem County Noise Ordinance will ensure that the cumulative impacts 

from the present and foreseeable projects would be Less Than Significant. No mitigation 

measures are recommended. 

4.2.4.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The level of significance of impact to noise for this alternative would be Less Than Significant. 

4.2.5 Socioeconomics (Economic Development/Fiscal Analysis) 

4.2.5.1 Setting 

The setting of the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as it relates to 

socioeconomics is the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.11.1. 

4.2.5.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

The effect of the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative on construction 

expenditures would be an increase in equipment expenditures due to the increased size and/or 

amount of equipment required. Construction employment and duration would be about the 

same as in the Proposed Action. 

During the operating life of the project, employment would be about 245, or 7 percent more 

than for the Proposed Action. Total wages and operating expenditures would be increased 

on an annual basis, providing a short-term increase in expenditures. 

Total property taxes would not change significantly because the same resource would be 

mined. Other use taxes would likely increase, but be paid for a shorter time. With an eight 

to nine year project life, the effect upon property values would likely be similar to the effect of 

the Proposed Action. 
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This alternative would have a similar environmental impact on socioeconomics as compared 

to the Proposed Action. The reduced project life would result in greater short-term benefits, 

but less economic stability as compared to the Proposed Action. The environmental impact 

of the increased ore mining and processing rate alternative on existing socioeconomics would 

be Less Than Significant; the same as for the Proposed Action. 

4.2.5.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

As with the Proposed Action, there would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of 

government resources associated with the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative. 

4.2.5.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Although the project employment during the operating life would be about 7 percent more than 

the Proposed Action, the shorter project duration would cause this alternative to have a similar 

environmental impact on socioeconomics. The environmental impact of the Increased Mining 

• and Processing Rate alternative on socioeconomics would be Less Than Significant. 

• 

4.2.5.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

No regulatory design features with respect to socioeconomic impacts have been identified. 

4.2.5.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as relates 

to socioeconomics would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 

3.11.6. 

4.2.5.7 Recommended Mitigation 

As with the Proposed Action, impacts to socioeconomics would be Less Than Significant and 

no mitigation measures would be proposed . 
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4.2.5.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The level of significance after mitigation would be the same as for the Proposed Action, as 

described in Section 3.11.8. The impact of the Increased Mining and Processing Rate 

alternative would be Less Than Significant. 

4.2.6 Health Hazards/Public Safety (Human Health/Risk of Upset) 

4.2.6.1 Setting 

The setting of the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as it relates to health 

hazards and public safety is the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 

3.12.1. 

4.2.6.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

Due to the increased scale of the operation, more reagents, chemicals and other supplies 

would be delivered to and stored at the project site. This would create a slight increase in 

exposure potential relative to the Proposed Action. However, spill prevention and containment 

design and planning wouJd accommodate increased shipments and storage, therefore, the 

effect would be insignificant. 

As in the Proposed Action, this alternative would eliminate and/or reduce access to many of 

the existing hazards to public safety posed by untended and deteriorating mine openings and 

structures. 

Overall, the environmental impact of health hazards and public safety of this alternative would 

be the same as for the Proposed Action; Less Than Significant. 

4.2.6.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

As with the Proposed Action, there would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of 

public health and safety resources associated with the Increased Mining and Processing Rate 

alternative. 
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4.2.6.4 Cumulative Impacts 

As with the Proposed Project, there would be no cumulative impacts to public health and 

safety. 

4.2.6.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

Regulatory requirements for the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative would be 

the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.12.5. 

4.2.6.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as relates 

to public health and safety would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in 

Section 3.12.6 . 

4.2.6.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures would be recommended. 

4.2.6.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The level of significance after mitigation would be the same as for the Proposed Action, as 

described in Section 3.11.8. The impact of the Increased Mining and Processing Rate 

alternative on public health and safety would be Less Than Significant. 

4.2.7 Traffic and Transportation (Transportation/Circulation) 

4.2.7.1 Setting 

The setting of the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as it relates to traffic and 

• transportation is the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.13.1. 

07330010.31A 326 May1997 



SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
DRAFT EIR/EIS 

INCREASED MINING AND PROCESSING RATE ALTERNATIVE 

4.2.7.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

The primary effect on traffic of the increased production rate alternative would be by the 

number of employees working at the site. Fifteen more employees than in the Proposed 

Action would result in more traffic and the need for more parking. The project site has 

sufficient area to provide ample parking. The increased scale of operations would increase 

deliveries of supplies by up to 20 percent; an increase of one or two trips per day. 

With these increases, the net result would be 28 additional average daily trips (ADT's) spread 

over a 24-hour period. Given that the Proposed Action volume to capacity ratio for Silver 

Queen Road is 0.05, this additional traffic would raise it about 0.002; a negligible effect. 

The increase at the State Route 14 and State Route 58 intersection would be approximately 

14 ADT over a 24-hour period; a negligible effect. 

The environmental impact of the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative on existing 

traffic and parking would be Less Than Significant; the same as for the Proposed Action. 

4.2.7.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

As explained above, the difference between the impacts of this alternative and the Proposed 

Action are negligible. Therefore, there would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitments 

of traffic and transportation resources from the Increased Mining and Processing Rate 

alternative, as presented in Section 3.13.3. 

4.2.7.4 Cumulative Impacts 

As explained above, the difference between the impacts of this alternative and the Proposed 

Action are negligible. Therefore, the cumulative impacts from the Increased Mining and 

Processing Rate alternative as it relates to traffic and transportation would be the same as for 

the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.13.4; Less Than Significant. 
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4.2.7.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

Regulatory requirements for the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative would be 

the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.13.5. 

4.2.7.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as relates 

to traffic and transportation would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in 

Section 3. 13. 6. 

4.2.7.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended . 

4.2.7.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

Because the difference between the impacts of this alternative and the Proposed Action are 

negligible, the impact of the Increased Mining and Processing Rate alternative on traffic and 

transportation would be Less Than Significant, as explained in Section 3.13.8. 

If operational air quality monitoring should indicate that the results of pre-operational modeling 

were not indicative of actual conditions, consideration of increased rates should not be 

precluded . 
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4.3 Decreased Mining and Processing Rate Alternative 

4.3.1 Description of Alternative 

This section describes a project alternative based upon decreasing the planned ore mining 

and processing rate from six million tons per year in the Proposed Action to an annual rate of 

4.8 million tons per year. This may also result in a decrease of the total amount of material 

(ore plus overburden) mined per year to 24 million tons. This alternative provides a basis for 

comparing the environmental impacts that would result from a change in project scale as well 

as project duration. 

For purposes of analysis, the following assumptions are made regarding the Decreased Mining 

and Processing Rate alternative: 

• Total ore and overburden tons mined would be the same as estimated for the Proposed 

Action, but the annual mining and ore processing rate would be. decreased by 20 

percent as compared to the Proposed Action, thereby increasing the operational life of 

the project by 25 percent (approximately two to three years). 

• Surface disturbance and the site layout for this alternative would be the same as for the 

Proposed Action. Excavation of the same total tonnage of ore and overburden would 

require the same mine, overburden stockpile and heap leach pad configurations. 

Disturbances for onsite roads and ancillary facilities would be similar, if not identical, 

because the same basic transportation needs, site access needs and supporting 

activities would occur. While individual buildings or pieces of equipment may be 

smaller, for example, a smaller crushing circuit might be used, differences in 

disturbances would be negligible. 

The changes in environmental impact that may occur due to a decreased mining and 

processing rate are primarily related to the duration of mining activities and the consumptive 

uses associated with project operation. 

The following environmental resources associated with the Decreased Mining and Processing 

Rate alternative have the same impacts as the Proposed Action as discussed in Section 3.0 

and summarized in Table 4.0-2: 
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Mineral Resources (Natural Resources) 

Physiography and Geology (Earth Resources) 

Soils (Earth Resources) 

Biology 

Cultural and Historical Resources (Cultural Resources) 

Visual Resources (light and Glare/Aesthetics) 

Land Use (Land Use/Population/Housing) 

Only the resources affected by the alternative are discussed below. 

4.3.2 Hydrology (Water Resources) 

4.3.2.1 Surface Water 

4.3.2.1.1 Setting 

Section 3.1 

Section 3.2 

Section 3.3 

Section 3.6 

Section 3.7 

Section 3.8 

Section 3.1 O 

• The setting of the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as it relates to surface 

water is the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.4.1.1. 

• 

4.3.2.1.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

The Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative and the Proposed Action would both 

have negligible impacts upon surface water hydrology. The same grading and drainage 

patterns would be used in either case. Erosion potential and contact of surface waters with 

overburden piles would be similar, except in the alternative, due to the rate of project 

development and overburden deposition, the period of time for contact with unreclaimed 

materials would be increased. The project site materials have been shown to not have acid 

generation potential and an approved drainage plan would be utilized. The environmental 

impact of the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative on existing surface water 

would be Less Than Significant; the same as for the Proposed Action . 
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Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

The irreversible and/or irretrievable commitment of resources associated with the Decreased 

Mining and Processing Rate alternative as it relates to surface water would be the same as 

for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.4.1.3. 

4.3.2.1.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There would be no additional impacts to surface hydrology as a result of the Decreased Mining 

and Processing Rate alternative. 

4.3.2.1.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The regulatory requirements associated with the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate 

alternative as relates to surface water would be the same as for the Proposed Action, 

presented in Section 3.4.1.5. 

4.3.2.1.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by 

Applicant (Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as relates 

to surface water would be the same as for the Proposed Action, presented in Section 3.4.1.6. 

4.3.2.1.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.3.2.1.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The level of significance of the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as relates 

to surface water would be the same as the Proposed Action, presented in Section 3.4.1.8. 

The impact to the surface water quality as a result of the placement of the overburden directly 

on the ground surface would be Less Than Significant. 
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Impacts to the surface drainage would be Less Than Significant as a result of the regulatory 

requirements and design features. 

The potential for discharge of hazardous materials to land would be Less Than Significant as 

a result of regulatory requirements and design features. 

4.3.2.2 Groundwater/Water Supply 

4.3.2.2.1 Setting 

The setting of the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as it relates to 

groundwater is the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.4.2.1. 

4.3.2.2.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

The rate at which groundwater is required for the project and the total amount of water 

required over the life of the project will vary according to the rate at which the project ore is 

mined and processed. Water requirements for the agglomeration and leaching processes vary 

in direct proportion with the quantity of ore processed. Water used for dust control on roads 

and within the crushing process is more closely related to the number of operating hours 

required. The decreased rate alternative would require that water be pumped from wells at 

a lower rate but for a longer period of time. The overall requirement for water over the life of 

the project would be about 12 percent greater than for the Proposed Action. 

The estimated well pumping rate for this alternative is 675 gallons per minute for a project life 

of 12.5 years. The maximum projected drawdown at the water supply wells would be 76 feet, 

which is 9 percent less than the maximum drawdown projected under the Proposed Action. 

The drawdown analysis is included in the Hydrology Study.211 

This alternative would have a beneficial short-term impact on groundwater/water supply as 

compared to the Proposed Action, but its overall long-term impact on the environment would 

be Less Than Significant; the same as for the Proposed Action . 

211 WZI Inc., Groundwater Supply Evaluation, Soledad Mountain Project, December 1996, included in 
Appendix V. 
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Both the Proposed Action and the alternative would result in the same design, construction 

and monitoring technology for the control of a potential release of contaminants to 

groundwater. There would be no differential effect upon the groundwater as a result of either 

process rate. This alternative would have no significant environmental impact on water quality 

as compared to the Proposed Action. 

The environmental impact of the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative on 

existing groundwater/water supply would be Less Than Significant, the same as for the 

Proposed Action. 

4.3.2.2.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

As with the Proposed Action, the use of water represents an irretrievable use of resources. 

However, the groundwater will be replaced in the basin by future recharge. 

4.3.2.2.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative would have an average water 

consumption of approximately 590 acre-feet per year supplied by up to three production 

groundwater wells. The impact in terms of drawdown of the aquifer is estimated to be 9 

percent less, but the cumulative withdrawal is approximately 12 percent more. Other projects 

in the area requiring water are discussed in Section 3.4.2.4. Cumulative impacts to the 

groundwater quantity would be Less Than Significant. 

4.3.2.2.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The regulatory requirements associated with the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate 

alternative as relates to groundwater are the same as for the Proposed Action as presented 

in Section 3.4.2.5. 

07330010.31A 333 May1997 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
DRAFT EIR/EIS 

4.3.2.2.6 

DECREASED MINING AND PROCESSING RATE ALTERNATIVE 

Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by 

Applicant (Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as relates 

to groundwater would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.4.2.6. 

4.3.2.2.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.3.2.2.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The level of significance of the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative would be 

the same as the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.4.2.8; Less Than Significant. 

4.3.3 Air Quality 

4.3.3.1 Setting 

The setting of the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as it relates to air quality 

is the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.5.1. 

4.3.3.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

Under this scenario, mining and processing rates would decrease by 20 percent, resulting in 

lower emissions for a longer time period than in the Proposed Action. A review of the PM10 

emissions sources was made to determine which sources would decrease and which would 

remain the same as in the Proposed Action. For calculation of the 24-hour PM10 

concentration, the blasting and wind erosion sources will remain the same as in the Proposed 

Action. Blasting occurs once per day, but on fewer days than in the Proposed Action. Wind 

erosion is based on the surface area of exposed overburden piles, which would be similar to 

the Proposed Action. Emissions from all other sources would decrease by approximately 20 

percent from the decreased activity . 
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For the dispersion model prepared for the Proposed Action, the individual sources were 

evaluated for their contribution to the maximum impact. A sensitivity analysis was conducted 

to estimate the impact of the decrease in production rate on the maximum calculated PM10 

concentration by scaling the appropriate variable sources by 20 percent and keeping the 

unaffected sources unchanged. 212 The estimated 24-hour PM10 concentration resulting from 

the decreased processing is a maximum of 41. 12 µg/m3
• This is below the California 24-hour 

standard of 50 µg/m3
, and less than the estimated PM10 concentration of 45.62 µg/m3 for the 

Proposed Action. 

Neither the federal or state air quality standards would be exceeded by the alternative. 

Therefore, implementation of the decreased rate alternative is similar to the Proposed Action 

and would have a Less Than Significant air quality impact. 

• 

Similarly, sensitivity analysis was conducted on the incremental excess health risk from toxic 

air contaminants from the Proposed Action to evaluate any changes resulting from the 

Decreased Mining and Processing Rate altemative.213 The decreased mining and processing 

rate is not designed as a smaller project. It is the same project completed over a longer period • 

of time. 

Incremental risk is based on project life as well as the amount of particulate emissions. For 

all sources except wind erosion, the total emissions from the project would not change in a 

reduced rate scenario, thus the incremental risk from these sources would be the same as in 

the Proposed Action. Wind erosion emissions are based on the surface area of the 

overburden piles exposed for a certain time period. Since the decreased processing rate 

alternative would have a 25 percent longer life, wind erosion emissions and their contribution 

to the total risk would be increased by approximately 25 percent. Wind erosion emissions 

represent approximately 9.8 percent of the risk at the maximum exposed location. Increasing 

the project life by 25 percent would increase the overall risk from the project by about 2 

percent to 5.1 x 1 o.s from 5.0 x 1 o.s for the Proposed Action. These results are essentially the 

same within the accuracy of the emissions estimates and the air dispersion model and would 

have a Less Than Significant impact. 

212 
WZI Inc., Golden Queen Mining Company, Soledad Mountain Project Estimated PM10 and Air Toxic 
£missions and Impact Assessment, December 1996, included as Appendix VII. 

213 
Ibid. 
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4.3.3.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

As described for the Proposed Action in Section 3.5.3, the Decreased Mining and Processing 

Rate alternative would not represent an irreversible or irretrievable commitment of air quality 

resources. 

4.3.3.4 Cumulative Impacts 

As explained above in Section 4.2.3.2, the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative 

by itself would represent a lesser impact to air quality. Other residential and industrial projects, 

besides the Proposed Action, proposed for the project area were discussed in Section 3.5.4. 

The cumulative environmental impacts to air quality from those other projects in combination 

with the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative would be Less Than Significant; 

the same as the Proposed Action. 

4.3.3.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The regulatory requirements associated with the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate 

alternative as relates to air quality would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented 

in Section 3.5.5. 

4.3.3.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as relates 

to air quality would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.5.6. 

4.3.3.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.3.3.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The level of significance of this alternative would be Less Than Significant. 
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Setting 

The setting of the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as it relates to noise is 

the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.9.1. 

4.3.4.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

The noise generated by this alternative would be related to the mining and processing rate and 

the effect the rates have on the length of the project. During operations, the primary difference 

between this alternative and the Proposed Action would be the amount of material blasted, the 

size and amount of mining equipment needed and the size and amount of the 

crushing/screening facility equipment. 

For the decreased production rate alternative, the present schedule of one blast per day, an 

average of five days per week, may be decreased to blasting about four days per week. This 

would result in no change in the maximum noise generated by blasting on a daily basis. 

This alternative would require fewer pieces of mining equipment, although similar in size, than 

needed in the Proposed Action. It would likely reduce six significant pieces of equipment from 

the mining fleet, but the mine would still operate 24-hours per day. 

The crushing facilities would produce somewhat less noise than the Proposed Action, but not 

in proportion to the production rates. It is expected that a smaller jaw crusher, one less 

standard cone crusher and one less impact crusher would be used relative to the Proposed 

Action. A 20 percent decrease in equipment would result in a decrease of approximately one 

to two dB in overall noise at sensitive receptors. 

The decreased rate alternative would result in the generation of less noise, but for over a 

longer project life. For this alternative and for the Proposed Action, noise generated would 

meet Kem County requirements. The environmental impact on noise of this alternative, as 

compared to the Proposed Action, would be positive. 
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Given the distance from residences, the ambient area noise and the requirement that the 

alternative must conform to the Kem County noise regulations, the impact of this alternative 

on existing noise would be Less Than Significant; the same as for the Proposed Action. 

4.3.4.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

As with the Proposed Action, there would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of 

resources associated with the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as it relates 

to noise. 

4.3.4.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Less impact relating to noise would result as compared to the Proposed Action. 

4.3.4.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The regulatory requirements associated with the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate 

alternative as relates to noise would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in 

Section 3.9.5. 

4.3.4.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as relates 

to noise would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.9.6. 

4.3.4.7 Recommended Mitigation 

Compliance with the Kem County Noise Ordinance will ensure that the cumulative impacts 

from the present and foreseeable projects would be Less Than Significant. No mitigation 

measures are recommended . 
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4.3.4.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The level of significance of impact to noise for this alternative would be Less Than Significant. 

4.3.5 Socioeconomics (Economic Development/Fiscal Analysis) 

4.3.5.1 Setting 

The setting of the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as it relates to 

socioeconomics is the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.11.1. 

4.3.5.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

The effect of this alternative on construction expenditures would be no material change in 

construction employment and a decrease in equipment expenditures, due to the decreased 

size and/ or amount of equipment required. The construction duration would be about the 

same as in the Proposed Action. 

During the operating life of the project, employment would be about 203 people, a decrease 

of 7 percent from the Proposed Action. Total wages and operating expenditures would be 

decreased on an annual basis, providing a reduced annual effect with respect to the Proposed 

Action, but occurring for more years. 

Total property taxes would not change significantly because the same resource would be 

mined. Other use taxes would likely decrease, but be paid for a longer time. The effect on 

property values would be similar to the Proposed Action. 

The environmental impact of the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative on 

existing socioeconomics would be Less Than Significant, the same as for the Proposed 

Action. The alternative would enhance the regional economy; similar to the Proposed Action . 
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4.3.5.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

As with the Proposed Action, there would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of 

government services associated with the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative. 

4.3.5.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Although the project employment during the operating life would be about 7 percent more than 

the Proposed Action, the longer project duration would cause this alternative to have a similar 

environmental impact on socioeconomics. The environmental impact of the Decreased Mining 

and Processing Rate alternative on socioeconomics would be Less Than Significant. 

4.3.5.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

No regulatory design features with respect to socioeconomic impacts have been identified . 

4.3.5.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as relates 

to socioeconomics would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 

3.11.6. 

4.3.5.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.3.5.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The level of significance after mitigation would be the same as for the Proposed Action, as 

described in Section 3.11.8. The impact of the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate 

alternative would be Less Than Significant. 
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4.3.6 Health Hazards/Public Safety (Human Health/Risk of Upset) 

4.3.6.1 Setting 

The setting of the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as it relates to health 

hazards and public safety is the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 

3.12.1. 

4.3.6.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

Due to the decreased scale of the operation, fewer reagents, chemicals and other supplies 

would be delivered to and stored at the project site daily. This is a slight decrease in exposure 

potential relative to the Proposed Action. The project design provides for spill prevention and 

containment, therefore, the impact of this alternative would be Less Than Significant. 

Similar to the Proposed Action, public access to hazards associated with historical mining 

activity, such as open adits and shafts, mine wastes and buildings, will be eliminated. These 

protective measures will be beneficial, similar to the Proposed Action. 

4.3.6.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

As with the Proposed Action, there would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of 

public health and safety resources associated with the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate 

alternative. 

4.3.6.4 Cumulative Impacts 

As with the Proposed Project, there would be no cumulative impacts to public health and 

safety. 

4.3.6.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

Regulatory requirements for the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative would be 

the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.12.5. 
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4.3.6.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as relates 

to public health and safety would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in 

Section 3.12.6. 

4.3.6.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.3.6.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The level of significance would be the same as for the Proposed Action, as described in 

Section 3.11.8. The impact of the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative on 

public health and safety would be Less Than Significant. 

4.3. 7 Traffic and Transportation (Transportation/Circulation) 

4.3.7.1 Setting 

The setting of the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as it relates to traffic and 

transportation is the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.13.1. 

4.3.7.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

The primary effect on traffic of the decreased production rate alternative would be on the 

number of employees working at the site. Fewer employees and a lower rate of production 

would result in 7 percent less traffic than the Proposed Action which is considered negligible. 

The environmental impact of the decreased mining and processing rate alternative on existing 

traffic and transportation, therefore, would be Less Than Significant, the same as for the 

Proposed Action . 
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4.3.7.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

As explained above, the difference between the impacts of this alternative and the Proposed 

Action are negligible. Therefore, there would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitments 

of traffic and transportation resources from the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate 

alternative, as presented in Section 3.13.3. 

4.3.7.4 Cumulative Impacts 

As explained above, the difference between the impacts of this alternative and the Proposed 

Action are negligible. Therefore, the cumulative impacts from the Decreased Mining and 

Processing Rate alternative as it relates to traffic and transportation would be the same as for 

the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.13.4; Less Than Significant. 

4.3.7.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

Regulatory requirements for the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative would be 

the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.13.5. 

4.3.7.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative as relates 

to traffic and transportation would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in 

Section 3.13.6. 

4.3.7.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.3.7.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

Because the difference between the impacts of this alternative and the Proposed Action are 

negligible, the impact of the Decreased Mining and Processing Rate alternative on traffic and 

transportation would be Less Than Significant, as explained in Section 3.13.8. 
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4.4 Reduced Project Size Alternative 

4.4.1 Description of Alternative 

REDUCED PROJECT SIZE ALTERNATIVE 

This alternative evaluates the changes that would be made to the Proposed Action if it were 

to be designed to reduce or eliminate the topographic and visual resource impacts of the 

project. It is based upon the avoidance of mining in areas that would affect the primary ridge 

lines of Soledad Mountain, thus maintaining the basic silhouette of Soledad Mountain and 

reducing the impact on the visual character of the mountain. This alternative also illustrates 

the effect of a general reduction in size of the project that might be proposed for any other 

purpose. 

In this alternative, the amount of ore mined would be reduced to 17.4 million tons, a reduction 

of 70 percent from the reasonably foreseeable minable ore reserve. Overburden mined in 

conjunction with this amount of ore would total 44 million tons, a reduction of 80 percent. 

Based upon an operating rate that would produce and process up to six million tons of ore per 

year (the same as for the Proposed Action), the mining life of this alternative would be reduced 

to about three years. 

The change in potential environmental impacts resulting from this alternative would be 

primarily related to the change in the amount of surface disturbance and the reduced mine life. 

The percentage reduction in total tonnage mined would not be reflected in a proportional 

reduction in the surface area disturbed. This is because the volume to surface area 

relationship of the overburden piles and the heap leach pads tend to become less efficient with 

decreasing size and because the same basic amount of area is needed for facilities such as 

the process plant, offices, maintenance shops and other ancillary and support requirements. 

For this alternative, however, the west heap leach pad would not be built, the north heap leach 

pad would be reduced in size by about 50 percent and one of the overburden piles might be 

eliminated . 
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The annual operating requirements for this alternative would be similar to the Proposed Action 

with regard to the number of employees, the annual scale of the operation and consumption 

of reagents, water, operating supplies and maintenance supplies. Other operating impacts 

on the environment would also be similar to the Proposed Action, with the total effect on some, 

such as total water consumed, being reduced due to the shorter project life. 

The following environmental resources associated with the reduced project size have the 

same impacts as the Proposed Action, as discussed in Section 3.0 and summarized in Table 

4.0-2. 

Land Use (Land Use/Population/Housing) Section 3.10 

Only the resources which are affected by the alternative are discussed below. 

4.4.2 Mineral Resources (Natural Resources) 

4.4.2.1 Setting 

The setting of the Reduced Project Size alternative as it relates to mineral resources is the 

same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.1.1. 

4.4.2.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

As a result of the reduction in the scope of the project, mining would not proceed to the extent 

it would in the Proposed Action, and a smaller volume of mineral resources would be removed. 

This would result in less geologic understanding of the mineral resources being gained 

because less opportunity for examination and correlation of the geologic features of the site 

would be possible. Also, since the extent of the deposit that can be mined would be limited 

due to topography, there would be less incentive to continue exploration drilling and geologic 

work. 

The environmental impact of this alternative upon mineral resources would be a Significant 

and Unavoidable Adverse impact, the same as for the Proposed Action, since it would 

represent a removal of minerals. It would present some opportunity for the discovery of 

currently unknown mineralization. 
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4.4.2.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

Extraction of the ore represents irreversible development of known precious metals reserves. 

The Reduced Project Size alternative would extract 70 percent less of the known reserve. 

4.4.2.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There would be no additional cumulative impacts related to mineral resources of the area. 

4.4.2.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The regulatory requirements associated with the Reduced Project Size alternative would be 

the same as the Proposed Action, as presented in Section 3.1.5. 

4.4.2.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Reduced Project Size alternative as related to mineral 

resources would be the same as the Proposed Action, presented in Section 3.1.6. 

4.4.2.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.4.2.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The extraction of gold reserves, estimated at 450,000 ounces of gold, would be a residual 

impact which is a Significant and Unavoidable Adverse impact, but the commercial utilization 

of the mineral is beneficial, the same as with the Proposed Action . 
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4.4.3 Physiography and Geology (Earth Resources) 

4.4.3.1 Topography 

4.4.3.1.1 Setting 

The setting of the Reduced Project Size alternative as it relates to topography would be the 

same as for the Proposed Action, as presented in Section 3.2.1.1. 

4.4.3.1.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

This alternative would, by definition, have a beneficial impact on topography as compared to 

the Proposed Action. The main ridges that define the silhouette of the mountain would remain. 

The overburden piles and the north ore heap leach pad would be built in the same locations, 

but they would be smaller in area, if not in height. The west heap leach pad would not be built 

and one overburden pile might be eliminated. Reclamation of the existing disturbances would 

be beneficial. 

The net effect would be a reduction in impact, both visually and topographically, from the 

Proposed Action. The impact of this alternative on the existing environment would be Less 

Than Significant. 

4.4.3.1.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

The irreversible and/or irretrievable commitment of resources associated with the Reduced 

Project Size alternative as it relates to topography would be less than that for the Proposed 

Action as presented in Section 3.2.1.3. 

4.4.3.1.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There would be no additional cumulative impacts to topography as a result of the Reduced 

Project Size alternative. 
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4.4.3.1.5 

REDUCED PROJECT SIZE ALTERNATIVE 

Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The regulatory requirements associated with the Reduced Project Size alternative as relates 

to topography would be the same as for the Proposed Action, presented in Section 3.2.1.5. 

4.4.3.1.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by 

Applicant (Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Reduced Project Size alternative as relates to topography 

would be the same as for the Proposed Action, presented in Section 3.2.1.6. 

4.4.3.1.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.4.3.1.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The level of significance of the Reduced Project Size alternative as relates to topography while 

less than the Proposed Action, presented in Section 3.2.1.8, would still be Significant and 

Unavoidable Adverse. 

4.4.3.2 Geology and Seismology 

4.4.3.2.1 Setting 

The setting of the Reduced Project Size alternative as it relates to geology and seismology is 

the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.2.2.1. 

4.4.3.2.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

The same design and construction criteria and procedures would be used as in the Proposed 

Action. In both cases, existing structures, features and facilities would be stabilized and/or 

eliminated, reducing the hazard that would exist with a No Action alternative, although 

somewhat fewer of the old mine workings might be impacted with the Reduced Project Size 
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alternative. The environmental impact of the Reduced Project Size alternative on existing 

seismic hazards would be Less Than Significant; the same as for the Proposed Action. 

4.4.3.2.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

As with the Proposed Action, there would be no irreversible/irretrievable commitment of 

geologic resources. 

4.4.3.2.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There would be no additional cumulative seismic impacts associated with this alternative. 

4.4.3.2.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The regulatory requirements associated with the Reduced Project Size alternative in regard 

to geology and seismology would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in 

Section 3.2.2.5. 

4.4.3.2.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by 

Applicant (Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Reduced Project Size alternative as relates to geology and 

seismology would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.2.2.6. 

4.4.3.2.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.4.3.2.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The level of significance of the Reduced Project Size alternative would be the same as for the 

Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.2.2.8; Less Than Significant. 
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4.4.4 Soils (Earth Resources) 

4.4.4.1 Setting 

The setting of the Reduced Project Size alternative as it relates to soils is the same as for the 

Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.3.1. 

4.4.4.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

Other than a reduction in surface area disturbed, the effect of this alternative on soils would 

be the same as in the Proposed Action. Approximately 100 acres of Ariza soil and 525 acres 

of Torriorthent soil would be disturbed. The Arizo soil would be salvaged for use as 

reclamation growth media. The environmental impact of the Reduced Project Size alternative 

on existing soils resources would be Less Than Significant due to regulatory requirements and 

project design features, the same as for the Proposed Action . 

4.4.4.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

As described for the Proposed Action in Section 3.3.3, the Reduced Project Size alternative 

would represent an irreversible or irretrievable commitment of soils resources. 

4.4.4.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Other residential and industrial projects proposed for the project area were discussed in 

Section 3.3.4. The combined projects, including the Reduced Project Size alternative, would 

disturb approximately 900 acres of soils. The cumulative long-term disturbance may be up to 

500 acres after reclamation. The cumulative environmental impacts to soils from those other 

projects in combination with the Reduced Project Size alternative would be Less Than 

Significant. 

4.4.4.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The regulatory requirements associated with the Reduced Project Size alternative as relates 

to soils would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.3.5. 
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4.4.4.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Reduced Project Size alternative as relates to soils would be 

the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.3.6. 

4.4.4.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.4.4.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The level of significance of this alternative would be Less Than Significant. 

4.4.5 Hydrology (Water Resources) 

4.4.5.1 Surface Water 

4.4.5.1.1 Setting 

The setting of the Reduced Project Size alternative as it relates to surface water is the same 

as for the Proposed Action, as presented in Section 3.4.1.1 

4.4.5.1.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

Essentially the same grading and drainage patterns would be used as those planned for the 

Proposed Action. The location of the mine, overburden piles and other facilities would be 

similar, although requiring somewhat less surface area. The western heap leach pad, portions 

of the north heap leach pad and one of the overburden piles would be eliminated, leaving 

existing erosion patterns intact. 

Erosion potential and contact of surface waters with overburden piles would be similar, except 

that the number of years available for contact with unreclaimed materials would be less than 

for the Proposed Action. Given that the project site materials have been shown to not have 
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acid generation potential, the environmental impact of the reduced project size alternative on 

existing surface water resources would be Less Than Significant, the same as for the 

Proposed Action. 

4.4.5.1.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

The surface drainage pattern will be permanently altered. However, the same regulatory 

requirements and design features as for the Proposed Action, Section 3.4.1.3, would be 

utilized. 

4.4.5.1.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There would be no additional cumulative impacts to surface water as a result of the Reduced 

Project Size alternative. 

4.4.5.1.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The regulatory requirements associated with the Reduced Project Size alternative as relates 

to surface water would be the same as for the Proposed Action, presented in Section 3.4.1.5. 

4.4.5.1.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Reduced Project Size alternative as relates to surface water 

would be the same as for the Proposed Action, presented in Section 3.4.1.6. 

4.4.5.1.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.4.5.1.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The level of significance of the Reduced Project Size alternative as relates to surface water 

would be less than the Proposed Action, as presented in Section 3.4.1.8, and Less Than 

Significant. 
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The impact to the surface water quality as a result of the placement of the overburden directly 

on the ground surface would be Less Than Significant. Impacts to the surface drainage would 

be Less Than Significant as a result of the regulatory requirements and design features. The 

potential for discharge of hazardous materials to land would be Less Than Significant as a 

result of regulatory requirements and design features. 

4.4.5.2 Groundwater/Water Supply 

4.4.5.2.1 Setting 

The setting of the Reduced Project Size alternative as it relates to groundwater is the same 

as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.4.2.1. 

4.4.5.2.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

The rate at which groundwater is required for the project and the total amount of water 

required over the life of the project vary according to the rate at which ore is mined and 

processed and the number of years the project is active. In this alternative, the annual 

operating rate for the project would be the same as for the Proposed Action. Therefore, the 

operating rate of drawdown would be the same as for the Proposed Action, but would last for 

fewer years. 

The estimated well pumping rate for this alternative is 750 gallons per minute, with a project 

life of three years. The maximum projected drawdown versus time will be 76 feet after three 

years, the same as under the Proposed Action. The drawdown analysis is included in the 

Hydrology Study.214 The cumulative water requirements would be 70 percent less than the 

Proposed Action. Overall, this alternative would have less effect upon the existing 

groundwater/water supply than the Proposed Action, and the impact to the existing 

groundwater/water supply would be Less Than Significant, the same as for the Proposed 

Action. 

214 WZI Inc., Groundwater Supply Evaluation, Soledad Mountain Project, December 1996, included in Appendix V. 
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Similarly, the effect of this alternative on groundwater quality would be the same as for the 

Proposed Action. The environmental effect of the alternative on the existing groundwater 

quality would be Less Than Significant, the same as for the Proposed Action. 

4.4.5.2.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

As with the Proposed Action, the use of water represents an irretrievable use of resources. 

However, the cumulative water requirements of the Reduced Project Size alternative would 

be 70 percent less than the Proposed Action. The groundwater will be replaced in the basin 

by future recharge. 

4.4.5.2.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The Reduced Project Size alternative would have an average water consumption of 

approximately 1,200 acre-feet per year supplied by up to three production groundwater wells; 

the same as the proposed project for three years. Other projects in the area requiring water 

• are discussed in Section 3.4.2.4. Cumulative impacts to the groundwater quantity would be 

Less Than Significant. 

• 

4.4.5.2.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The regulatory requirements associated with the Reduced Project Size alternative as relates 

to groundwater would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.4.2.5. 

4.4.5.2.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant~Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Reduced Project Size alternative as relates to groundwater 

would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.4.2.6. 

4.4.5.2.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended . 
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Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The level of significance of the Reduced Project Size alternative would be less than the 

Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.4.2.8 and Less Than Significant. 

4.4.6 Air Quality 

4.4.6.1 Setting 

The setting of the Reduced Project Size alternative as it relates to air quality is the same as 

for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.5.1. 

4.4.6.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

Under this scenario, the total size of the project would be reduced by 70 to 80 percent, but the 

daily and annual processing rates would be approximately the same as the Proposed Action . 

For calculation of the 24-hour PM10 concentration, all emission sources would remain the same 

as in the Proposed Action. Therefore, no change would be expected in the maximum 

estimated 24-hour PM10 concentration of 45.62 µg/m3
• A sensitivity analysis was conducted 

on the incremental excess risk from the Proposed Action to evaluate any changes resulting 

from the Reduced Project Size alternative. 215 The incremental risk is based on the project life 

as well as the amount of emissions. A 70 percent reduction in project size and a 70 percent 

reduction in project life will result in a 70 percent reduction in maximum excess cancer risk 

compared to the Proposed Action. Therefore, the maximum expected excess cancer risk from 

this alternative would be 1.5 x 10-s compared to the risk of 5.0 x 10-s from the Proposed Action, 

both less than the significance threshold of 10.0 x 10-s. The short-term and long-term effect 

of the Reduced Project Size alternative would be Less Than Significant. 

215 WZI Inc., Golden Queen Mining Company, Soledad Mountain Project Estimated PM10 and Air Toxic Emissions 
and Impact Assessment, December 1996, included in Appendix VII. 
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4.4.6.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

The Reduced Project Size alternative would not represent an irreversible or irretrievable 

commitment of air quality resources, the same as the Proposed Action, discussed in Section 

3.5.3. 

4.4.6.4 Cumulative Impacts 

As explained above in Section 4.4.2.5.2, the Reduced Project Size alternative would represent 

a Less Than Significant impact to air quality. Other residential and industrial projects, besides 

the Proposed Action, proposed for the project area were discussed in Section 3.5.4. The 

cumulative environmental impacts to air quality from those other projects in combination with 

the Reduced Project Size alternative would be Less Than Significant. 

4.4.6.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

• The regulatory requirements associated with the Reduced Project Size alternative as relates 

to air quality would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.5.5. 

• 

4.4.6.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Reduced Project Size alternative as relates to air quality would 

be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.5.6. 

4.4.6.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.4.6.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The level of significance of this alternative would be Less Than Significant. 
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4.4.7.1 Vegetative Resources 

4.4.7.1.1 Setting 

The setting of the Reduced Project Size alternative as it relates to vegetative resources is the 

same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.6.1. 

4.4.7.1.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

This alternative would result in less surface area being disturbed and less total disturbance 

to existing vegetative resources as compared to the Proposed Action. Similarly, because less 

mining would occur in this alternative, the amount of reclamation and time to accomplish 

reclamation will be reduced. The same procedures, as in the Proposed Action, would be 

implemented to protect vegetation and to affect revegetation in this alternative. The 

environmental impact of the Reduced Project Size alternative on existing vegetative resources 

would be Less Than Significant, the same as for the Proposed Action. 

4.4.7.1.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

As with the Proposed Action, there would be irreversible or irretrievable commitment of 

resources associated with the Reduced Project Size alternative as it relates to vegetation. 

Although the project would be reduced in size, the steepness of the pit walls and side slopes 

will limit revegetation in these areas, the same as the Proposed Action, resulting in potentially 

different revegetation patterns. 

4.4.7.1.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative impacts from the present and foreseeable projects would be Less Than 

Significant, the same as the Proposed Action, as discussed in Section 3.6.1.4. 
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Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The regulatory requirements associated with the Reduced Project Size alternative as relates 

to vegetative resources would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 

3.6.1.5. 

4.4.7.1.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Reduced Project Size alternative as relates to vegetative 

resources would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.6.1.6. 

4.4.7.1.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended . 

4.4.7.1.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The level of significance of impact to vegetative resources for this alternative would be Less 

Than Significant. 

4.4.7.2 Wildlife Resources 

4.4.7.2.1 Setting 

The setting of the Reduced Project Size alternative as it relates to wildlife resources is the 

same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.6.2.1. 

4.4.7.2.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

This alternative would result in less total surface area being disturbed and less overall 

disturbance to wildlife resources, as compared to the Proposed Action, although the amount 

of disturbance would be the same for the first three years in either case because the mining 

rate is the same. Because less mining would occur in this alternative, the amount of 
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reclamation and time to accomplish reclamation would be reduced relative to the Proposed 

Action. The same procedures as in the Proposed Action would be implemented to protect 

wildlife. The environmental impact of the Reduced Project Size alternative on existing wildlife 

resources would be Less Than Significant; the same as for the Proposed Action. 

4.4.7.2.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

As with the Proposed Action, there would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of 

resources associated with the Reduced Project Size alternative. 

4.4.7.2.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The alternative and other proposed projects in the area would represent a cumulative 

disturbance of approximately 900 acres. The environmental impact of the Reduced Project 

Size alternative on wildlife resources would be Less Than Significant, as a result of 

reclamation requirements and a large surrounding area of undisturbed habitat. 

4.4.7.2.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The regulatory design features with respect to wildlife resources would be the same as for the 

Proposed Action, as described in Section 3.6.2.5. 

4.4.7.2.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Reduced Project Size alternative as relates to wildlife resources 

would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.6.2.6. 

4.4.7.2.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 
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4.4.7.2.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The impact of the Reduced Project Size alternative would be Less Than Significant, the same 

as for the Proposed Action, described in Section 3.6.2.8. 

4.4.8 Cultural and Historical Resources (Cultural Resources) 

4.4.8.1 Setting 

The setting of the Reduced Project Size alternative as it relates to cultural and historic 

resources is the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3. 7 .1. 

4.4.8.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

This alternative would result in the disturbance of less land surface than in the Proposed 

Action, and would reduce or avoid the disturbance of at least three of the four sites which have 

been judged to be significant with respect to the history and development of this area. The 

same data recovery and preservation measures would be implemented, where needed, in this 

alternative as are planned for the Proposed Action. 

This alternative would have less impact on cultural and historical resources than the Proposed 

Action and provide for less data recovery. The environmental impact of the Reduced Project 

Size alternative on existing cultural and historical resources would be Less Than Significant 

after the Phase Ill Data Recovery is completed on the sites identified as having scientific and 

historical value. 

4.4.8.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

As with the Proposed Action, the historical sites located in the project area will be disturbed. 

The sites would be subjected to Phase Ill Data Recovery prior to disturbance . 

07330010.31A 360 May1997 



SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
DRAFT EIR/EIS 

REDUCED PROJECT SIZE ALTERNATIVE 

4.4.8.4 Cumulative Impacts 

As with the Proposed Project, the cumulative impacts to cultural and historic resources would 

be Less Than Significant. 

4.4.8.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

Regulatory requirements for the Reduced Project Size alternative would be the same as for 

the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3. 7 .5. 

4.4.8.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Reduced Project Size alternative would be the same as for the 

Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.7.6. 

4.4.8.7 Recommended Mitigation 

The same mitigation measures would be recommended for this alternative as for the Proposed 

Action, Section 3.7.7. 

4.4.8.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The impact of the Reduced Project Size alternative would be Less Than Significant and would 

be the same as the Proposed Action, Section 3.7.8. 

4.4.9 Visual Resources (Light and Glare/Aesthetics) 

4.4.9.1 Setting 

The setting of the Reduced Project Size alternative as it relates to visual resources is the 

same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.8.1. 
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4.4.9.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

This alternative has been designed to reduce the visual resources impact of the project by 

avoiding mining of the ridge lines which frame the silhouette of the mountain. It would, 

therefore, have less visual impact on the project site as compared to the Proposed Action. 

The alternative would have a Less Than Significant impact. 

4.4.9.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

As explained above, the difference between the impacts of this alternative and the Proposed 

Action are significant. The Reduced Project Size alternative was designed to minimize the 

irretrievable commitment of visual resources while still mining some of the existing precious 

metals. The landscape would still have a permanent change, however, the ridge lines would 

remain unchanged. 

4.4.9.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative impacts from the Reduced Project Size alternative as it relates to visual 

resources would be less than the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.8.4 and Less 

Than Significant. 

4.4.9.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

Regulatory requirements for the Reduced Project Size alternative would be the same as for 

the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.8.5. 

4.4.9.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Reduced Project Size alternative as relates to visual resources 

would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.8.6 . 
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4.4.9.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The difference between the impacts to visual resources of this alternative and the Proposed 

Action are significant. The impact of the Reduced Project Size alternative on visual resources 

would be Less Than Significant and less than the impact for the Proposed Action, Section 

3.8.8. 

4.4.10 Noise 

4.4.10.1 Setting 

• 

The setting of the Reduced Project Size alternative as it relates to noise is the same as for the 

Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.9.1. • 

4.4.10.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

Noise generated from the project would be a function of the location of operations within the 

site and the scale of the mining and processing operations. Since this alternative would have 

operations being conducted at the same locations and at the same scale as in the Proposed 

Action, the noise resulting from operations would be equivalent to that of the Proposed Action. 

The primary difference is that the length of time that noise would be generated in this 

alternative would be reduced. 

This alternative would have a similar noise impact as the Proposed Action. The impact of the 

Reduced Project Size alternative on existing noise would be Less Than Significant, the same 

as for the Proposed Action. 
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4.4.10.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

As with the Proposed Action, there would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of 

resources associated with the Reduced Project Size alternative as it relates to noise. 

4.4.10.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Impacts related to noise would be less than the Proposed Action. Compliance with the Kem 

County Noise Ordinance will ensure that the cumulative impacts from the present and 

foreseeable projects would be Less Than Significant. 

4.4.10.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The regulatory requirements associated with the Reduced Project Size alternative as relates 

to noise would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.9.5 . 

4.4.10.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Reduced Project Size alternative as relates to noise would be 

the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.9.6. 

4.4.10.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.4.10.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The level of significance of impact to noise for this alternative would be Less Than Significant. 
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4.4.11 Socioeconomics (Economic Development/Fiscal Analysis) 

4.4.11.1 Setting 

The setting of the Reduced Project Size alternative as it relates to socioeconomics is the same 

as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3. 11.1. 

4.4.11.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

Since the annual scope of this alternative is the same as for the Proposed Action, the 

socioeconomic effect of the project during construction and its operating life would be 

essentially the same as that for the Proposed Action. After that, employment would be 

eliminated and additional construction associated with continued operations would be 

foregone. This would effectively eliminate about seven years of employment for an estimated 

230 people from the local economy, relative to the Proposed Action. 

Property taxes would be reduced since the overall value of the project would be reduced with 

respect to the Proposed Action. Other use taxes would be unchanged from the Proposed 

Action, but would be paid for a shorter period of time. 

The net result of this alternative would be a reduction in the economic value and economic 

stability of the project to the local economy. It would also result in a major decrease in the 

value of the project to Golden Queen, which would likely put the project into jeopardy. This 

alternative would have an overall detrimental effect, as compared to the Proposed Action. If, 

however, the project were to proceed under this alternative, the effect on existing local 

socioeconomics would continue to be positive, although less so than the Proposed Action. 

The impact to socioeconomics is Less Than Significant. 

4.4.11.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

As with the Proposed Action, there would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of 

government resources associated with the Reduced Project Size alternative. 
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4.4.11.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Although the project employment during the operating life would be the same as the Proposed 

Action, the longer project duration would cause this alternative to have a less positive impact 

on socioeconomics. The environmental impact of the Reduced Project Size alternative on 

socioeconomics would be Less Than Significant. 

4.4.11.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

No regulatory design features with respect to socioeconomic impacts have been identified. 

4.4.11.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Reduced Project Size alternative as relates to socioeconomics 

would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.11.6 . 

4.4.11.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.4.11.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The impact of the Reduced Project Size alternative would be Less Than Significant, the same 

as for the Proposed Action, as explained in Section 3.11.8. 

4.4.12 Health Hazards/Public Safety (Human Health/Risk of Upset) 

4.4.12.1 Setting 

The setting of the Reduced Project Size alternative as it relates to health hazards and public 

safety is the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.12.1 . 
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4.4.12.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

The processing rate would be the same as the Proposed Action, therefore, the volume of 

reagents, chemicals and other supplies delivered to and stored at the project site would be the 

same as the Proposed Action. 

Similar to the Proposed Action, public access to hazards associated with historical mining 

activities, such as open adits and shafts, would be eliminated. Some of the existing mine 

waste would remain in place due to the reduction in heap leach pads and overburden piles. 

The protective measures are positive, but less so than the Proposed Action. Thus, the 

environmental impact to health hazards and public safety of this alternative would be Less 

Than Significant. 

4.4.12.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

As with the Proposed Action, there would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of 

public health and safety resources associated with the Reduced Project Size alternative. 

4.4.12.4 Cumulative Impacts 

As with the Proposed Action, there would be no additional cumulative impacts to public health 

and safety. 

4.4.12.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

Regulatory requirements for the Reduced Project Size alternative would be the same as for 

the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.12.5. 

4.4.12.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Reduced Project Size alternative as relates to public health and 

safety would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.12.6. 
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4.4.12.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.4.12.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The impact of the Reduced Project Size alternative on public health and safety would be Less 

Than Significant, the same as for the Proposed Action, as explained in Section 3.12.8. 

4.4.13 Traffic and Transportation (Transportation/Circulation) 

4.4.13.1 Setting 

The setting of the Reduced Project Size alternative as it relates to traffic and transportation 

is the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.13.1 . 

4.4.13.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

The only difference between this alternative and the Proposed Action would be the length of 

time the project would be in operation. This alternative would have no effect on the amount 

of parking required, relative to the Proposed Action, since there would be no difference in 

construction or operations employment. It would not have any effect on traffic either, except 

that traffic as a result of the project would last fewer years. The effect of this alternative on 

existing traffic and parking would also be Less Than Significant. 

4.4.13.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

As explained above, the difference between the impacts of this alternative and the Proposed 

Action are negligible. Therefore, there would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitments 

of traffic and transportation resources from the Reduced Project Size alternative, as presented 

in Section 3.13.3 . 
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4.4.13.4 Cumulative Impacts 

As explained above, the difference between the impacts of this alternative and the Proposed 

Action are negligible. Therefore, the cumulative impacts from the Reduced Project Size 

alternative as it relates to traffic and transportation would be the same as for the Proposed 

Action as presented in Section 3.13.4; Less Than Significant. 

4.4.13.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

Regulatory requirements for the Reduced Project Size alternative would be the same as for 

the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.13.5. 

4.4.13.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Reduced Project Size alternative as relates to traffic and 

transportation would be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.13.6. 

4.4.13.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.4.13.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

Because the difference between the impacts of this alternative and the Proposed Action are 

negligible, the impact of the Reduced Project Size alternative on traffic and transportation 

would be Less Than Significant, as explained in Section 3.13.8. 
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4.5 Partial Backfilling Alternative 

4.5.1 Description of Alternative 

Complete backfilling was discussed and eliminated from further consideration as a reasonable 

alternative in Section 2.3.3.2. This section describes a Partial Backfilling alternative where 

overburden, and possibly the processed and neutralized ore, would be backfilled into the open 

depressions created by the proposed mining activities. The Partial Backfilling alternative 

differs from complete backfilling where all of the overburden/waste rock and processed ore 

would be replaced to the original location. 

For the purposes of analysis, the following assumptions are made regarding the Partial 

Backfilling alternative: 

• Total ore and overburden tons mined would be the same as estimated for the 

Proposed Action; 

• Surface disturbance and the site layout for this alternative would be the same as for 

the Proposed Action; and 

• Approximately 19 million cubic yards (30.5 million tons) would be replaced to the 

open pit;. 

The Partial Backfilling alternative has similar impacts on the following resources as discussed 

in Section 3.0 and summarized in Table 4.0-2: 

Soils (Earth Resources) 

Hydrology (Water Resources), Surface Water 

Cultural and Historical Resources (Cultural Resources) 

Land Use (Land Use/Population/Housing) 

Health Hazards/Public Safety (Human Health/Risk of Upset) 

Traffic and Transportation (Transportation/Circulation) 

Only the resources affected by the alternative are discussed below . 
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4.5.2.1 Setting 

PARTIAL BACKFILLING ALTERNATIVE 

The setting of the Partial Backfilling alternative as it relates to mineral resources is the same 

as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.1.1. 

4.5.2.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

As with the Proposed Action, the Partial Backfilling alternative would not change the final 

production rates (up to 60 million tons of ore material yielding an estimated one and one-half 

million ounces of gold). The mining of the ore would result in the removal of the extracted 

minerals which is a Significant and Unavoidable Adverse impact. 

Commercial utilization of the geologic resources constitutes a beneficial use of available 

resources. If additional minerals could be extracted from the open pit in the future, partial 

backfilling may be in conflict with the objectives of federal and state mining policies. The 

Specific Plan for Soledad Mountain - Elephant Butte and Vicinity - South of Mojave recognizes 

gold and silver mining operations as important past land uses. SMARA states that ".. the 

reclamation of mined lands ... will permit the continued mining of minerals and will provide for 

the protection and subsequent beneficial use of the mined and reclaimed lands. "216 The 

protection of remaining mineralization at a reclaimed mined site is also incorporated into 

federal regulations, such that "reclamation may not be required where the retention of a stable 

highwall or other mine workings is needed to preserve evidence of mineralization."217 

Precious metal mineralization extends beyond the planned limits of the open pit floors and 

walls. The walls and floor of the open pit contain gold mineralization which appears to be 

unfeasible to mine with current economic conditions and technology. However, changes in 

external conditions such as fluctuating metals prices and improvements in technology, may 

result in revised open pit designs which increase the amount of economically extractable ore. 

216 
SMARA §2711 (b) 

217 43 CFR §3809.0S(g); 3809.1-3(d)(2)&(5) 
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If these materials left behind in the open pit floor and walls are buried due to backfilling 

requirements, the cost of recovering them in the future may be so high that they become lost 

as a resource. Additionally, backfilling the pit and, subsequently, the evidence of 

mineralization, would preclude future investigation by geologists. 

4.5.2.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

Extraction of the ore under this alternative represents irreversible development of known 

precious metals reserves. 

The partial backfilling of the depressions created by open pit mining could represent an 

irreversible/irretrievable commitment of mineral resources if future recovery efforts, which 

would otherwise be economically feasible, are infeasible due to costs associated with re

excavating backfill from the open pit. 

4.5.2.4 Cumulative Impacts 

This alternative would result in additional limitations imposed on future access to mineral 

resources. 

4.5.2.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

Same as for the Proposed Action. 

4.5.2.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

Project design features for the Partial Backfilling alternative would be the same as for the 

Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.1.6. 

4.5.2.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended . 
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4.5.2.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The extraction of gold reserves is a residual impact which is a Significant and Unavoidable 

Adverse impact, but the commercial utilization of the minerals is beneficial. The gold and 

silver would be available for use by industry and society. The Partial Backfilling alternative 

may prohibit the future recovery and utilization of resources that may become otherwise 

recoverable due to fluctuating metals prices and/or technological advances. 

4.5.3 Physiography and Geology (Earth Resources) 

4.5.3.1 Topography 

4.5.3.1.1 Setting 

The setting of the Partial Backfilling alternative as it relates to topography is the same as for 

the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.2.1.1. 

4.5.3.1.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

This alternative would backfill the depressions resulting from the open pit mining activities. 

Approximately 19 million cubic yards of material from the overburden piles and possibly the 

heap leach piles would be removed and placed back into the depressions. Approximately 126 

million cubic yards of material would remain in the overburden and heap leach piles. The 

reduction in pile sizes would be marginal. The topographical impacts associated with the 

Partial Backfilling alternative would be similar to the Proposed Action. 

The overall topographic impact of the Partial Backfilling alternative to topography would be 

less than for the Proposed Action. However, the impact would be Significant and Unavoidable 

Adverse. 

4.5.3.1.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

The changes in topography would be permanent and represent an irreversible alteration of the 

existing landscape. 
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Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative impacts to the topography would be beneficial since more acreage within the 

open pit would be subject to reshaping and recontouring to blend with the surrounding 

landscape. 

4.5.3.1.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The regulatory requirements for the Partial Backfilling alternative as relates to topography are 

the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.2.1.5. 

4.5.3.1.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

The project design features for the Partial Backfilling alternative as relates to topography would 

be the same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.2.1.6. 

4.5.3.1.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.5.3.1.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The topography would be permanently altered, thus, the residual impact would be Significant 

and Unavoidable Adverse. 

4.5.3.2 Geology and Seismology 

4.5.3.2.1 Setting 

The setting of the Partial Backfilling alternative as it relates to geology and seismology is the 

same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.2.2.1 . 
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Direct/Indirect Impacts 

As described in Section 3.2.2.2 for the Proposed Action, the impacts to geology and 

seismology from the Partial Backfilling alternative would be Less Than Significant. 

4.5.3.2.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There would be no irreversible/irretrievable commitment of geologic resources. 

4.5.3.2.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There would be no additional cumulative impacts to the seismic hazard of the area as a result 

of this alternative. 

4.5.3.2.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The regulatory requirements for this alternative would be the same as for the Proposed Project 

as presented in Section 3.2.2.5. 

4.5.3.2.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

The project design features for the Partial Backfilling alternative would be the same as for the 

Proposed Action, presented in Section 3.2.2.6. 

4.5.3.2.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.5.3.2.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

As with the Proposed Action, the geologic impacts due to the Partial Backfilling alternative are 

Less Than Significant. 
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4.5.4 Hydrology (Water Resources) 

4.5.4.1 Groundwater/Water Supply 

4.5.4.1.1 Setting 

The setting of the Partial Backfilling alternative as it relates to groundwater is the same as for 

the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.4.2.1. 

4.5.4.1.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

The backfilling activities of this alternative would extend impacts to the ground water supply 

an additional 2.25 years longer than the Proposed Action, during which water would be 

required for backfill compaction and dust suppression. These water requirements would be 

minimal when compared to recovery process needs which would no longer be underway. 

Therefore, the impact to groundwater from the alternative would be Less Than Significant. 

4.5.4.1.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

The use of 18,000 acre-feet of water during the main phase of the alternative represents an 

irretrievable use of resources, as does the additional water used during the 2.25 year 

backfilling phase. However, the groundwater would be replaced in the basin by future 

recharge as explained in Section 3.4.2.3. 

4.5.4.1.4 Cumulative Impacts 

There would be an additional impact (above the extraction of 18,000 acre/feet for the mining 

operation) to the ground water resources of the area from the 2.25 year extention of 

operations. However, this amount is expected to be very small since the water will be used for 

dust control and compaction and no water would be used for processing at this stage. 

4.5.4.1.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The applicable regulatory requirements in regard to groundwater for the Partial Backfilling 

alternative would be the same as for the Proposed Action as explained in Section 3.4.2.5. 
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Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

The project design features measures for the Partial Backfilling alternative would be the same 

as for the Proposed Action as explained in Section 3.4.2.6. 

4.5.4.1.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.5.4.1.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

As for the Proposed Action, the impacts to groundwater supply are Less Than Significant for 

the Partial Backfilling alternative. However, the alternative would extend the duration of 

project-related withdrawal of groundwater an additional 2.25 years when compared to the 

Proposed Action. 

4.5.5 Air Quality 

4.5.5.1 Setting 

The setting of the Partial Backfilling alternative as it relates to air quality resources is the same 

as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.5.1. 

4.5.5.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

Air quality impacts from the Partial Backfilling alternative during the construction and main 

phases would be the same as for the Proposed Action, detailed in Section 3.5.2. However, 

when the Proposed Action would be complete, the Partial Backfilling alternative would last an 

additional 2.25 years while the depressions created by open pit mining activities were 

backfilled. As a result, pollutant emissions from mobile vehicles (e.g., loaders, haul trucks, 

etc.) involved with the hauling of overburden and ore materials back into the depressions, as 

well as compaction activities, would continue. Overburden and ore pile surface areas would 
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• not be significantly reduced, thus, fugitive emissions from the piles due to wind erosio·n would 

be similar to the Proposed Action. 

• 

• 

Although this alternative would add approximately 2.25 years to the project life when compared 

to the Proposed Action, the rate of activity would not increase. The extended duration of 

activities under the Partial Backfilling alternative would not result in a violation of the CAAQS 

or NAAQS. The alternative would not significantly impact the visibility and ambient air quality 

of a Class I Wilderness Area. Also, the extended duration of activities under the alternative 

would not result in a significant excess cancer risk, or short- or long-term health risk. 

Therefore, the Partial Backfilling alternative would result in Less Than Significant impacts with 

respect to air quality. 

4.5.5.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There are no irreversible or irretrievable commitments of air quality resources . 

4.5.5.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The extended operations would increase additional impacts to the air resources of the area 

for 2.25 years. 

4.5.5.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

Applicable air quality regulatory requirements for the Partial Backfilling alternative would be the 

same as for the Proposed Action, discussed in Section 3.5.5. 

4.5.5.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

The project design features measures for the Partial Backfilling alternative would be the same 

as for the Proposed Action, outlined in Section 3.5.6 . 
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4.5.5.7 Recommended Mitigation 

There are no recommended mitigation measures. 

PARTIAL BACKFILLING ALTERNATIVE 

4.5.5.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

As for the Proposed Action, the residual impacts to air quality in the project area from this 

alternative would be Less Than Significant. 

4.5.6 Biology 

4.5.6.1 Vegetative Resources 

4.5.6.1.1 Setting 

The setting of the Partial Backfilling alternative as relates to vegetative resources is the same 

• 

as for the Proposed Action Setting as presented in Section 3.6.1.1. • 

4.5.6.1.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

Generally, the impacts to vegetative resources for the Partial Backfilling alternative would be 

the same as for the Proposed Action. One difference is that approximately 96 acres of the 

open pit would be recovered and revegetated under the alternative. This compares with the 

revegetation of 44 acres of the open pit under the Proposed Action. Therefore, the alternative 

would reclaim an additional 52 acres. 

4.5.6.1.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

Approximately 169 acres of the open pit would not be reseeded due to the steepness of the 

pit walls and side slopes. This compares to 221 acres of unseeded terrain under the 

Proposed Action. Revegetation of the overburden piles will be similar to the Proposed Action. 

Natural revegetation processes would eventually establish vegetation on portions on these 

areas and provide habitat for wildlife. 
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4.5.6.1.4 

PARTIAL BACKFILLING ALTERNATIVE 

Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative impacts from the alternative are the same as for the Proposed Action which 

are presented in Section 3.6.1.4. The cumulative impact on vegetation would be Less Than 

Significant. 

4.5.6.1.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The regulatory requirements with regard to vegetative resources would be the same as for the 

Proposed Action as presented in 3.6.1.5. 

4.5.6.1.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

The project design features measures for the alternative would be the same as for the 

Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.6.1.6 . 

4.5.6.1.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.5.6.1.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The permanent or temporary loss of natural vegetation is a residual impact. Revegetation 

during reclamation will offset the loss of natural vegetation types. The loss is Less Than 

Significant because no rare or unique habitats would be affected and there are large amounts 

of similar undisturbed habitats in the regional area. 

As with the Proposed Action, there would be No Impact to environmentally-sensitive habitat 

areas or "specimen trees" due to the alternative because there are none present on the project 

site . 
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4.5.6.2 Wildlife Resources 

4.5.6.2.1 Setting 

The setting of the Partial Backfilling alternative as relates to wildlife resources is the same as 

for the Proposed Action setting as presented in Section 3.6.2.1. 

4.5.6.2.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

As explained for the Proposed Action in Section 3.6.2.2, the Partial Backfilling alternative 

would have No Impact to sensitive species. Potential Impacts to wildlife are considered to be 

Less Than Significant. 

When compared to the Proposed Action, an additional 52 acres of the open pit would be 

reclaimed under the Partial Backfilling alternative due to the increased floor area. This area 

would be available for wildlife habitat. 

4.5.6.2.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

As explained for the Proposed Action in Section 3.6.2.3, this alternative would not result in an 

irreversible or irretrievable commitment of wildlife resources. 

4.5.6.2.4 Cumulative Impacts 

As for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.6.2.4, the cumulative impacts to wildlife 

from the alternative would be Less Than Significant. 

4.5.6.2.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The wildlife-related regulatory requirements for this alternative are the same as for the 

Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.6.2.5. 
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4.5.6.2.6 

PARTIAL BACKFILLING ALTERNATIVE 

Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

The project design features for this alternative is the same as for the Proposed Action as 

presented in Section 3.6.2.6. 

4.5.6.2.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.5.6.2.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The level of significance for the Partial Backfilling alternative after mitigation would be the 

same as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.6.2. 7; Less Than Significant. 

4.5.7 Visual Resources (light and Glare/Aesthetics) 

4.5.7.1 Setting 

The setting of the Partial Backfilling alternative as relates to visual resources is the same as 

for the Proposed Action Setting as presented in Section 3.8.1. 

4.5.7.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

This alternative would result in the backfilling of depressions resultant from the open pit mining 

activities. Under this alternative approximately 19 million cubic yards of material from the 

overburden piles and possibly the heap leach piles would be removed and placed back into 

the depressions. However, approximately 126 million cubic yards of material would remain 

in the overburden and heap leach piles. This reduction in pile sizes does not represent a 

significant change from the Proposed Action. These changes would not be visible outside the 

project property and, thus, the visual resource impacts for the alternative would be the same 

as for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.8.2; Less Than Significant. 
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4.5.7.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

The landscape would be permanently changed, however, the basic elements of form, tine, 

color, and texture of Soledad Mountain would be similar to the existing features. 

4.5.7.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The change in landscape associated with the alternative, the potential residential development 

and the Hemperty/Wamack aggregate quarry would alter the landscape, but the cumulative 

visual impact to the,,overall regional landscape would be Less Than Significant. 

4.5.7.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The regulatory requirements related to visual resources would be the same as for the 

Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.8.5. 

4.5.7.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

The project design features for this alternative are the same as for the Proposed Action as 

presented in Section 3.8.6. 

4.5.7.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.5.7.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

The change in topography and landscape of Soledad Mountain represent residual impacts. 

After reclamation the change in the visual resources of the project area would not be unlike 

surrounding areas, repeating the basic visual elements, and may not be noticeable to the 

casual observer from major traveled routes. The tong-term impact would be Less Than 

Significant. 
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4.5.8 Noise 

4.5.8.1 

PARTIAL BACKFILLING ALTERNATIVE 

Setting 

The setting of the Partial Backfilling alternative as relates to noise is the same as for the 

Proposed Action Setting as presented in Section 3.9.1. 

4.5.8.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

The noise generated from the Partial Backfilling alternative during the construction and main 

phase would be the same as for the Proposed Action. The impacts for these phases are 

discussed in Section 3.9.2 and would be Less Than Significant. The alternative would last 

2.25 years longer than the Proposed Action to backfill the depressions resultant from the open 

pit mining activities. Therefore, noise associated with heavy duty off road vehicles loading, 

unloading and hauling materials to backfill the pit would continue during this period. However, 

noise levels would not exceed those during the operational phase of the mine because no 

blasting activities would be conducted during this time. Therefore, the impact during backfilling 

would be similar to the main phase, which would be the same as the Proposed Project; Less 

Than Significant. 

4.5.8.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There is no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of noise resources associated with the 

alternative. 

4.5.8.4 Cumulative Impacts 

As with the Proposed Action, compliance with the Kem County Noise Ordinance would ensure 

the cumulative impacts from the past, present and foreseeable projects would be Less Than 

Significant. 
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4.5.8.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

The regulatory requirements related to noise resources would be the same as for the 

Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.9.5. 

4.5.8.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

The project design features for this alternative would be the same as for the Proposed Action 

as presented in Section 3.9.6. 

4.5.8.7 Recommended Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are recommended. 

4.5.8.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

As for the Proposed Action, the level of significance of noise impacts would be Less Than 

Significant. 

4.5.9 Socioeconomics (Economic Development/Fiscal Analysis) 

4.5.9.1 Setting 

The setting of the Partial Backfilling alternative as relates to socioeconomics is the same as 

for the Proposed Action Setting as presented in Section 3.11.1. 

4.5.9.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts 

The only difference between the Partial Backfilling alternative and the Proposed Action would 

be that the reclamation phase would be extended 2.25 years to include partial backfilling of 

the depressions created by the open pit mining activities. As such, the socioeconomic impacts 

of this alternative are the sum of the impacts from the Proposed Action, described in Section 

3.11.2, plus the additional impacts created by the backfilling activities. 
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The socioeconomic analysis for the Proposed Action concluded that tax receipts would exceed 

the expenditures for government services necessitated by the project by approximately 

$40,700 in Year 1. The analysis concluded that the project would enhance the local economy 

and would induce growth because jobs would come from the local job pool. Also, the 

addendum to the analysis concluded that the Proposed Action would not measurably impact 

property values of nearby residences. 

These conclusions would also apply to the alternative. However, the Partial Backfilling 

alternative would decrease the project value by approximately $15 million. This decrease in 

project value would result from the costs associated with extending the reclamation phase 

2.25 years to allow for backfilling activities. The impact of the alternative on socioeconomics 

would be Less Than Significant. 

4.5.9.3 Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of government services associated 

with the alternative. 

4.5.9.4 Cumulative Impacts 

As for the Proposed Action as presented in Section 3.11.4, the cumulative socioeconomic 

impacts would be Less Than Significant. 

4.5.9.5 Summary of Regulatory Requirements 

As for the Proposed Action, no regulatory requirements have been identified with respect to 

potential socioeconomic impacts. 

4.5.9.6 Summary of Project Design Features Proposed by Applicant 

(Applicant-Proposed Mitigation) 

The project design features for this alternative would be the same as for the Proposed Action 

as presented in Section 3.11.6 . 
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4.5.9. 7 Recommended Mitigation 

There are no significant impacts, therefore, there are no recommended mitigation measures. 

4.5.9.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation (Residual Impacts) 

This alternative would not conflict with population, employment or housing projects, therefore, 

the impact would be Less Than Significant. 
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4.6 Status of Alternatives 

STATUS OF ALTERNATIVES 

Section 15126(d)(2) of the CEQA implementing guidelines requires that, of the alternatives 

addressed in an EIR, one be identified as "environmentally superior." If the environmentally 

superior alternative is the No Action Alternative, then the EIR will also identify an 

environmentally superior/preferred alternative among the other alternatives. 

Federal regulations require that a draft EIS identify the NEPA lead agency's "preferred 

alternative," if one exists.218 The preferred alternative must be identified in the final EIS. The 

preferred alternative is the one that the lead agency believes will fulfill its statutory mission and 

responsibilities. The EIS must objectively evaluate all of the alternatives. Selection of the 

preferred alternative is conducted after analysis of impacts of the Proposed Action and the 

alternatives. 

Cost alone is not an overriding consideration for the SLM in their determination of the preferred 

alternative. The SLM staff, in their recommendations to management, must consider other 

• factors in their examination of the range of alternatives. Other important factors include: 

• 

• Determining what is usual, customary and proficient in the mining industry in the 

western United States. 

• Providing for a productive post mining land use area after completion of mining (the 

management goal for productive post mining use is "no net loss" to overall resource 

values and land use opportunities). 

• Providing for measures to protect human health and safety. 

• Providing reasonable measures to protect the scenic, scientific and environmental 

values of the area impacted by mining. 

• Evaluating the potential for future mining from remaining mineralization that is not now 

economic. 

• Considering the long-term and short-term impacts of alternatives as compared to the 

Proposed Action. 

• Considering whether post mining land management by the SLM will require an "active" 

program (i.e., inspection, compliance and enforcement by the SLM staff) or a "passive" 

218 40 CFR §1502.14(3) 
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program (as was the condition prior to mining). 

STATUS OF ALTERNATIVES 

The EIS should also identify the "environmentally preferable" alternative. 219 The 

environmentally preferable alternative is the alternative that best promotes the national 

environmental policy expressed in NEPA. Generally, this means the alternative that causes 

the least damage to the environment and best protects natural and cultural resources. 

4.6.1 No Action Alternative 

The National Materials and Minerals Policy, Research and Development Act of 1990 has 

declared that "it is the continuing policy of the United States to promote an adequate and 

stable supply of materials necessary to maintain national security, economic well being and 

industrial production with appropriate attention to a long-term balance between resource 

production, energy use, a healthy environment, natural resources conservation and social 

needs." The No Action Alternative would be generally inconsistent with this policy. 

SMARA encourages the production of minerals while giving consideration to environmental 

resources. The specific plan for Soledad Mountain - Elephant Butte and Vicinity - South of 

Mojave recognizes gold and silver mining operations as important past land uses. However, 

Kern County could adopt the No Action Alternative if any significant adverse environmental 

effects are identified which could not be mitigated to a level of Less Than Significant, or a 

Statement of Overriding Considerations under CEQA could not be justified. 

The No Action alternative would constitute denial of the operational permit to develop the 

project. This alternative is the CEQA environmentally superior alternative and NEPA 

environmentally preferred alternative. The No Action alternative would result in no change to 

the current impacts on the resources of the area. The No Action alternative would not benefit 

the socioeconomic and employment opportunities of the area. Reclamation of 215 acres 

disturbed by historic mining activities would not be realized under this alternative. This would 

increase impacts to vegetation, wildlife and visual resources from the current levels. Air and 

water quality impacts would continue in their current levels if the No Action alternative is 

implemented. Other benefits to the resources would not be realized as a result of this 

219 46 FR §18026 (March 23, 1981), as amended by 51 FR §15618 (April 25, 1986) 
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STATUS OF ALTERNATIVES 

alternative, they include: seismic hazard impacts, long-term air quality, cultural and historical 

resources. 

Because it has several beneficial environmental benefits, this alternative is environmentally 

superior to the Proposed Action. However, the selection of the No Action alternative would 

not be consistent with federal mining laws and regulations (1976 FLPMA and 43 CFR 3809) 

unless operations result in undue and unnecessary degradation of the subject lands. Some 

state and county policies encourage mineral development. While the Specific Plan for 

Soledad Mountain - Elephant Butte and Vicinity - South of Mojave, recognizes gold and silver 

mining operations as important land uses, a no action alternative would still be consistent with 

both the County General Plan and the Specific Plan. 

4.6.2 Increased Mining and Processing Rate 

This alternative examines the environmental effects of an increased rate of mining and ore 

processing relative to the Proposed Action. The Increased Mining and Processing Rate 

alternative is technically feasible. This alternative would result in the exceedence of PM10 

standards. This would require implementation of additional mitigation measures associated 

with dust control. This would result in additional water usage and operational equipment 

exhaust. 

If operational air quality monitoring should indicate that the results of pre-operational modeling 

were not indicative of actual conditions, consideration of increased rates should not be 

precluded. 

Although this alternative is technically feasible, it is not environmentally superior to the 

Proposed Action. 

4.6.3 Decreased Mining and Processing Rate 

This alternative examines the environmental effects of a decreased rate of mining and ore 

processing relative to the Proposed Action. The Decreased Mining and Processing Rate 

alternative is technically feasible. This alternative would have a slight beneficial effect on 

drawdown of groundwater levels, slightly lower noise levels and slightly less traffic. The 
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alternative would produce a 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 Proposed Action. 

Although this alternative is technically feasible and has some beneficial effects, it is not 

environmentally superior to the Proposed Action. It is comparable to the Proposed Action. 

4.6.4 Reduced Project Size 

The Reduced Project Size alternative examines the environmental effect of the project 

designed to minimize topographical impact and improve, incrementally, visual impacts. This 

alternative would be technically feasible. 

This alternative would have a slight beneficial effect on the topographic profiles in relation to 

the Proposed Action since less disturbed acreage is involved. This alternative would have a 

slight beneficial effect on the vegetative resources of the affected area. With respect to the 

visual impact of this alternative, relative to the Proposed Action, there is a slight beneficial 

difference. Health hazard risks would 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 

Proposed Action. 

Reducing the project size would be slightly beneficial relative to the Proposed Action with 

respect to topographic profiles and vegetative resources. This, however, does not render this 

alternative environmentally superior to the Proposed Action since the benefits of reducing 

existing hazards and reclamation of previously disturbed mining activities would not be fully 

realized. 

4.6.5 Partial Backfilling of the Open Pit 

This alternative examines the environmental affects of modifying the Proposed Action to allow 

for partial backfilling of the depressions created by open pit mining activities. Although this 
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STATUS OF ALTERNATIVES 

alternative is technically feasible, it is not considered to be environmentally superior to the 

Proposed Action because it extends the impacts of the earth-moving operations for an 

additional 2.25 years. 

Partial backfilling would be slightly beneficial relative to the Proposed Action with respect to 

topographic profiles and vegetative resources. However, this alternative is slightly less 

beneficial relative to the Proposed Action with respect to noise, air quality and water quantity . 
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5.0 CEQA STATUTORY SECTIONS 

The environmental impact analysis of the Proposed Action considered the impact to 

environmental resources as required by CEQA and NEPA. This chapter presents a summary 

of environmental impacts and discusses short-term versus long-term productivity and growth 

inducing impacts of the Proposed Action in ways not otherwise addressed in specific detail in 

the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

5.1 Summary of Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Action 

5.1.1 Impacts Found to Have No Significance 

Following would be those resources for which there are no impacts expected, as a result of 

the proposed project. 

Geology and Seismology 

There would be no impacts resulting from liquefaction. 

Surface Hydrology 

There would be no impact related to flooding. 

Vegetative Resources 

There would be no impact to environmentally sensitive habitat areas or "specimen trees." 

Land Use 

The proposed project does not conflict with existing land uses. 

The proposed project does not contain prime agricultural land. 

5.1.2 Impacts Found to Be Less Than Significant 

Following are those resources for which the impacts have been designated as less than 

significant or which have the potential for being significant, but with regulatory requirements 

and project design features proposed by the applicant, will be reduced to less than significant. 

Geology and Seismology 

The impacts due to seismic activities would be less than significant, as a result of regulatory 

and project design features. 
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

The impact from slope failure would be less than significant due to regulatory and project 

design features. 

Subsidence due to old mining properties would be less than significant due to project design 

features. 

The permanent loss of soil would be less than significant, as a result of regulatory 

requirements and project design features. 

Surface Hydrology 

The impact to surface water quality, as a result of the placement of overburden directly on the 

ground surface, would be less than significant. 

Impacts to surface drainage would be less than significant, as a result of regulatory 

requirements and design features. 

The potential for discharge of hazardous materials to land would be less than significant, as 

a result of regulatory requirements and design features. 

Groundwater 

Impacts to the groundwater supply would be less than significant, as demonstrated by 

hydrology studies. 

Impacts to the quality of groundwater would be less than significant, as a result of regulatory 

requirements and design features. 

Air Quality 

As shown by dispersion modeling, PM,0 emissions from the proposed project would not cause 

or contribute to a violation of the NAAQS or CAAQS for PM,0 in the project area, and the 

impact would be less than significant. 
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The proposed project would not violate any approved plan for achieving or maintaining 

compliance with NAAQS or CAAQS, local or regional growth or congestion plans or local 

CEQA significance standards for air quality, and the impact would be less than significant. 

The proposed project would not result in toxic air contaminant emissions which would cause 

a significant short- or long-term health risk or cause an increase cancer risk of greater than 

10 per million, and the impact would be less than significant. 

The proposed project would not concentrate vehicle trips or motor vehicle-related emissions 

in a localized area which would cause a violation of any CO ambient air quality standard, and 

the impact would be less than significant. 

The proposed project would not cause an odor, visibility or other problem which would create 

a public nuisance condition, and the impact would be less than significant. 

Vegetative Resources 

The project would result in the loss of natural vegetation. This impact would be less than 

significant, as a result of revegetation during reclamation and because no rare or unique 

habitats will be affected. 

Wildlife Resources 

Impacts to the small numbers of bats would be reduced by placing gates or grates at the 

entrance to some existing shafts and adits to allow bat access for roosting. Other impacts to 

wildlife will be reduced by reclamation of disturbed surfaces to restore habitats. 

The proposed project would not violate any environmental law or regulation designed to 

protect wildlife. 

The proposed project would not directly harm a sensitive species or cause a net loss of habitat 

to the species . 
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The proposed project would not interfere substantially with the movement of any resident or 

migratory fish or wildlife species. 

The proposed project would not cause any wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 

levels. 

The proposed project would not cause a net loss of any riparian lands, wetlands, marshes or 

other environmentally-sensitive habitat areas. 

Impacts to wildlife resources would be less than significant after regulatory and proposed 

project design features are in place. 

Visual Resources 

The long-term impact to visual resources would be less than significant after reclamation. 

The proposed project will not raise noise levels above standards set by Kem County, and the 

impact would be less than significant. 

Socioeconomics 

The proposed project will not conflict with population, employment or housing projects, 

therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 

The proposed project will not cause substantial growth or concentration in the population 

beyond current levels directly or indirectly, therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 

The proposed project will not cause a decrease in jobs, therefore, the impact would be less 

than significant. 

The proposed project will not require additional police/sheriff staff or equipment to maintain 

acceptable service ratios, therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

The proposed project will not require additional fire department staff or equipment to maintain 

an acceptable level of service, therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 

The proposed project will not result in an increase in the population of school-age children, 

therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 

The proposed project will not create or exacerbate a housing shortage, therefore, the impact 

would be less than significant. 

Health Hazards 

The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 

through routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials. 

The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 

through a reasonably foreseeable upset or accident condition involving the likely release of 

• hazardous materials to the environment. 

• 

The proposed project would not interfere with community response plans or emergency 

evacuation plans in the event of a reasonably foreseeable upset or accident condition involving 

a hazardous material release, and the impact would be less than significant. 

The proposed project will not have any problems with respect to the availability of facilities for 

hazardous waste reuse, treatment or disposal, and the impact would be less than significant. 

Transportation 

The proposed project will not cause a new violation of a goal relating to traffic LOS. By the 

year 2014, the LOS on State Route 14 is estimated to be E as a result of regional traffic 

growth. The proposed project will add slightly to the growth, but the overall impact would be 

less than significant. 

The proposed traffic use is compatible with the existing road designs, therefore, the impact 

would be less than significant. 
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

The proposed project will be designed for adequate parking and circulation, including entrance 

and exit routes, therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 

5.1.3 Impacts Mitigated to a Level of Less Than Significant 

Significant impacts are defined as impacts which would cause substantial adverse changes 

to existing environmental conditions which can be reduced to less than significant by mitigation 

measures. The following significant impacts have been reduced to less than significant by 

mitigation measures. 

Cultural and Historical Resources 

The loss of four historical sites to disturbance will be mitigated by the performance of Phase 

Ill Data Recovery work. 

5.1.4 Significant and Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Significant and unavoidable adverse impacts are those which constitute a substantial adverse 

change to existing environmental conditions that cannot be fully mitigated by implementing all 

feasible mitigation measures. The following are significant and unavoidable adverse impacts 

as a result of the proposed project. 

Mineral Resources 

Precious metals resources would be extracted from a known ore body, reducing the resource. 

Topography 

The topography would be permanently changed. 
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SHORT-TERM USES VERSUS LONG-TERM 

5.2 Short-term Uses Versus Long-term Productivity 

Federal mining laws encourage mineral development provided appropriate attention is given 

to a long-term balance between resource production, energy use, a healthy environment, 

natural resource conservation and social needs. SMARA encourages the production of 

minerals while giving consideration to environmental resource. The Specific Plan for Soledad 

Mountain - Elephant Butte and Vicinity - South of Mojave recognizes gold and silver mining 

operations as important land uses. 

The county land use goals for the area in which the Soledad Mountain project is proposed 

include mining, low density residential and open space. Current use of the land is consistent 

with these goals. The Proposed Action will return the property to this use following mining. 

Recreational use of the project area is minimal, due to the nature of the property and the 

scattered ownership, both public and private, of the project area lands. The Proposed Action, 

which includes project development, mining and processing operations and reclamation, will 

be consistent with these land use goals over the short- and long-term . 

Over the short-term, the project area will be dedicated for mining use, and will impact existing 

wildlife and the visual character (open space) of the site. Following mining, reclamation will 

provide renewed wildlife habitat and open space, although somewhat modified from that which 

currently exists. Revegetation, which may take several decades to fully establish itself in 

density and diversity, will be restored to the approximate natural conditions that now exist. 

The open pit mine would be reclaimed to a level where it would constitute no risk to health and 

safety and would provide habitat for wildlife not dissimilar to the steep and rocky topography 

that now exists in some areas of the site. The mine would remain available to future mineral 

development. Long-term productivity of the site, with regard to land use goals, will be 

essentially unaffected by the Proposed Action. 

The short-term commitment of resources to mineral development, as well as the unavoidable 

impacts, are justified by the positive socioeconomic and health hazard/public safety impacts 

that the project will produce . 
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SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
DRAFT EIR/EIS 

5.3 Growth Inducing Impacts 

GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS 

It is expected that the Proposed Action will not produce significant growth inducing impacts 

to the local area. Within a SO-mile commuting distance of the project, adequate housing, 

utilities, schools and commercial and government services already exist with the capacity to 

absorb the level of employment and secondary jobs that the project would support. Most (80 

percent) of the jobs created at the project are expected to be filled by persons who already live 

in the area. The recent closure of two mining operations and the current level of economic 

growth and unemployment in the area will allow this project to begin operations without placing 

significant new demand for utilities, government services or other support services. 
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• 6.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

6.1 Public Review Process 

Kem County Planning Department filed a Notice of Completion for the Draft Soledad Mountain 

Project EIR/EIS on June 2, 1997, and copies of the document were sent to the State Clearinghouse 

for distribution. BLM published a Notice of Availability for the Draft EIR/EIS in the Federal Register 

on June 2, 1997. 

The Soledad Mountain Draft EIR/EIS was distributed the first week of June 1997 for public review 

and comment. The draft was mailed to interested individuals and companies on lists maintained by 

Kem County and BLM. Inclusion on the lists resulted from written requests to Kern County or BLM, 

attendance at the scoping meetings, ownership of affected mineral rights, or comments to the Notice 

of Preparation and the Internet site. Federal, state, county and local agencies were also provided 

with copies of the document. 

BLM held public meetings in Rosamond on June 24, 1997 and in Mojave on June 25, 1997 at which 

• oral comments on the Draft EIR/EIS were recorded by court reporter. 

• 

6.2 Comments Received 

Comment letters on the Draft EIR/EIS were received by Kern County and BLM. The letters and 

itemized comments are summarized in Table 6.2-1 and included in their entirety in Section 6.3.2. 

Oral comments received through the public meeting process were recorded by a court reporter and 

the proceedings are summarized in Tables 6.2-2 and 6.2-3, and included in their entirety in Appendix 

XIII. The comment period closed on August 11, 1997. 

Each written letter received by Kem County and BLM was numbered in order by date written. Each 

substantive comment within each letter was numbered. For example, Comment 6-5 is the fifth 

comment of the sixth letter received by either Kern County or BLM. 

Oral comments made in the two public meetings were numbered in the order of the commenter's 

appearance. Issues raised through the comments were numbered . 
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TABLE 6.2-1 • Index to Written Comments and Responses 

Name Comment 
Date Agency/ Affiliation Code Topic 

Mayor Mary K Shineflew, Rosamond 1-1 In support of project. No response 
necessary. 

06/03/97 Jim Hammel, The Gas Company - 2-1 Comment noted. No response 
Northern Region necessary. 

2-2 Gas pipeline. 

06/06/97 Shirley J. Conrad, Secretary, Rosamond 3-1 In support of project No response 
Chamber of Commerce necessary. 

06/05/97 Dan Spoor, President, Rosamond 4-1 In support of project No response 
Chamber of Commerce necessary. 

06/11/97 Mayor Larry Adams, California City 5-1 In support of project No response 
necessary. 

06/12/97 Marilyn J. Beardslee, Kern Council of 6-1 Operations. 
Governments 

6-2 Parking. 

6-3 Road maintenance. 

6-4 References. • 6-5 Traffic and transportation. 

6-6 Traffic and transportation 

06/12/97 Pete Sturn, President, Mojave Chamber of 7-1 In support of project No response 
Commerce necessary. 

06/16/97 Deric English, resident of Boron 8-1 In support of project. No response 
necessary. 

06/16/97 Gerald L. & Patricia Moseley, residents of 9-1 In support of project. No response 
California City necessary. 

06/17/97 Mayor William R. Lalor, Ridgecrest 10-1 In support of project No response 
necessary. 

06/18/97 Dan Stone, DeNardi Equipment, 11-1 In support of project. No response 
Bakersfield necessary. 

06/19/97 William J. Pete Knight, California State 12-1 In support of project No response 
Senator, 17th District necessary. 

06{2.0/97 Keith Olberg, Assemblyman, 34th District 13-1 In support of project. No response 
necessary. 

06{2.3/97 Dennis W. DeWalt, President, DeWalt 14-1 In support of project. No response 
Corporation, Bakersfield necessary. • 
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• TABLE 6.2-1 (Continued) 

Index to Written Comments and Responses 

Name Comment 
Date Agency/ Affiliation Code Topic 

06/2.7/97 Department of Conservation, Office of 15-1 SMARA format 
Mine Reclamation 

15-2 Slope stability. 

15-3 Revegetation. 

15-4 Revegetation. 

15-5 Revegetation. 

15-6 Revegetation. 

15-7 Revegetation. 

06/30/97 Michael T. Gnekow, Chief EHS, Kern 16-1 Noise. 
County Environmental Health Services 
Department 

07/08/97 Fay VanHorn, Native American Heritage 17-1 Cultural resources. 
Preservation Council of Kern County 

07/09/97 Stan Haye, Chair, Sierra Club 18-1 Alternatives. 

• 18-2 Land use. 

18-3 Reclamation. 

18-4 Reclamation. 

07/12/97 Rodney & Cathy Sedam, residents of 19-1 Groundwater. 
Mojave 

19-2 Air quality. 

19-3 Blasting. 

19-4 Bonding and reclamation. 

19-5 Number of residences. 

Robert Gomez, Jr., Kern River Paiute 20-1 Cultural resources. 
Council 

07/13/97 David & Terri Stickel, residents of Mojave 21-1 Groundwater levels. 

21-2a Noise background levels. 

21-2b Nighttime noise levels. 

21-3 Land use and zoning. 

• 
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TABLE 6.2-1 (Continued) • 
Index to Written Comments and Responses 

Name Comment 
Date Agency/ Affiliation Code Topic 

07/13/97 Gretchen Winfrey 22-1 Groundwater quantity. 

22-2 Groundwater quantity. 

22-3 Conditional Use Permit. 

22-4 Air Quality. 

22-5 Number of residences. 

22-6 Conditional Use Permit. 

22-7 Plant species. 

22-8 Revegetation. 

22-9 Revegetation. 

22-10 General comment 

07/14/97 Adele Baldwin, Southern San Joaquin 23-1 Cultural resources. 
Valley Information Center 

23-2 Cultural resources. • Virginia Knight, resident of Los Angeles 24-1 In support of the project. No 
response necessary. 

Michael R. Madden, Manager, All 25-1 Pipeline in area. 
American Pipeline Company 

25-2 No comments. 

07/17/97 Antero A. Rivasplata, Governor's Office of 26-1 No comments. 
Planning & Research 

07/23/97 Carola Rupert Enriquez, Kern County 27-1 Cultural resources. 
Museum 

07/29/97 Stephen A. Mathis, resident of Mojave 28-1a Air quality. 

28-1b Air quality. 

28-1c Air quality. 

28-2 Water supply and quality. 

28-3 Property values. 

Dean Webb, resident of Lancaster 29-1 Underground mining alternative. 

29-2 Project design. 

29-3 Valley committee to review issues. 

29-4 Air quality monitoring. • 29-5 Reclamation. 

29-6 General comment 
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• TABLE 6.2-1 (Continued} 

Index to Written Comments and Responses 

Name Comment 
Date Agency/ Affiliation Code Topic 

08/01/97 Randall 8. Klotz, Branton, Wilson & Muns, 30-1 Zoning and land use. 
APC 

30-2 Impacts. 

30-3 California Department of Real 
Estate. 

30-4 Land use. 

30-5 Alternatives. 

30-6 Water quality and supply. 

30-7 Air quality. 

30-8 Biological resources evaluation. 

30-9 Cultural resources. 

30-10 Noise impacts. 

30-11 Vegetative resources impacts. • 30-12 Wildlife resources impacts. 

30-13 Cultural resources. 

30-14 Blasting. 

30-15 Noise impacts. 

30-16 Notification. 

30-17 Notification. 

30-18 Property values. 

30-19 Socioeconomic impacts. 

08/03/97 Daniel T. Cooper, Professional Planner 31-1 Circulation of Draft EIR/EIS. 

31-2 Recreational resources. 

31-3 Regional planning. 

31-4 Land exchange. 

31-5 Specific plan. 

31-6 Need of project 

31-7a Groundwater quality. 

• 31-7b Groundwater use . 

31-?c Water quality. 

31-?d Hydrology reports. 

07330010.31 b 406 



TABLE 6.2-1 (Continued) • 
Index to Written Comments and Responses 

Name Comment 
Date Agency/Affiliation Code Topic 

08/03/97 Daniel T. Cooper, Professional Planner 31-Ba Reclamation. 
(continued) 

31-8b Backfilling alternative. 

31-9 Ore content 

31-10 Mitigation. 

31-11 Biological resources. 

31-12 Monitoring program. 

31-13 General comments. 

08/04/97 Kenn Carter, Senior Engineer, Lahontan 32-1 Former mine waste. 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 

32-2 Liner system design. 

32-3 Laboratory waste. 

08/06/97 Otis Oliver, resident of Mojave 33-1 Air quality. 

33-2 Water quality and quantity. 

33-3 Chemical transportation. • 
33-4 Road use. 

08/07/97 Sue Mathis, resident of Mojave 34-1 Number of residences. 

34-2 Historic mercury release. 

34-3 Groundwater quantity. 

34-4 Air quality. 

34-5 General comment. 

08/11/97 David J. Farrel, Chief, Federal Activities 35-1a Alternatives 
Office, United States Environmental 
Protection Agency 35-1b Mining Rate 

35-1c Alternatives 

35-1d Alternatives 

35-1e Alternatives 

35-2a Cumulative Impacts 

35-2b Cumulative Impacts 

35-3a Socioeconomics 

35-3b Socioeconomics • 35-4a Heap Leach Pad Design 
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• TABLE 6.2-1 (Continued) 

Index to Written Comments and Responses 

Name Comment 
Date Agency/Affiliation Code Topic 

08/11/97 David J. Farrel, Chief, Federal Activities 35-4b Heap Leach Pad Design 
Office, United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (continued) 35-4c Backup Power 

35-5a Site Drainage Profile 

35-5b Cross Section A-A' 

35-6 Waste Handling 

35-7 Reclamation 

35-8a Project Design 

35-Bb SPCC Plan 

35-8c Acid Generation Potential 

35-Bd Groundwater Levels 

35-8e Water Monitoring 

• 35-8f Containment Plans 

35-9a Air Quality 

35-9b Air Modeling 

35-9c Air Modeling 

35-9d Air Quality Monitoring 

35-9e Aggregate Sales Air Impacts 

35-9f Growth Media Stockpiles 

35-9g Historic Mine Waste 

35-9h Cumulative Impacts 

35-10a Species of Special Concern 

35-10b Migratory Birds 

35-11 Cultural Resources 

• 
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TABLE 6.2-2 

Rosamond Public Meeting Comments • 
Speaker Comment Topic 

Code 

Monna Wagner R-1-1 Support of Senator Knight 

John Rombout R-2-1 Support of Mayor of Tehachapi. 

Patrick Chiodo R-3-1 Historic mercury release. 
R-3-2 Air quality from blasting. 
R-3-3 Air quality from processing. 
R-3-4 Draft EIR/EIS distribution. 
R-3-5 Enforcement 

.. 

R-3-6 Air quality. 
R-3-7 Number of residences. 
R-3-8 Health and safety. 
R-3-9 Mine Safety and Health Administration. 

Karen Benson R-4-1 Support of Mayor of California City. 

James Hooper R-5-1 Enforcement of environmental laws. 
R-5-2 Mine location. 
R-5-3 Number of residences in area. 

Barbara Rigg R-6-1 Zoning. 
R-6-2 Air quality. 
R-6-3 Socioeconomics. 
R-6-4 Enforcement • Pat Boetsch R-7-1 Number of employees. 

Manuel Zamora R-8-1 In support of the project 

Terry Murray R-9-1 Health and safety. 
R-9-2 Alternate processing location. 
R-9-3 Enforcement and notification. 
R-9-4 Notification. 
R-9-5 Monitoring. 
R-9-6 Containment 
R-9-7 Health and safety. 
R-9-8 Health and safety. 

Curt Skelton R-10-1 In support of the project 

Sue Mathis R-11-1 Location of monitoring wells. 
R-11-2 Number of residences in the area. 
R-11-3 Groundwater quantity. 
R-11-4 PM1o modeling. 
R-11-5 Blasting. 
R-11-6 Responsibility for enforcement. 
R-11-7 Plant species (monolopia). 

Jerry Boetsch R-12-1 Groundwater quantity. 

Glenn A. Settle R-13-1 In support of the project 

Jerry Boetsch, Jr. R-14-1 Economic benefit to Kern County. 

• 
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• TABLE 6.2-2 (Continued) 

Speaker Comment Topic 
Code 

Dean Webb R-15-1 Groundwater quantity. 
R-15-2 Air quality. 
R-15-3 Revegetation. 
R-15-4 Bonding for reclamation. 
R-15-5 Valley committee to review issues. 
R-15-6 Water source. 
R-15-7 Museum. 
R-15-8 Backfilling. 

Olaf Landsgaard R-16-1 Support of Rosamond Chamber of Commerce. 

Keith Gainey R-17-1 In support of the project. 

Dan Spoor R-18-1 In support of the project. 

Jeff Gutierrez R-19-1 Support of the Dewalt Corporation. 

Mary Shineflew R-20-1 General impact. 

Jess Farmer R-21-1 Socioeconomics. 

Ken Dale R-22-1 Test criteria responsibility. 

• Leonard Grimes R-23-1 Mine safety. 

Jeff Alfonso R-24-1 In support of the project. 

Dick Graeme R-25-1 Comment noted. 

• 
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TABLE 6.2-3 

Mojave Public Meeting Comments • 
Speaker Comment Topic 

Code 

Kathy Hansen M-1-1 Support of Assemblyman Keith Olberg. 
M-1-2 Air quality related to airport use. 

Melvin Baker M-2-1 Support of the East Kern and Historical Museum Society. 

Chris Babcock M-3-1 Support of Mojave Town Council. 
M-3-2 Support of Mojave Chamber of Commerce. 

Karen Benson M-4-1 Support of the City of Ridgecrest 

Jim Hooper M-5-1 Historic mercury release and air quality. 
M-5-2 Air quality. 
M-5-3 General impacts. 

Sue Mathis M-6-1 Mine management 
M-6-2 Socioeconomics. 
M-6-3 Number of residences in the area. 
M-6-4 Agency contact 
M-6-5 Property values. 
M-6-6 Air quality. 
M-6-7 Groundwater quantity. 

Roger Phillips M-7-1 Water quality and quantity. 
M-7-2 Noise background. 
M-7-3 Road maintenance. • M-7-4 Cultural resources appendix. 

Don Stowell M-8-1 In support of the project 

Cynthia Hodgkinson M-9-1 In support of the project 

Jack Stewart M-10-1 Support of Assemblyman George Runner. 
M-10-2 In support of the projeci. 

Buford Land M-11-1 Support of the California City Board of Directors. 

Bill Tucker M-12-1 In support of the project 

Sandy Gaeta M-13-1 Water rights. 
M-13-2 Socioeconomics. 
M-13-3 Reclamation. 

Manuel Zamora M-14-1 In support of the mine. 

David Markiewitz M-15-1 In support of the mine. 

Marlene Hooper M-16-1 Historical mercury release. 

• 
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6.3 Responses to Comment 

6.3.1 General Responses 

Several general issues were raised, reflected by multiple comments. The issues included effects 

of the project on air quality, groundwater quantity, public health and safety with regard to a historic 

mercury release at a mine in the area, and the number of residences in the area of the project. 

These general responses have been prepared to address all questions on these issues. 

The public health and safety and number of residences issues are treated in the following general 

responses. 

6.3.1.1 Public Health and Safety 

6.3.1.1.1 Historic Release of Mercury 

Background 

During cyanide leaching, gold and silver, as well as mercury, are leached from gold-bearing ore as 

cyanide chemical complexes and concentrated thousands of times in the recovery process. The raw 

gold and other metals are melted to form an impure metallic bar which is sent off to a refinery for 

separation and purification. Because mercury is already a liquid at ordinary temperatures, the high 

heat needed to melt the gold and silver causes the mercury to vaporize. This mercury vapor must 

be contained since inhalation of the vapor is a serious health hazard. 

The Cactus Gold Mine, located five miles east of Soledad Mountain, was actively mined from the 

mid-1980's to 1992. Mercury was a constituent of the gold ore at the mine, and was present in 

concentrations of 8 ppm to 30 ppm. There were reports of isolated pockets of ore which contained 

higher concentrations. Mercury was present in the ore as mercury sulfide. In March 1989, there was 

a substantial release of metallic mercury at the Cactus Gold Mine west of Mojave. High levels of 

mercury vapor prompted the smelting facility at the mine to be shut down until a new mercury 

containment system could be installed and worker safety could be ensured. Beads of liquid mercury 

(mercury is liquid at ordinary temperatures) were found coating the floor of the smelting building, the 

roof of the building and even the ground surface near the structure. The area was cleaned up and 

a new mercury containment system was attached to the stack of the smelter. The mine was cited 

by the Mine Safety and Health Administration and the California Occupational Safety and Health 

Administration for safety violations. 
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Mercury contamination, due to the mining operation, was a continuing concern to local residents near 

the mine. In July 1991, the Hazardous Waste Toxicology Section of the California Environmental 

Protection Agency1 did a screening survey around the mine and adjacent areas. Twenty-five soil 

samples were analyzed for mercury. Trapped mercury vapor was also measured at the sampling 

sites. An inverted container was used to trap mercury vapor which apparently was degassing at a 

very low rate from a source below the surface. Facts and conclusions of the survey include the 

following: 

• The ore contained mercury, reported by the company to be in the range of 8 ppm to -30 · 

ppm, with pockets of higher concentrations. 

• Several soil samples had mercury in elevated concentrations from 0.1 ppm to 0.6 ppm. 

These sample locations were adjacent to Cactus Hill and Soledad Mountain. 

• All trapped air samples (except one) disdosed the presence of mercury vapor. The highest 

value for mercury vapor in a trapped-air sample was 0.113 mg/m3
• There was no sample 

correlation between mercury in the soil sample and mercury vapor at the same location . 

• Mercury is apparently degassing from depth in the area of the ore body and in adjacent 

unmineralized areas. (The mercury is related to the volcanic origin of the gold and mercury 

mineralization.) 

• The EPA lower limit reference dose for mercury vapor is 0.0003 mg/m3
• Chronic exposure 

at this concentration will be deleterious to health. The California guideline for chronic 

exposure is 0.0002 mg/m3
• The Federal limit for workplace exposure (8 hrs/day and 40 

hrs/week) is 0.01 mg/m3
• The analytical instrument used to detect mercury vapor in the 

trapped-air samples could not detect mercury vapor below 0.001 mg/m3
• The sampling 

was only intended as a screening. 

• Mercury vapor in national ambient or outdoor air averages 0.00002 mg/m3
• This is 10 

percent of the California chronic exposure limit Thus, low concentrations of mercury vapor 

are present in the air inhaled by all Americans. 

Kelly, Lillian, Robert L. Holtzer, David W. Murry, David M. Siegel, Health Risk Assessment of Mercury Detected 
in the Cactus Gold Mines Company - Soledad Mountain Vicinity, Mojave, California: Hazardous Waste 
Toxicology Section, California Environmental Protection Agency, Sacramento, California, February 1992. 
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• There was no evidence, based on the 25 samples, that mercury was leaving the Cactus 

property in airborne dust. There was no plume from high concentration at the mine to 

successively lower concentrations downwind. 

A number of years ago, trapped-air mercury vapor samples were taken immediately north of Soledad 

Mountain during a mineral exploration project. The samples also contained high levels of mercury 

vapor. Background levels of mercury are an indicator for certain types of gold deposits, and the 

sampling was used to test for the possible presence at depth of gold mineralization. The results 

indicate that in the Cactus-Soledad Mountain area there are most likely other deposits of gold and 

associated mercury buried beneath valley sediments. Mercury vapor is emanating from the Cactus 

and Soledad Mountain ore bodies and other deep mercury sources. 

Prevailing winds are adequate to dilute and to dissipate mercury degassing from the ground. 

However, dwellings in the Soledad Mountain area may exacerbate the impact of the background 

vapor concentration related to the geologic degassing. The dwelling may act in the same capacity 

as the inverted cup used in the trapped-air samples. Mercury degassing from depth could 

accumulate in houses. Indoor ventilation may not be adequate under all circumstances to clear 

indoor air of mercury vapor. It may be advisable to test for mercury vapor within area homes under 

closed conditions - that is with windows closed and no heating or cooling unit in operation. 

Mercury in the Soledad Mountain Project 

Mercury averages 4.25 ppm in the gold ore of the Soledad Mountain Project. Approximately 80 

percent of the mercury in the ore will be leached out by the cyanide process solutions. The mercury 

leached from the ore will go into solution and be contained within the heap leach pad. The gold, 

silver and mercury solution will be piped to the process plant and precipitated out using the Merrill

Crowe gold recovery process. A similar process was used at Cactus Gold Mine. The mercury will 

then be removed from the gold, silver and mercury precipitate prior to smelting. The precipitate will 

be heated to the boiling point of mercury in a partial vacuum. The mercury will boil off and be 

condensed out by cooling and the remaining vapor scrubbed by activated carbon. Mercury 

degassing does not increase as a result of the mining process. Instead, the mercury is removed 

from the ore body before complete degassing takes place. 

By design, the mercury will be contained. To monitor containment, various types and locations of 

sampling are required. The Mine Safety and Health Administration (MSHA) will review plans for the 

mercury containment system at the mine smelter. Mercury vapor sampling will be done by the mine 
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in and around the smelter in the area of the processing facilities on a routine basis using hand-held 

monitors. Workers at the smelter will have baseline blood analysis for mercury and also will wear 

mercury-passive monitor badges. Results must be reported to MSHA. MSHA does inspections of 

surface mining operations at least twice a year and more often if problems exist. It will be 

recommended that baseline soil analysis for mercury be done near the proposed smelter facility. 

Mercury vapor monitoring would be the main line of environmental protection during operations. 

Golden Queen Mining Company has offered to do baseline and ongoing analysis for mercury and 

mercury vapor for interested individuals with homes within 1.5 miles of the mining area of 

disturbance. The analysis would test soils adjacent to the dwelling. Interested parties should 

contact the company at: 

Golden Queen Mining Company 
Post Office Box 820 
Mojave, California 93502-0820 
(805) 824-1054 

The company will also have available for public review mine sampling and analytical data for mercury 

and cyanide during regular business hours. 

6.3.1.2 Number of Residences 

Several written comments and oral comments made at the public meetings indicated that the 

number of residences in the area of the mine is greater than stated in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

In the Executive Summary on page S-9 and in Section 2.1.2 on page 34 of the Draft EIR/EIS, it is 

stated that there are approximately 15 residences along Backus Road. In Section 2.1.2 on page 34 

of the Draft EIR/EIS, it is stated that there are five residences on the north side of Silver Queen 

Road. The Estimated PM10 and Air Toxics Emissions and Impacts Assessment included as 

Appendix VII and referenced on page 213 of the Draft EIR/EIS used 20 specific receptors which were 

identified as existing residences or groups of residences in areas around the project site. The noise 

modeling recognized nine residences west, north and east of the project site on page 255 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. 

• 

• 

As part of the response to comments, a ground survey of the domiciles in the area was made. All 

buildings which could possibly be residences were marked on a map (Exhibit 6.3-1). Some of the • 

buildings identified on the map are currently uninhabited. The map shows that within one mile of the 
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• proposed disturbance area there are 10 possible residences. Between one and two miles of the 

proposed disturbance area there are 69 more possible residences for a total of 79 possible 

residences within two miles of the proposed disturbance area. 

Page S-9 of the Executive Summary and page 34 in Section 2.1.2 have been modified for the Final 

EIR/EIS to reflect the map in Exhibit 6.2-1 as follows: 

Tnere are api:,roximately 15 residences located along Backus Road !Outh of Soledad 

Mountain. Tffiiffl@a.i.i¥W#i§jjmate.lil4.8fMiideffi;e.i.%~Mia6.ffikffaitJ.i.Nlrif.fitiWiQUMritffflil:&tnfie 
Pt¢ie¢tram.atb.ifttWtneatweaikli!tS.aaaw•twmfsm.te.dR¢.lffi.m1:11t:anatJ:1p1f:P.$mate.ffi@a1. 
te$r.d!.iic.e.$:,~a$l@¢.fJ1S.tateamamwnt;w1ootttwerma~fif,ltl¥Pmseat,a1smtc.anee$. 

The number of residences referred to as receptors in the air quality impacts study is not the actual 

number of residences in the area. The receptors in the model were placed at residences or groups 

of residences. 

The nine residences referred to in the noise study were within less than one mile of the project site. 

• One residence, (shown on Exhibit 3.9-1 on page 256 of the Draft EIR/EIS) was unnumbered. This 

residence is in the northeast quadrant of the noise study area and lies outside the 65 dB contour line. 

• 

6.3.2 Responses to Written Comments 

Each comment letter on the Draft EIR/EIS received by Kem County and SLM is presented in this 

section followed by a response. If a comment is answered by a general response, the reader is 

directed to the location of the general response. The letters and itemized comments are 

summarized in Table 6.2-1. The written comments are presented in order by date written. Each 

issue raised within each comment letter was numbered. For example, Comment 6-5 is the fifth 

comment of the sixth letter received by either Kem County or SLM . 
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FROM THE DESK OF THE 
HONOR..i\RY MAYOR OF ROSAMOND 

MARY K. SFfiliEFLEW 
P.O. BOX 1384 

ROSAMOND, CA 93560-1384 
256-2330 

256-2358 fax 

Kern County Planning Department 
Attn: Glenn Barnhill 
2700 "M'~ St., Suite 100 
Bakersfield, Ca. 93301 

Dear Nf.r. Barnhill, 

This letter is in support of the Golden Queen M.ning Company's Soledad Mountain Project . 
It is my understanding that this project's environmental studies show no plant or animal life 
will be threatened and that air and water quality will remain heaithy for ail residents. 

This project will bring funds into our economy and employ our local residents. I see a great 
improvement to quality of life for our community residents from the employment 
opporrunities that will come from this project. 

Therefore, I would urge all the officials to support the Soledad Mountain Project. 

Respectfully, 

Mary K. Shineflew 
Honorary Mayor of Rosamond 
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Comment Letter 1 from: • 
Mary K. Shineflew 
Honorary Mayor of Rosamond 

Response to Comment 1-1 

The comment in support of the project is noted for the record. 

• 

• 
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The Gas Company® 

June 3, 1997 

Glen Barnhill, Special Projects 
COUNTY OF KERN 
Planning Department 
2700 "M" Street, Suite 100 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report/EIS, Soledad Mountain Project, 
CUP 41, Map 213; CUP 22, Map 214, Mojave area of Kern County, 
California. 

(Gas Co. Atlas# EG07B02, etc. and Easement No P-14,794)) 

Dear Glen: 

Tnis letter is not to be interpreted as a contractual commitment to serve this 
proposed project, but only as an information service. Its intent is to notify you that 
Southern California Gas Company has facilities in the area where this project is 
proposed. Gas service can be provided without significant impact on the 
environment. (Note: 2" high pressure main in Silver Queen Road.) 

Service would be in accordance with our policies and extension rules on file with 
the California Public Utilities Commission at the time contractual arrangements are 
made. The availability of natural gas service, as set forth in this letter, is based on 
present conditions of gas supply and regulatory policies. As a public utility, 
Southern California Gas Company is under the jurisdiction of the California Public 
Utilities Commission. We can also be affected by actions of federal regulatory 
age:icies. Should these agencies take any action which affects gas supply or the 
condition under which service is available, gas service will be provided in 
accordance with the revised conditions . 
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Referencing the Draft EIR/EIS: Mine Plan# 2.2.2.1; Crushing and Agglomeration 
.u. 2 ? ? 2 l · El . P .!L ., ., "' l · 0 . . .!L 2 "' "' 5 ? d rr ·-·-· . , ectnc ower rr -·-·". , ns1te power generation rr • .J • .J. ·- an 
Indirect Impact # 3 .12.2, please call Mary Cornell, Account Executive at 209-
739-2240 for: 

* Alternative to Propane fired heat 
* Alternative to diesel back-up power 
* natural gas fired co-gen unit for heat and power 
* Natural gas fueled fuel-cell for heat and power 
* The Gas Company financial incentives 
* Industrial and/or non-core natural gas rates 
* Appliance services 
* AQN.ID permit assistance 
* Natural gas powered vehicles and refueling 

Additionally, the Gas Company has high pressure facilities in the area of this 
proposed project running in a north to south easement at the east foot of Soledad 
mountain. 

Due to the nature of the mining and the proving-up processes, notification a week 
before blasting in the vicinity of our pipeline for safe engineering of the blasting 
weight and distance is necessary. Please call Mr. Ed Weigman, P. E., in this office 
at 818-701-3338 for the related engineering. 

If you require further information or have any questions call me at 818-701-3324. 

S!ly, IA/1/V'VJ,Vf 

/rrr:;H~e1 
Technical Services, Northern Region 
818-701-3324 

c: M Cornell, Mktg. 
P. Fitzgerald, Lancaster District Base 
D. Shea, Mojave District Base 
E. Weigman, Engine-..ring 
H. Corralejo, Environmental Compliance 
City Correspondence File 
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Comment Letter 2 from: 

Jim Hammel 
Southern California Gas Company 
June 3, 1997 

Response to Comment 2-1 

The comment that gas service could be provided is noted and included in the record. 

Response to Comment 2-2 

The comment about high pressure facilities east of the proposed project and notification a week 

before blasting in the vicinity of the pipeline is noted. There will be no blasting in the vicinity of the 

pipeline as part of the proposed project . 
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From the Oak of Shlrtey J. Conrad, Secretary, Rosamond Chamber of Commerce 
1449 Ridgecrest Q:lurt; Rosamond, CA 93560; Phone and Fax (805) 258-8338 

June 6., 1997 

Re: Resolution 97-01 of the Rosamond Chamber of Commerca supporting and 
recommending the Golden Queen Mining Company's Soledad Mountain Project 

This prefect will bring funds, both temporary and permanent, Into our economy 
'Hhile preserving the quality of the environment for the residents of this area. It 
does represent great opportunity fer !mprov,ament ln the quaUty of Jiving 
available to our residents. it wlll be a much needed boost to thl$ ccmmunlt'J In 
many ways. Thi:s positive impact will generate far into the future of our area. 

Therefore .. 1 urge ail of the officials reviewing these records to support the 
Soledad Mountain Project. 

With Respect, 

~Jl?,-~; 
Shiriey J. Conrad 
Secretary 
Rosamond Chamber of Commerca 
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Comment Letter 3 from: 

Shirley J. Conrad 
Secretary 
Rosamond Chamber of Commerce 
June 6, 1997 

Response to Comment 3-1 

The comment in support of the project is noted for the record. 
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June 5, 1997 

AESOU1110N 97-01 

Rosamond Chamber of Commerce 
Po.at Office Box 365 

Roamond, CA 93580-0385 
(809)258-3248 

Fax: (805)256-3249 

Whereas, the Golden Queen Mlnlng-Compuy'a Soledad Mountain Prafect 
wnvfronffl9ntld studies have shown no plant or animal Ufe wiU be threatened 
and U'lat air and water quality will remain hMJthy for all reeidantJ; and 

Whereas, the ~edad Mountain Project 19 c:ommfttad to 1'9Ctamatlon after 
mining; .ad 

Whereas, the Golden QuNn Mining Company la c:cmmitrad to hiring Eat Kem 
Rnldents, and buying Kam Ccunty Produda; and 

I 

-=3' Where•s 'lhe Gotden Queen Mlnin; Ccmpa,.~y wlll- spe!!d $40 miHlon In plant 
cooatructlon and crute 250 new conatructton jcbs; and 

Whereas,. the Golden Queen Mining Company will err.p(oy 230 permanent 
emp(.oy ... In East Kem to mine the weafth of S()fedad Mountain, and Improve the 
qualty ot lffe of ml l'Nidents; 

NOW THERS:ORE, BE RESOLVED that the Roumond Chamber of Comm•rea 
nenscy andora .. , supports, and wefcom•• the Gojden QlM«I Mining Company 
and the SoMdad Mountain Pt'Ofect; 

AND FUATHEH RESOLVES and dlrecta aJI county, ~tate. and federal and other 
govemm.ntal offlctals to l'9CQt'd this resciuttcn at any and aH further pubUc 

7r Uk 
Praident, dan S.,oor 
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Comment Letter 4 from: 

Dan Spoor 
President 
Rosamond Chamber of Commerce 
June 5, 1997 

Response to Comment 4-1 

The comment in support of the project is noted for the record. 
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Jun-11-97 10:25 CITY OF CALIFORNIA CITY 7603732674 p. 0~ 

.... 
I 

II) 

MAYOR'S PROCLAMATION 

WHEREAS, the Golden Queen ~fuung Company has achieved acceptance in a 
combined Draft ElS/EIR. for the Soledad Mowitain Project from the Bureau of Land 
Management and Kem County, and 

WHEREAS, Soledad Mountain has a land use designation for mining and a rich history 
of such land use and purpose., and the Golden Queen 1vfining Soledad Mountain Project 
would appropriately continue such land use~ and 

WHEREAS, the Soledad Mountain Project will require the investment by Golden 
Queen Mining of over S40 million in construction costs, will use Kem County suppliers 
for building and construction materials., and will employ aver 250 initial employees for 
eight months; and 

WHEREAS, the project will provide pcnnanentjobs for a projected 230 employees over 
a lifetime: of the project estimated bctVt'et:!l twelve and sixteen years, and Golden Queen 
Mining is committed to hiring east Kem residents and supporting Kern County 
businesses; and 

WHEREAS, the Golden. Queen Mining Company will be constructing and operating a 
state-of-the-art mine and reclaiming operation, while being simultaneously committed to 
the preservation of historical mining works and structures in the area. covered by the 
project; and 

WTIEREAS, the: Soledad Mining Project will provide an important addition to the Kem 
C aunty tax base and help to meet the infrastructure needs of Southeast Kem County; 

THERE.FORE, I., Larry Adams, Mayor of California City, do hereby support the Golden 
Queen Mining Company in the.ir endeavors in East Kern, and recommend that approvals 
required by local agencies be granted to allow this project to go forth. In witness thereof, 
1 have hereunto set my hand and caused the Great Seal of California City to be affixed 
this 6th Day of June, 1997. .- ... , ··· · 
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Comment Letter 5 from: 

Larry Adams 
Mayor 
California City 
June 11, 1997 

Response to Comment 5-1 

The comment in support of the project is noted for the record. 
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·~undl 
of Governments 

June 12, 1997 

Kem County Planning Dept. 
Attn.: Glenn A Barnhill 
2700 M Stre~ Suite 100 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 

Reference: Construction/Operation of Soledad Mountain Gold :Mine 

Dear Mr. Barnhill: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above-referenced project. 

As the Regional Transportation Planning Agency and Congestion Management Agency for Kem 
County, Kem Council of Governments focuses its att~"ltion on transportation, air quality, and land 
use compatibility issues. Upon review of the Environmental Impact Report prepared for the 

• referenced project, we offer the following comments. 

• 

... ~-
M 

I 

(C 

Regarding Table 2.2-1, it would be helpful to indicate which equipment uses diesel and 
which is gasoline-powered. 

Sections 2.2.2.3. 4 and 2.2.3. 8 should indicate the number of parking spaces provided for 
employees and visitors, and include what provisions will be made to meet ADA 
requirements. Section 3.13.2 should also quantify "adequate parking." 

Sections 2.2.3.6 and 3.13.2 indicate that increased road maintenance costs "(are) expected 
to mitigate by increased taxes such as fuel tax and property ta.x." This supposition is not 
quantified in Section 3 .11, nor Appendix IX. Nor does the DEIR quantify what is 
considered a "slight increase in road maintenance ( ecru) on Silver Queen Road." Kem 
COG considers this inadequate as a mitigation measure. With 80 percent of the workers 
recruited from the immediate area's labor force and with minimal increase in the housing 
stock, property tax increases are negligible. The same is true with fuel taxes. 

Footnotes 75 and 80 on pages 130 and 131 reference "1993 Kem Data Book" Only the 
1991 Kem Data Book is included in the bibliography. 

Referencing Sections 3.13.1 (pg. 279) and 3.13.2 (pg. 284), it should be noted that the 
LOSE on Rt. 14 by 2014 is predicated on construction of 15,000 dwelling units approved 
by Kem County Planning Dept.and no upswing in housing construction has been noted. 
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Kem County Planning Dept. 
June 12, 1997 
Page2 

6. 

Again, with 80 percent of the workers recruited from the immediate area, demand for 
additional housing by these workers would be negligible. 

Referencing page 288, Caltrans is not only "proposing" to reroute Rt. 58 to the north of 
Mojave. This project, the "Mojave Bypass," has been approved by the Kem County 
Board of Supervisors and is included in the STIP; construction will begin in 1999/2000. 
In addition, the current southern Rt. 14/Rt. 58 intersection will not be eliminated. It will 
be redesignated as Business Rt. S8. 

The intent of the Mojave Bypass is to lessen congestion along Sierra Highway in Mojave 
and to encourage those travelers not stopping for rest and refreshment in Mojave to use 
the bypass. The bypass will only mitigate traffic heading east on Rt. 5 8 from Tehachapi 
through Mojave toward Edwards Air Force Base and traffic headed west from Edwards 
AFB through Mojave toward Tehachapi. Congestion on ncnh/south Rt. 14 will not be 
mitigated with the bypass. 

Very truly yours, 

~~e,__._J 
1'farilyn J. Beardslee, AICP 
Senior Plannerll.ong Range Planning 

/mjb 
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Comment Letter 6 from: 

Marilyn J. Beardslee, AICP 
Senior Planner/Long Range Planning 
Kem Council of Governments 
June 12, 1997 

Response to Comment 6-1 

The mining equipment listed in Table 2.2-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS is expected to be powered by the 

following fuels: 

Equipment 

Exploration drills 

Blast hole drills 

ANFO truck 

Wheel loaders 

Off-road haul trucks 

Track dozers 

Water trucks 

Motor grader 

Fuel trucks 

Maintenance/lubrication trucks 

Passenger van 

Portable lights 

Crane 

Response to Comment 6-2 

Fuel 

Diesel 

Diesel 

Diesel 

Diesel 

Diesel 

Diesel 

Diesel 

Diesel 

Diesel 

Gasoline & diesel 

Gasoline 

Diesel generator 

Diesel 

The "new office" building referenced in Section 2.2.2.3.4 on page 73 of the Draft EIR/EIS is proposed 

near the entrance of the site. The need for this building is not anticipated until the mine is in 

operation. The size and staffing for this building will be determined at a future date. The building 

will have an adjacent parking lot that will have parking spaces in accordance with Kem County 

Zoning Ordinance requirements. 

The project-related buildings referenced in Section 2.2.3.8 on page 78 of the Draft EIR/EIS will have 

employee parking lots near or adjacent to the building. The parking lots will provide parking spaces 

according to Kem County Zoning Ordinance requirements . 
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Section 3.13.2 on page 285 states that adequate parking would be provided onsite for employees, 

deliveries and visitors. Section 3.13.2 also states that failure of a project to provide sufficient parking 

capacity for the projected numbers of automobiles and bicycles would be considered a significant 

impact. The facility is expected to employ 250 workers during construction and 230 workers during 

operation. Operation of the mine will be in several work shifts, therefore, not all 230 workers will be 

onsite at any one time. The applicant will provide sufficient parking spaces for the maximum number 

of workers on site at any one time, with additional spaces for visitors. 

All buildings and parking areas will be constructed according to Kem County Code of Building 

Regulations and Zoning Ordinance requirements as stated in Section 2.2.3.8 on page 78 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS and, therefore, will meet American Disability Act (ADA) requirements. 

Response to Comment 6-3 

Sections 2.2.3.6 on page 76 and 3.13.2 on page 284 of the Draft EIR/EIS state that a slight increase 

in road maintenance cost is expected on Silver Queen Road and that this cost is expected to be 

mitigated by increased taxes, such as fuel tax and property tax related to the project. Vehicles 

accessing the facility are expected to travel approximately two miles on Silver Queen Road (from 

State Route 14). The additional traffic on Silver Queen Road is expected to result in some increased 

maintenance cost. Discussions with the Kem County Roads Department indicate that the increased 

cost cannot be readily quantified. 

Increased fuel taxes will be generated from truck traffic associated with operation of the mine and 

aggregate sales. An Analysis of Socioeconomic Impacts of the proposed project is contained in 

Appendix XI of the Draft EIR/EIS. The analysis states, in Section 2.2.1 on page 6, that Golden 

Queen is currently paying $3,696 in property taxes on property within the project boundary. The 

analysis also states, in Section 2.2.1 on page 5, that the Kem County Assessor's Office estimated 

Golden Queen's property tax to be approximately $267,000 during the first year of operation; 

estimates were not given for the remaining 15 years of the project. As stated in Section 2.2. 1 on 

page 6, wages paid by Golden Queen will result in expenditures by employees, which will also 

generate additional tax dollars. 

The socioeconomic analysis concluded that county tax receipts will exceed county expenditures . 

However, it is not possible for Golden Queen to determine what portion of its taxes will end up in the 

Roads Department budget. 
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Discussions with the Roads Department, prior to preparation of the EIR/EIS, indicated that a major 

concern was the lack of a left tum lane on Silver Queen Road at the entrance to the mine. Golden 

Queen has committed to the installation of a left-tum lane as an applicant-proposed mitigation 

measure as stated in Section 3.13.6 on page 289 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 6-4 

The 1993 Kem Data book was footnoted but erroneously omitted from the bibliography. A correction 

has been made to the Final EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 6-5 

Sections 3.13.1 on page 279 of the Draft EIR/EIS projected average daily traffic (ADT) of 39,423 on 

State Route 14, south of Mojave for the year 2014 with a corresponding level of service of E. The 

projected ADT may be a worst case assumption. The EIR for the State Route 58-Mojave Freeway, 

cited on page 288 of the Draft EIR/EIS, predicted an ADT of 36,800 on State Route 14 in the year 

2020. The Soledad Mountain Project Draft EIR/EIS is in agreement with Kern Council of 

Governments assumption that the project will create a negligible demand for additional housing as 

• stated in Section 3.11.2 on page 270. 

• 

Response to Comment 6-6 

The comment that the "Mojave Bypass" project is scheduled to begin construction in 1999/2000 is 

noted. It is also noted that the current State Route 14/State Route 58 intersection will become the 

State Route 14/Business Route 58 intersection. The statement in Section 3.13.4 on page 288 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS that the construction and implementation of a new State Route 14/State Route 58 

interchange or alternate route is expected to occur is incorrect. The correct wording is as follows: 

CalTrans is proposing to ®Iii re-route State Route 58 to the north of Mojave to eliminate the 

State Route 14 and State Route 58 intersection. The eonstruetion and implementation of a 

new P!~$@Q1 State Route 14/State Route 58 interchange or alternate route is e:xpeeted to 

oeet:lf w.illtp~6pit.e.]he@:itat@i.J~o.tit~\::rt\41:6Us.iffi~§J~b.Ute,i\ffitiffffiteffiapg!. during the life of the 

Soledad Mountain Project. The new interchange and alternate route S.ffitiUiti6.li,~;5.a,Jf§.Ut~ 
is being implemented to maintain an acceptable Level of Service ffitifiJffijlj. The 

construction of the new interchange and alternate route is anticipated to start in the year 

2000 and would alleviate any increase in traffic associated with the Soledad Mountain Project 

and possible cumulative projects 11Mb.1¥§J;!iUi§Atl.11!t§Y.§ib.~itffl§ffll.J$.§:)tifM¢.1@&1-
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According to the Draft ner I EIS/EIR for the State Route 58 - Mojave Freeway, cited on page 288 

of the Soledad Mountain Project Draft EIR/EIS, reduction of traffic on the future Business Route 58 

(now Sierra Highway) will lower volume/capacity ratios at all intersections. The cumulative effects 

on traffic at the intersection of State Route 14 and State Route 58 due to increased traffic on State 

Route 14 as a result of this proposed project will be mitigated by the "Mojave Bypass" and lower 

traffic levels on Business Route 58. 
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Mojave Chamber of Commerce 
15836 Sierra Highway • Mojave. CA 93501 • (805) 824-2481 

Honorable Steve Perez 
Chairman 
Kern County Board of Supervisors 
1115 Truxtun A venue 
Bakersfield CA 93301 

Dear Steve: 

June 12, 1997 ~ -~ --

· • .O .. 

At a board meeting today, the directors of the Mojave Chamber of Commerce voted to support 
Golden Queen Mining Company's proposal to mine gold on Soledad Mountain. We believe 
this project will enhance the economy of our community, provide much-needed employment, 
and will have no measurable negative effect on the environment. 

Vie urge you to review this project carefully and consider our views in your deliberations. 

Sincerely yours, 

Pete Sturn 
President 

437 
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Comment Letter 7 from: 

Pete Stum 
President 
Mojave Chamber of Commerce 
June 12, 1997 

Response to Comment 7-1 

The comment in support of the project is noted for the record. 
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Kern County Planning Dept. 
2700 "M" Street, Suite 100 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 

Dear Mr. Barnhill, 

June 16, 1997 · 

A.s a fourth generation Kem county resident and grandson of a 1930s Golden Queen miner, 
I feel obligated in sending this letter to express my support of the Golden Queen mining operation 
on Soledad mountain. 
It is apparent that this mining operation will benefit the citizens of Kem county, particularly east 
Kern county. With the involvement of pe_ople like Dick Graeme and Phil Wyman I do not see how 
the people of east Kem could oppose such a windfall. Their integrity and concern for the well being 
of others is beyond reproach. High on their priority list is the wish to maintain a safe community 
while providing the citizens an opportunity to obtain middle class wages. 

In our current time of extreme environmental consciousness, the existing governmental 
checks do not allow mining companies to endanger nearby citizenry. Besides this monitoring by 
governmental agencies, the "environmentally friendly" philosophy of the Golden Queen mining 
company provides further assurance that mining will be done in a safe manner. 

In closing, the goals of the Golden Queen mining operation and the public are really one and 
the same-financial opportunity and community safety. 

Respectfully, ~ 
)~ '\ 

Deric English 
24261 Sage Ave 
Boron, CA 93516 
(760)762-6208 
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Comment Letter 8 from: 

Deric English 
Resident of Boron 
June 16, 1997 

Response to Comment 8-1 

The comment in support of the project is noted for the record. 
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8424 Viburnum Ave. 
California City, CA 93 505-4126 
June 16, 1997 

Kern County Planning Dept. 
Attn: Glenn Barnhill 
27000 "M" Street, Suite 100 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 

Dear Mr. Perez: 

We are writing in support of the Golden Queen :Mine. 

Telephone (760) 373 4158 
E-Mail gpm@ccis.com 

As residents of California City, we feel that this project will benefit all of East Kern 
County, not just Mojave. 

Under our present regulatory system, the impact on the environment will be minimal. 

This number of good paying jobs will have a positive effect on all of Kern County, not just 
the eastern part. 

As for the visual impact, as you pass by it on Highway 14, think of the jobs, think of the 
support of our schools and of our communities and it will be a very pleasing sight. 

Gerald L. Moseley 

1...:_/-r - , ./ )~ ~ 
,'~~ 

Patricia Moseley 
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Comment Letter 9 from: 

Gerald L. Moseley 
Patricia Moseley 
Residents of California City 
June 16, 1997 

Response to Comment 9-1 

The comment in support of the project is noted for the record. 
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CITY OF RIDGECREST 

June 17, 1997 

Kem County 
Planning Department 
Ted Jam.es, AI CP, Director 
2700 'M' Street, Suite 100 
Bakersfield, Ca. 933-01-2323 

Re: CUP #22, Map #214 
CUP #41, Map 213 
2/3-6 3 098 Streets and Highways 

Dear Mr James: 

PHONE 619-371-370C 
100 WEST CALIFORNIA AVENUE •RIDGECREST, CALIFORNIA 93555-4054 

I support the efforts of the Golden Queen Mining Company to develop the Soledad Mountain 
Project near Mojave. The project permitting process will address the required environmental 
issues. I'm confident that Kem County and the Bureau of Land Management are sensitive to the 
environment. 

I particularly endorse the prospect of 230 new jobs for the Eastern Kem County area. New jobs 
· for any of the communities in the area help the economy in general and we all receive some spin 
off benefits. I wish the project every success. 

Mayor 

97-164/mc 
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Comment Letter 1 O from: 

William R Lalor 
Mayor 
City of Ridgecrest 
June 17, 1997 

Response to Comment 10-1 

The comment in support of the project is noted for the record. 
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JUNE 18, 1997 

MR. GLEN BARNHILL 
KERN COUNTY PLANNING OFFICE 
2700 M STREET, SUITE 10& 
BAKERSFIELD, CA 93301 

MR. BARNHILL, 

DENARDI EQUIPMENT AND ITS' El'!Pt.OYEES RESPECTFULLY REQUEST THAT 
YOU SUPPORT THE GOLDEN QUEEN MINING VENTURE NEAR MOJAVE. 

YOU ARE VERY MUCH AWARE OF THE JOBS THAT WILL BE CREATED, AS 
WELL AS MANY KERN COUNTY BUSINESS THAT WILL BENEFIT FROM THE GOLDEN 
QUEEN I1INE . 

KERN COUNTY'S HISTORY WITH THE MINING INDUSTRY HAS BEEN LONG 
AND SUCCESSFUL. LET'S ADD ANOTHER POSITIVE PAGE TO THAT LEGACY. 

DENARDI EQUIPMENT AND OUR EQUIPMENT SUPPLIERS HAVE HAD LONG 
WORKING RELATIONSHIPS WITH MANY OF THE PRINCIPLES AND MANAGERS AT 
THE GOLDEN QUEEN MINING COMPANY. THEIR COMMITMENT TO SAFETY, 
ENVIRONMENT AND COMMUNITY IS SECOND TO NO OTHER COMPANY. 

Rt::,iFULL Y, 
. I u 

DAN STONE 
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Comment Letter 11 from: 

Dan Stone 
DeNardi Equipment 
June 18, 1997 

Response to Comment 11-1 

The comment in support of the project is noted for the record. 
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STATE CAPITO!.. 
SACRAMENTO. CA 95814 
t916• 445-6637 

<1Ialifnrnia ~±a±.e ~.ena±.e 

ANTEL.OPE VAU.EY OFFICE 

1008W. AVE. M•14 
SUITE G 
PAl..MOAt..E. CA 93551 
(8051274-0188 • 

• 

• 

,-

CN 
,-

SENATOR 
WM. J. "PETE" KNIGHT 

SEVENTEENTH SENATORIAi. DISTRICT 

Kem County Planning Department 
Attn. Glen Barnhill 
2700 "M" Street, Suite 100 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 

Dear Mr. Barnhill: 

June 19, 1997 

$ANT A CL.AAIT A VAL.L.EY OFFICE 

25709 RYE CANYON ROAO 
SUITE 105 
SANTA CL.ARITA. CA 91355 
1805) 294•8184 

VICTOR VAI.L.EY OFFICE 
I 5278 MAIN STREET 
SUITE 0 
HESPERIA. CA 92345 
!6191244·2402 

Please find this letter as an endorsement of the proposed Golden Queen Mining 
Company Soledad Mountain Mining Project. 

This project is vital to the economic future of Kem County. It is anticipated that 
this project will provide nearly 500 jobs over the duration of operation. Jobs will vary 
from labor and semi-skilled to clerical and supervisory. With the mine conservatively 
projected to produce 12-16 years, Golden Queen Mining employees will contribute to the 
economic base of Kem County well into the next century. 

The company has also taken many necessary steps to ensure they meet all the 
environmental standards mandated by the State of California and the Federal 
Government. Issues of not impacting any threatened or endanger species, and meeting 
strict water and air quality standards have been addressed. 

Considering the economic benefit and the minimal environmental impact Golden 
Queen Mine would bring to Kem County, I urge the Board of Supervisors to 
enthusiastically approve this project . 

WJK:cs 
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Comment Letter 12 from: 

William J. Knight 
California State Senator 
Seventeenth Senatorial District 
June 19, 1997 

Response to Comment 12-1 

The comment in support of the project is noted for the record. 
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SVJ'E~ 
?.0.SOX~ 

s..:.cRAMEkTO. CS. 9'24~ 
(918) ..&;&H1QZ 

~s~l1! 
®Ilifnntut it · -sla:nitt 

FAX: (916) :.:D-7~ 

biSikiC• OJlRC! 
14011 ~AVENUE.M70 
~e,,.srz:m 

(760) 951-8SSS 
FAX: (7e0) 9S1-747'5 .KEITH Ci.BERG 

.,.. 
M .,.. 

~e.ieeR. THIRTY4'0UJffli. OISi'l'!lc:' 

June 20, 1997 :.! 

M=. Gle!lil Ba.r.ohill 
Ker.i County Plannjng Depa.:::tment 
2700 "M" Streec, Suite 100 
Bakersfield, C:..~ 93301 

Re: Company Soledad Mountain E>:-oject 

! am w=iting to express my s-..ipport fer t..'r:te economic benefit to t=.is 
region ~hae would be created by the proposed C--olden Queen Mini~q 
Company Soledad Mountain P=oject_ The 34~h District, incluci.~g 
Ke=i Cou.."!.t:y, has lost thousands of prima...-y jobs as a result of the 
defense draw down. In. a time of milita::y installation dowTsizing, . 
azid =~sulting business flight, the Scledad Mountain Proje:t will· 
provide much ~eeded jobs . 

Specifically~ the Golden Queen Mining Company es~imates ~~at ~he 
Soledad Mountain P=oject will c~st over $40 million to const:-~cc 
and will create over 250 tempora::-.f jobs. ·when corn.ple-::ed, th.e 
comp~y projects that 230 perw.an.ent employees will be needed to 
fill labor, se.'!ti-ski.lled, clerical and supe::visor1 posi~ions. 

·Local businesses ~d the economv can. onlv benefit from ~he jM~lux 
of dollars that will augment the local -tax base, new employment: 
O?port:u..~i~ies, and che regional economy. I urge yol..U:' favo=a:::,le 
consideration of chis ver.f important prcject. 

With high pe=sonal regards, I am sz; 
R.. KEITE: OLB~G 
Assembly-man1 34-ch District 

RKO:dk 
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Comment Letter 13 from: 

R. Keith Olberg 
Assemblyman, 34th District 
Assembly California Legislature 
June 20, 1997 

Response to Comment 13-1 

The comment in support of the project is noted for the record. 
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• ENGINEERING • !'I.ANNING • SIJRVETING • ~o oevaoPMEHT • CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 

June 23. 1997 

StJ1181Visor Steve A. Paraz 
Kem County Board of SUl)eMSOrs 
1115 Truxtun Avenue. 1502 
Bakersffald. CA 93301 

I 
RE: Golden Queen Mining/Soledad Mountain Project 

Caar Mr.1 P~: 

We hereby submit this letter of support for the Golden Queen Mining/Soledad Mountain 
Project. C•Wait Corporation has been activeiy involved with providing profesaionaf surveying 
:services to Golden Queen Mining during tha past three (3) years • 

• 
s Proiect taps the uniq.Ja opportunities which are part of Ea.stem Kam County and 
re.sem:s a responsible Investment in our local economy, which in tum. snhance.s ail azpects 

of our community. W~ .support the orderly deve!opment of miner.aJ resources within our 
community and the adheranca to aJI applicable permitting reguiations. We feel confident that 
the· umbrella af local, state and federal guidelines for the permitting and operation of such 
facilities will ensure the safety and protection of our community and enviroment. 

; 

Thaj patient and responsible attittide Golden Queen Mining ha:s :shown throughout their 
reaearch and pjanning of the Soledad Mountain Project is to be commended. Your support . ' 

at this investment In our cnmmuni~ will be at benefit to us all. 
I 

• 
Kem County Planning Department 
Ann: Glenn Barnhill 

1GJ 23iO SmE.ET UCSSF,8A CUS'»t ll05I =--o • F.U (aC5I ~_. 

aaail: dllGCI~ 
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Comment Letter 14 from: 

Dennis W. DeWalt 
President 
DeWalt Corporation 
June 23, 1997 

Response to Comment 14-1 

The comment in support of the project is noted for the record. 
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STA Tc OF CALIFORNIA· THE ReSOlJRCES AGENCY P!:TE WU ... SON. Gov.,-not 

OEP~ENT Of CONSERVATION 
om~ aF MlNE BECUMATIOIII 
Kedamtion Unit 
3Qt J: S!rat. !,IS Q9.0S 

SACWISITO. c.\ gsa,~ 
PMONE: l9t61 m&7 
FAX: 19161 lZZ-4362 

Mr. Scott Denney 
Associate Planner 
Kem Counfy Planning 

and Development Services 
2700 M Street, Suite 100 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 

Dear Mr. Denney: 

June 27, 1997 

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Golden Queen Mining 
Company, Inc Soledad Mountain Project Reclamation Plan. 

CUP 41, MAP 213; CUP 22. MAP 214 - SCH #96061052 

• T aleccmmunications 
Oevic:a ror the Deaf 

CS16) 32~255:i 

The Office of Mine Reclamation (OMR) has reviewed the Draft: Environmental 
Impact Report (08R) for the Soledad Mountain Project reclamation plan. Tne 
proposed project is located on Soledad Mountain south of Mojave and will 
encompass approximately 930 acres of a 1600 acre site. Tne project involves 
excavation of a pit to a depth of 1,300 feet below existing ground surface (mountain). 
Primary extraction is for gold and silver, wtth aggregate as a by-product of mining. 
Approximately 200 million tons of waste material will be retained on site over the life 
of the project. OMR staff previously reviewed a draft reclamation plan for this project 
1n October 1996. At that time, not all redamaticn plan components were presented 
for review. The revised reclamation plan presented in the DSR addresses previous 
staff comments, and presents new information. 

Tne revised redamation plan and pertinent portions of the DEIR were reviewed 
for compliance with the Surface Mining and Redamation Act. of 1975 (SMARA) 
(Public Resources Code Section 2710 et seq.) and the State Mining and Geology 
Board regulations for surface mining and reciamation practice (California Code of 
Regulations (CCR) Title 14, Chapter 8, Artide 1, Section 3500 et seq.; Article-9, 
Section 3700 et seq.). The following comments prepared by Mary Ann Showers and 
Catherine Gaggini are offered to assist you in review of this project 
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Scott Denney 
June 27. 1997 
Page 2 

As stated in our previous letter, SMAAA and the CCR require that specific 
items be addressed or induded in reciamation plans. lnforrnation and data to support 
proposed reciamation are contained in the DEIR. but are summariz-od in the . 
reciamation plan. For ease in compliance monitoring, we recommend that the 
redamation plan, with pertinent DE1R attachments and appendices. be presented as 
a single document The following D8R sections contain redamation plan · 
information: 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

1. 

Section 2. 1 Project Setting 
Section 22 Project Characteristics 
Section 3.1 Mining Resources (Natural Resources) 
Section 3.2 Physiography and Geology 
Section 3.3 Soils (Earth Resources} 
Section 3.4 Hydrology 0/1/af:Jar Resources} 
Section 3.6 Biology 
Appendix Ill Reciamation Plan 

Attachment B Bio{ogicaI and Soil Resource Evaluation for the 
Soledad Mountain Project 

Attachment C Soledad Mountain Project, Slope Stabiiity Project 
Attachment D Redamation and Revegetation Procedures for 

Soledad Mountain Project 
Attachment E Site Drainage Plan 

Appendix V Hydrology Study Summaries for the Soledad Mountain Project 

Geotechnjcal Requirements 
'(Refer to cc.~ Sec:icns 3602(b}(3), (b}(4). 3704 (a), (b), (ci), (e), (f)) 

We racarnmar.d ·the:rec!arnation p~r. be supp!e~ented to spe:mcaUy · 
incorporate the recommendation put forth by Don A. Poulter of Glasgow 
Engineering Group, Inc. Glasgow Engineering Group reviewed the slope 
stability analysis conducted by Dr. Able. In addition, the potential for · 
topographic amplification was evaluated. In both the reviews, dated August 
29, 1996 and December 5, 1996. Don A Poulter rer-emrnended that the slope 
stabillfy input parameters be checked as the pit is developed and joint and 
fracture are exposed in the pit wails. The rac!amation plan should specify 
frequency of slope inspections and that the inspections be conducted by a 
California Registered Engineering Geologist or Professional Engineer. 

454 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

01 

;I 
01 

(0 

in 
?"" 

• 
in 
?"" 

Scott Denney 
June 27, 1997 
Page 3 

Resoiling and Revegetation 
(Refer to SM.A.RA Section 2m(a). CCR Sedons 3503(a)(1),(f),(g). 3704(c). 

370S(a).(b}.(c).(d).(e).(f).(g).(h).(l),(D.(k},(1).(m). 3707(b),(d). 3711 (a),(b),(c),(d},(e)) 

Reclamation (Revegetation) techniques are presented in Attachment D. This 
Attachment addresses many of the revegetation requirements of SMARA and the 
CCR. Additional information is, however, needed far the following: 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

The plan proposes to reapply growth media to catchment basins and some 
slopes. We recommend that plan maps show where resoiling and seeding wiII 
occur and where basins will be installed. · 

Reference is made to transplanting "locally adapted plant species" to 
catchment basins. We recommend that the plan include a flSt 9f the species to 
be transplanted. inciuding criteria used to determine if a plant can be 
transplanted (size c!ass. etc.). 

The plan refers to collection of seed and. harvesting of seed in the duff layer 
for revegetation. The seed application rate is expressed as one Y:: cup seed 
per catchment basin. We recommend that the plan provide an approximate 
seed installation rate expressed as pounds per acre. 

One section of the plan states that horizontal surfaces of overburden stockpiies 
"may be [emphasis addedJ recontoured for erosion and drainage control, as 
well as revegetation." Elsewhere, the plan states that the horizontal surfaces 
of the overburden wiil be recontoured. This point should be cfarffied in the 
reclamation plan. 

Revegetation perfomiance standards are presented in the reclamation plan. 
1-s stated in our previous comments. we recommend that the performance 
standards be based on perennial species. As currently written. density is 
based on perennial species while cover and species richness could apparently 
be based on perennial or annual species (..A.ttachment D, page 14) . 

CCR Section 3705(m) describes the development of revegetaticrl 
performance standards based either on baseline ptant cover. plant densify, and 
species richness or that of ~ reference site. The revegetation plan proposes to 
compare revegetated areas to same-year data sampling for bond release. Due 
to previous disturbance at this site from vandalism and frequent wildfires, we 
recommend that baseiine data be used to detennine compliance with the 

455 



I 

It) 
,-

Scott Denney 
June 27, 1997 
Page4 

reclamation plan. Same-year data wm be difficult to ascertain if the 
undisturbed reference site is damaged. 

We recommend that the reclamation plan employ baseline data 
gathered during the drought (1990 sampling) as the basis for perfonnance 
standards and focus on plant density and perennial species richness rather 
than perennial plant cover. Plant density should be specified as 100% of the 
drought dem:~l.,. °TI'Js parameter ·would be readily achieved during years with 
favorable precipitation. · 

!f you have any questions on these comments or require any assistance with 
other rnine redamation issues, please contact me at (916) 323-8565. 
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Comment Letter 15 from: 

James W. Pompy 
Manager, Reclamation Unit 
Department of Conservation 
Office of Mine Reclamation 
June 27, 1997 

Response to Comment 15-1 

The reclamation plan appears as a single document in the Draft EIR/EIS for the Soledad Mountain 

Project. Appendix Ill, including attachments, of the EIR/EIS is the Application for the Surface Mining 

and Reclamation Plan for the Soledad Mountain Project. Reclamation plan information as requested 

in the comment is included in the application as follows: 

Draft EIR/EIS Information 

Section 2.1 Project Setting 

Section 2.2 Project Characteristics 

Section 3.1 Mining Resources 

Section 3.2 Physiography and Geology 

Section 3.3 Soils 

Section 3.4 Hydrology 

Section 3.6 Biology 

Location in SMARA Application 

Item #8 on page 2. 

Item #13 on pages 13 through 22 . 

Item #33 on pages 35 through 38. 

Item #11 on page 2. 

Item #12 on page 3. 

Item #13, Topography, on page 20. 

Item #13, Soils, on pages 14 and 15. 

Item #13, Groundwater/Water Supply, on 

pages 18 and 19. 

Item #13, Wildlife Resources, on pages 16 

and 17 . 

Appendix Ill, Reclamation Plan, is the Surface Mining Reclamation Plan which was filed with Kem 

County Planning Department and reviewed by the Office of Mining Reclamation. 
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The Hydrology Study Summaries are summarized in the Reclamation Plan in Item #13 on pages 18 

and 19. 

Response to Comment 15-2 

Fractures, joints and other structures of the pit walls will be mapped on a one inch to twenty feet 

scale almost daily as needed during operations. The mapping will be reviewed annually by a 

California Registered Engineering Geologist or Professional Civil Engineer. The annual report will 

be submitted to Kem County according to a monitoring program. 

Response to Comment 15-3 

Please refer to Exhibit 5 in the Surface Mining Reclamation Plan (Appendix Ill of the Draft EIR/EIS). 

The areas to be resoiled and seeded are shown with a stipple pattern. It is not possible to determine 

the locations of basins at this time. The locations will depend on the final micro topography of the 

reclaimed areas. 

Response to Comment 15-4 

Please refer to page 12 of Section 4.1 of the Reclamation and Revegetation Procedures for Soledad 

Mountain in Attachment D of Appendix Ill of the Draft EIR/EIS. The use of transplants of site

indigenous species will be included in test plots to determine the chance of their successful use. 

The test plots will use plants grown from the Preliminary Plant Seed Mixture for Revegetation as 

shown on Page 25 of Attachment D. It is not known at this time which plants, if any, will be 

successful for use as transplants and, therefore, the criterion for transplantation is not established. 

Response to Comment 15-5 

The seed application rate is estimated at approximately seven to eight pounds per acre. 

Response to Comment 15-6 

Page 11 of Attachment D, Reclamation and Revegetation Procedures for the Soledad Mountain 

Project, of Appendix Ill, Surface Mining Reclamation Plan, in the Draft EIR/EIS has been changed 

to read: 
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"The horizontal surfaces of the overburden piles may f/l.ijJ be recontoured for erosion and 

drainage control ... " 

Response to Comment 15-7 

For purposes of clarification, page 14 of Attachment D, Appendix Ill, has been changed as follows: 

It is proposed that the standard for the reclaimed surfaces will be set at 35 percent of the 

vegetative cover (amount of surface covered by P•riffll plant canopies), 20 percent of the 

density (number of perennial plants per unit area) and 30 percent of diversity (number of 

different species 6Upefehriiai§ in a sample area). 

Sites used for concurrent and comparable monitoring for revegetation will be undisturbed. Sites that 

have been damaged will not be chosen. Text on page 33 of the Surface Mining Reclamation Plan, 

Appendix Ill of the Draft ElR/EIS, reiterates this and has been modified to state: 

mm.wiir:mm11tiiiitirlI§il.i.tlimJt1.i::1111µffitI~m11111iiis11i1mm1tm1n1tmmsiiitiiiilm 
jffili.fli.gm:i:IItlMig~iat~t1i1,11:::afflHmitlilt111:::~lfJ.ma1.1tmi111:11.i,11.I1m1Htt1t&Jn1 
111::m::~1.r411111I:1mtW:1!IJ2Ittl.§IIHmti2ra:mms11111,1,1I1µifm~ 
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ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVlCES DEPARTMENT 

STEVE McC~ R.E.H.S., Director 
2700 V STFlEET, SUITE 300 
Balcarsfiald., C.19330'1-Z?:10 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENC 

•
·• Voice:. (805) 862-8700 

RD: (SOS) S62-o701 

DAVID PRICE Ill, RMA DIRECT'C 
Engineering & Survey Services Deparunt 
Environmental Health Services Oepartm1 

Planning Oepartnu 
Roads Cepartm. 

• 

• 

TTY ReJay: (800) ~...5-2929 

,.. 
• 

(0 ,.. 

June.30 .. 1997 

TO: Scott Denney 
"' ~~g Department · 

~M: ?~ael T. Gnekow ... Chief EHS 
Enviroamental Health Services Department ·~ 

SUBJECT: Map 213,. CUP 41; Map 214, CUP 22 
-SOiedad Mtn. Project 

In reviewing the acoustical analysis submitted with the draft Environmennl Impact 
Rep~ it. was noted that the 65 dB LON contour extended beyond the project 
boundary to the north and west impacting private property. The zoninu for this 
property would allow the constru~on of single farn,ily residences which are 
considered sensitive uses in the Kem CountY General Ptan noise. eJement. For 
sensitive uses the maximum noise allowed· is 65 dB LON which could be excaeded by 
this project. 

· The appficant' s acoustical consultant shor.dd provide mitigation measures for review 
and approval by this Department which will address this issue. · 

MTG:jg 

cc: WZJr Inc. - Mary Jane Wilson 
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Comment Letter 16 from: 

Michael T. Gnekow 
Chief EHS 
Environmental Health Services Department 
County of Kem 
June 30, 1997 

Response to Comment 16-1 

There is no impact because there are no residences in the area of concern. Therefore, a mitigation 

measure is not necessary. 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 on 

page 256, in order to comply with the Noise Element of the Kem County General Plan, as stated in 

Section 3.9.5, Summary of Regulatory Requirements, on page 257 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the following 

methods will be used. 

• Noise levels will be monitored to determine if the noise levels are above the recommended 

limits. 

• 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 reduction of work in the area of the residence 

during nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). 

If the proposed project is approved, a condition of approval will be incorporated in the Conditional 

Use Permit to ensure compliance. 
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Lee Delaney 
Area Manager 

Native American Heritage Preservation 
Council of Kern County 

P.0.Box 1507 
Bakersfield . CA 93302 

Bureau of Land Management 
300 South Richmond Rd. 
Ridgecrest, CA 93555 July 8,1997 

Re: Expansion of Golden Queen Mine, Mojave CA. 

Andy Greene and I would like to let you know that we appreciated the opportunity 
to meet with your representatives from the SLM and those of the Golden Queen 
Mine on June 19th. As you know, our priority is preserving our cultural resources; 
at the same time, it is not our intent to impede the progress of any project . 

We have found the people at the Golden Queen to be concerned about any 
prehistoric sites that could possibly be found within the projected expansion area. 
Through an Archaeological firm they retained, only one Native American site was 
located. Andy Greene had expressed his concern that perhaps during the actual 
mining operation some other artifacts or remains-however remote the chance-
might be uncovered. Richard Graeme, Vice-President of Operations, has assured 
us that we will be notified should anything unusual be found. 

In addition, the environmental issues (another of our priorities) were addressed at 
the meeting and we are pleased to say that not only were we appreciative of their 
interest and concern about our Native American cultural sites but also the efforts 
they have undertaken to best protect the environment. We found the people at the 
Golden Queen to be honest. forthright. and above-board in dealing with our 
cultural resources and the impact the expansion might have on the environment. 

463 

Sincerely'4~ 

Fay VanHorn 
Native American Heritage 
Preservation Council 
P.O. Box 1507 
Bakersfield. CA 93302 



Comment Letter 17 from: 

FayVanHom 
Native American Heritage 
Preservation Council of Kem County 
July 8, 1997 

Response to Comment 17-1 

The comment about the cultural resources of the project area is noted. Please see regulatory 

requirements listed in Section 3.7.5 and project design features listed in Section 3.7.6 on pages 241 

and 242 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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SIERRA CLUB 
California/Nevada RCC Mining Committee 
P.O. Drawer W, Independence. CA 93526 
Stan Haye, Chair. (619) 

Ted James, AICP, Director 

Planning Department, County of Kern 

2700 "M" St., Ste 100 

Bakersfield, CA 93301-2323 

Re: CUP #22, Map, #214; CUP #41, Map #213 

DEIS for Soledad Mountain Project 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

July 9, 1997 

Although the above referenced mining project is in an area already heavily impacted 

by mining, we would ask that you consider the following comments: 

l. Instead of the Preferred Alternative, we strongly recommend that the Reduced 

Project Alternative be approved. Although, as stated in the EIS/R, some benefits of 

reducing existing hazards and reclamation of previously disturbed mining activities 

would not be achieved, this is far outweighed by the benefits to visual resources. 

The impact on the mountain from the Proposed Alternative would never be mitigated or 

reclaimed, nor could it be -- restoring significant ridge lines of Soledad Mountain 

to their previous profile would be impossible. However, whatever existing hazards 

and unreclaimed land that remain after this project could be mitigated and restored 

in the future. Adopting the Reduced Project Alternative would avoid the permanent 

commitment of scenic resources to mining, which we consider very important. 

2. We believe that, although there are presently no residences near the project 

except those on Silver Queen Road, residential subdivisions may have been approved 

very near to the project boundaries. If so, this fact should be noted, and 

appropriate actions to minimize impacts to these potential residential areas should 

be included in the EIS/R. 

3. The EIR/S should specify that after r=5lamation, all areas shall be contoured to 

resemble natural land forms in the immediate area. No terraces or straight lines 

should be left on any land forms. Where appropriate, rock stain should be applied to 

mimic natural colors. 

4. As Sierra Club volunteers, we are always very concerned about the extent of 

public participation in any governmental activity. Therefore, we ask that, as part 

of the E!R/S, public tours of the project be advertised and scheduled, so that the 

public can see of the conditions of the EIS/R regarding reclamation are being 

carried out. We also ask that, before the bond is released, a final public tour and 

a public ~aring be scheduled so that we can see that the terms of the EIS/R have, 

in fact, been met. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please let us know as this project 

progresses. 

Sincerely, 

Stan Haye 

Chair 

To explore. enjoy, and protect the wild places of the earth. 
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Comment Letter 18 from: 

Stan Haye 
Chair 
Sierra Club 
July 9, 1997 

Response to Comment 18-1 

The Reduced Project Size is discussed in Section 4.6.4 on page 391 of the Draft EIR/EIS. It is 

important to construct a post-mining topography which approximates natural contours. Please see 

the response to Comment 18-3. 

Response to Comment 18-2 

The residential subdivisions which have been approved near the project boundaries are discussed 

in Section3.10.1 on page 261 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Sections 3.10.5 and 3.10.6 on pages 265 and 

266 of the Draft EIR/EIS, summarize the actions which will minimize impacts to the potential 

residential areas. 

Response to Comment 18-3 

As stated in Section 3.2.1.5 on page 159 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the State Mining and Geology Board 

Reclamation Regulations require that slopes of the pit and overburden piles be stable and conform 

with the surrounding topography. Please see Section 2.2.5.4 on page 90 of the Draft EIR/EIS for 

a discussion of the reclamation of the overburden piles and the last paragraph of Section 2.2.5.5 on 

page 92 of the Draft EIR/EIS for a discussion of the reclamation of the heap leach piles. In 

summary, straight edges of overburden piles and heap leach piles will be recontoured during 

reclamation. 

The pit walls are designed to have benches which will ensure stability of the walls. The pit high walls 

will be left in a safe and stable configuration with benches, subject to natural processes. As stated 

in Section 3.2.1.3 on page 158 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the view of the open pit mine benches would 

be primarily limited to an area northeast of the site on Silver Queen Road. The comment about rock 

staining is noted and included in the record. 
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Response to Comment 18-4 

The request for public tours and inspections is noted. It is likely that the project applicant would 

accommodate public interest in demonstration of reclamation activities at the mine site. However, 

enforcement of the reclamation plan is done by the lead agencies in accordance with Section 

2774(b) of SMARA and 43 CFR 3809. All Kem County, SLM and other regulatory case files are 

available for public review during normal business hours . 
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9081 Soledad Rd. 
Mojave, CA 93501 
July 12, 1997 

Dear Supervisor Perez: 

This letter is in reference to the Soledad Mtn. mining project We would like to see the 
project stopped, but reality dictates that this will probably not happen. If the project 
is to continue, then we would like to request that certain conditions be explicitly spelled 
out in the conditional use permit. These conditions are: 

1. 

2. 

Testing of our ground water be conducted by independent labs at the expense 
of the mining company. Our well and those of other residents in the area should 
be the sources of the data used to monitor any drop in the water table and levels 
of contamination. Written into the use permit the stipulation that if our well water 
levels drop more than thirty feet in depth the mining company must obtain their 
water from another source . 

We live directly downwind from Soledad Mtn. The prevailing winds come from 
the northeast - from the wind fanns, over and around the mountain to where we 
live. The cyanide and mercury monitoring needs to be conducted DOWNWIND 
of the project, specifically in our area. Also, the cyanide needs to be enclosed in 

a vat system that contains the solution and keeps the vapors out of the air. 

3. Restrict blasting to between the hours of 8:00 AM. and 5:00 P.M. Further, 
restrict the blasting so that no blasting will take place if the wind is greater than 
25 MPH with stiff fines imposed if blasting does take place during restricted hours. 

4. The Golden Queen Mining Company must also be held accountable for the 
proper clean-up of the project. That burden should not be passed on to the 
the taxpayers of Kern County. · 

We are reasonable people and would like to peacefully coexist with this project 
There are about 50 -60 residences out here directly downwind of this project, not 
the 10 the report indicated. Drive around for yourself and see. We will all have 
to live with the blasting, noise, dirt, chemicals, etc. All we ask is that you make 
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!I it possible for us to do so by placing reasonable restrictions upon the project. 
,.... 

As our representative, we are depending upon you to protect our interests. 
Please do not fail us. 

Yours truly, 

~c!~~L~ 
Rodney and Cathy Sedam 

cc: 

Kern County Planning Commission 
Glenn Barnhill / Scott Denny 

BLM Ridgecrest Resource Area Manager 
Ahmed Moshen 
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• Comment Letter 19 from: 

Rodney & Cathy Sedam 
Residents of Mojave 
July 12, 1997 

Response to Comment 19-1 

The location of monitoring wells is described in Section 2.2.2.2.3 on page 61 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

The location of the monitoring wells is immediately down-gradient from the heap leach pad and any 

change in water quality due to the proposed projed would be measured and recognized close to the . 
potential source of contamination. The parameters to be measured in the monitoring wells will be 

established by the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board in the Waste Discharge 

Requirements as stated in Sedion 2.2.4.1 on page 80 and in Section 3.4.2.5 on page 198 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS and will include the depth to groundwater as well as any potential constituents of 

concern. 

As stated in Section 3.4.2.2 on page 196 of the Draft EIR/EIS, groundwater drawdown should not 

• exceed 30 feet at a distance of two miles from the water supply wells and the actual drawdown could 

be approximately 10 feet or less. As stated in Section 3.4.2.3 on page 197 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 

projected annual water use is less than 7 percent of the estimated annual recharge to the basin. 

• 

The drawdown of groundwater is not expected to affect wells west, south or east of the mountain. 

Drawdown would extend to the north and northwest of the projed water supply wells. As stated in 

Section 3.4.2.1 on page 188 of the Draft EIR/EIS, limited amounts of groundwater may occur in the 

fractured crystalline and volcanic bedrock that forms Soledad Mountain although groundwater has 

not been noted in the exploration boreholes or the mine shafts. Water would not be expeded to 

move through the mountain from the south or southeast into the cone of depression (modeled in 

Water Supply Evaluation, Appendix V) which would form as the result of pumping from the water 

supply wells. 

In response to comments regarding a mitigation measure of supplementing groundwater with an 

alternate source of water, the following is the revised applicant-proposed mitigation measure . 
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Golden Queen 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 that the monitoring program shows that the actual water drawdown in the well 

when corrected for well conditions exceeds the predicted model for six consecutive months, Golden 

Queen will supplement the water supplied by the production wells with up to 300 gpm of water from 

Antelope Valley - East Kem Water Agency. 

This revision is included in the Final EIR/EIS. The revision allows for closer monitoring of the ... 

groundwater level in the area of the project water supply wells. ....:i~, 

Response to Comment 19-2 

As stated in Section 3.5.6 on page 218 of the Draft EIR/EIS, monitoring stations for PM10 will be 

established upwind and downwind from the processing facilities. 

As stated in Section 3.5.5 on page 218 of the Draft EIR/EIS, cyanide concentrations will be 

monitored by the operator and reported to SLM, Kem County and Mine Safety and Health 

• 

Administration (MSHA) according to regulations. Intermittent monitoring for HCN using hand-held • 

monitors will occur in the area of the heap leach pads and the processing plan as required by MSHA. 

Site operations will be conducted in compliance with MSHA regulations as stated in Section 3.12.5 

on page 276 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Please see Section 6.3.1.1.1 for a discussion of the monitoring of mercury which will take place in 

the area of the mercury smelter. 

Monitoring of HCN and mercury vapor near the potential sources allows immediate detection. Due 

to atmospheric dispersion, concentrations at distant monitors offsite would be insignificant. 

The cyanide solution will be contained within tanks and pipes except for distribution on the heap 

leach pads (Section 2.2.2.2.4 on page 67 of the Draft EIR/EIS). The cyanide solution will be applied 

to the heap leach pad using buried emitters (Section 2.2.2.2.3 on page 61 of the Draft EIR/EIS). The 

solution will be stored in the bottom of the heap leach pad and will not be exposed at the surface of 

the leach pad. 
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Response to Comment 19-3 

As stated on page 45 of the Draft EIR/EIS, blasting will take place one time per day, during the 

afternoon shift change or the lunch break, approximately five days per week. As stated in Section 

3.5.5 on page 218 of the Draft EIR/EIS, sources of emissions will be controlled to ensure compliance 

with California Health & Safety Code 41700 (i.e., nuisance) and 41701 (i.e., visible emissions). The 

emissions from blasting are quantified in Appendix VII, Estimated PM10 and Air Toxics Emissions and 

Impacts Assessment, of the Draft EIR/EIS. The impacts to air quality were determined to be less 

than significant, as discussed in Section 3.5.2 on page 215 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 19-4 

Please see Section 2.2.5.8 on page 98 of the Draft EIR/EIS for a discussion of the bonding 

requirements that ensure all proposed reclamation activities can be completed at no public expense 

in the event that the project sponsor does not meet this obligation. 

Response to Comment 19-5 

Please see Section 6.3.1.2 for a discussion of the number of residences in the area . 
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Kem River Paiute Council 
1700 Bodfish St., 
Bodfish, Ca., 93205 

July 12, 1997 

Mr. Glenn A. Barnhill 
Special Projects Division Chief 
Planning Department 
County of Kem 
2700 "M" St., Suite 100 
Bakersfield, Ca., 93301-2323 

Dear Glenn, 

Re:CUP#22, Map#214 
CUP#41,Map#213 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Soledad Mountain Project . 
Your project document Executive Summary Tables, page S-33 and other portions of the 
document clearly indicate adherence to CEQA and NEPA processes. 

As you may already be aware, my interest and the interest of Native Americans are the 
burial sites and remains. Avoidance is always the preferred method. I'm not clear on the 
method you want to use in monitoring the impacts on the sites listed in page 242 of your 
report. I would suggest that as part of that research design a Native American Consultant 
should also be included in the monitoring process. 

You seemed to have alluded to other additional CEQA and NEPA requirements as 
necessary in the EIS/EIR, and I would recommend that close monitoring is in order to 
ensure compliance. 

Respectfully, 

R_-<h;,;2,Jp~ L . 
Robert Gortf Jr. l D · 
2619 Driller Ave., 
Bakersfield, Ca., 93306-2505 
[805)871-1658 FAX [805)871-0609 
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Comment Letter 20 from: 

Robert Gomez, Jr. 
Kem River Paiute Council 
July 12, 1997 

Response to Comment 20-1 

As stated in Section 3.7.7 on page 242 of the Draft EIR/EIS, several sites will be reviewed by an 

archaeological monitor during grading activity to record and collect any additional archaeological 

information that may be uncovered. The monitor will be a qualified archaeologist and the methods 

used will be in accordance with CEQA requirements if on private land or NEPA requirements if on 

Federal land. 
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D:r:id & T e:ri S ticke! 
5326 Backus Road ..... 
Moj~ve, CA 93'50 1 

Count'/ of Kem 
P1mming Department 
Gle:m A. B:mlh.ill 

' i I 

2700 "m" Stree~ Suite 100 
B:ike:sfie!d, California 93301 

Re: Soledoo Mountain Project EIR/EIS 

July 13, 1997 

De::r ~!r. Bamb.ill~ 

T}muk-yo~ for the apport'J.nity to comment en the Soled.ad Mounttin Project. T.a.e EIR/EIS is 
:m impressive piece of work. WithjUSt 45 da.ys to study, reYiew :ind comment, I am 
overwh.e!m.ed.. I know that many of my fellow hcmeow:iers in the :ire::. would be reluct::mt to do 
mere ~ :i quick flip through the report. 

Same of the sections of che report uri1ize :i composite of dam fer evaluation. W'l....ile it my be 
an ac:::epted st:i.ndard to S"".11-f.stic:tlly modi...ry data, the composite S"..midard. is hztrdly :i trae refection 
of re:tlity. ModirJing dat:1 in this WJ.Y distorts the re:tlittJ. A famous ex:mrple of this is the 
"Am.eric::m F:mrily has 2.5 children:, it doesn't take a PHD to know that a point five child does 
not e:cist. Howeve: when reviewing fabric=ted composites reg--...rding 1.vn.te::.- wells~ or ambient 
noise, one C:lD. be e~ily mislead by the esoteric rmture of the cin.u. 

On page 196, in the Hyd..--ology ground w:iter section, at the end of the first p~ph :i 
sentence st:J.tes "Tae in~::sed. pumping cos--..s wauid be approxim:ltely S0.025 per 1,000 gallons." 
Cle::rly the sentence quoted is udi:rng :i fabricated co~osite, llnd c:tl!s for ex:nn.in:lti.on cf 
scu..""Ce dau. In :l.ppe-::di""{ V found in Volume 4, page 6 pangr:iph V1. ""iVhile thfa rny require 
lowering the pump, the wich.dr:.•.v:il r:ite should act be ir::p:ic:ed". T.ais is the source of the 
composite figure noted in the EIR/EIS. How will t:his work in the recl world that I and my 
neighbors live in? 

Ptiv:ite dcrr..estic wells h:ive :i s:m.it:l!"J ~p ins..:illed and monitoring the depth of the wells is 
net fe::.sible for the priv:ite homeowner. Wen S".!lt'..!s is simple far the priv:ite homeowner, tum on 
the t::.p if w:ite: comes cut, there is 110 problem. If no w.iter comes out you now illlve an 
e::1~ge-:1cy, th:lt must be de:tlt v.rrch quickly. If you c:m afford it :l we!l rig will be dispatched. :md 
your fuiled weU pump will be pulled and repl:lced. L~ time I had my well repaired the worker 
wculd not ttlce S0.025 per Sl,000 ~lens,. the m~.hanics lien w:is net rele:ised. until I paid the 
bill, half cf which I p:iid in ad:v:mce cf wadt being done. To.e fubric::.ted. composite IMY indic:it:e 
the worn c:ise scen:irio :ind my :ippe::i.r to be insigojflc:mt. Ta.e re:tlity is unexpected. private 
well failure, nc pctlble ,~ter, days to ti.~ :ind doll:::rs. !t ~oses on privll.te homeowners~ :md 
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,... .... · I c:m result in the d.:nmge or de:u:h. of the homeow::le:'s livestock ilild pfantings. This is a 
N signific:mt :lcfverse impact. 

On p:ige 254 of the EIR/EIS the first pm-:igraph reg:irding noise QUght my attention " ... 
sever:il days in June 1990 ::md March 1991 when the 65 dB criterion was exceeded. Ta.e c:iuses 
of the excess noise levels :ire not.known." As a "loc:il" I had ilil ide:i of what would QUSe the 
high noise levels, a e;rn.mfo:rtion of the source datl. was the only way to find ililSWers. Appendi."'-
X found in volume 6 contrins some of the ililSWers. Table A-I shows on June 6th 1990 a DNL 
noise le"lei of 71 was c:ilc..tlate4, if you will open Appendi"'- ·v1 contained in Volume 4t then flip 
to the June 1990 hourly wind speed table you c:m see th:1t the wind WclS re:illy kicking up. This 
discredits the entire noise study simply b~...:i.use no explanation was offered for the higher th.m 
the 65 dB c:ite:ion. As a "1oc:tl" I wondered if the fence posts were Qppe4, iftr:ish b..1d blown 
against the enclosure, if the weather proof enclosure had a tight sheet-mettl root: if a door Wc1SU1t . 
open and banging in the wind. The report did not cont:rin. sufficient information to rule out these 
scen.:irios. 

Cre:itlng a composite noise profile, is completely misie:idin.g. Like the "2.5 children" ex~le 
noted above, a composite noise level simply does not exist in reclity. Ifycu will flip through the 
report in appendi"'- X 01 olume 6) you will find that there is some 78 pages of d:J.tl. the lms been 
c:tlcul:::.ted. the cbita lms been averaged for ~ch hour the L90 dru:i is supposed to be :i 
represenc.tion of the typic:tl noise level 90% of the time. Ple:ise review· the dam collection 
protocol ilild note tb.:lt figures lower trum 28 :ire rounded. up to 28 and nighttime c.oise lms to dB 
added. (If you used this method to calculate the GP A of students you c::m see hew an F sr.ident 
could be aver.iged up to a D.) As you flip through these 78 pages note the nighttime noise levels 
10:00 PM is 2200 7:00 L\.J.v! is 700. 1\n objective peruscl will show that most evenings are 

trjpically quiet with. histograms c:tlcu!ated in the low 30s. ~,Vith the mine projec: oper.iting 24 
hours :it 65 dB loc:tl hom~wue:s will experience a 300 fold incre:z.se in nighttime noise levels. 
This is silZ!l:i.fic::mt adverse imo:ict en residents. - . 

I :mi not opposed to the mine in principcl I am :i mong supporter of individucl property 
rights. It is an enormous burden to require loc:tl homeowners ta respond to this report, net just 
because of it's size ~d the esoteric n:::.ture of the contents, but the simcle fact tru:.t loc:tl residents 
m-e uruible to put their lives on hold to lobby loc:il decision rmtkers. Ifloccl homeowners could 
afford to purchase the services cf someone comp:irabie to Phil Wyrn:m and Richlrd Grae::ne tc 
lobby on cur behalf. the project would mast ce:minly nee be a.pproved as proposed.. 

c,, Mirig1ricn measures are neede4, nighttime noise levels mus-:: be controlle4, private 
b.cmeowners must be prctee""..ed from the unexp~..ed failure of their wells c~used by a 
comrclfable h:lz:lrd. T.a.e individu::tl propert'J rigb:rs oflcc:tl heme and property owners must be 
considered. We don't have the time or the resources to leek after our intereS"'..s. We depend on 
cur loc:il leaders, Kem County, and the BL~! to protect our interests. As they have, by imposfa.g 
J. genecl pi::m, zonin~ ilild building cedes upcn us. 

Ifit h:ld been disclosed to me in 1989 when I purc:insed my home, th:it the Soled.id mining 
project was pimme4, I would have never considered. the prcpert'/. If the Gener:tl Plan h.id been 
disclosed tc me, at le"...st I would have been forew::med. However subsequent approval. of il 
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higb.-densit"/ development abutting the project boundmy, might Imve c:iused me to wonder if in 
fuc: rr.in.ing h:id been. precluded. I depended on the zoning which w:is consistent with my 
pl:mned us~, to protect my:tife savings I work th:it I lmve invested in my h.ome. Now I discover 
that my property, my home, 'are.not and will never be. WD..lt I W:lS le:id to believe they are: Quiet 

rur.tl p~rope:t'/, ,th~· 7,:nic rugged desert sclituc!e. 

'7" Sincere , · 
~~- ~~77""""z_p~--a ~ 

David Stickel 
Terri Sticke! 
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Comment Letter 21 from: 

David & Terri Stickel 
Residents of Mojave 
July 13, 1997 

Response to Comment 21-1 

The extra cost of $0.025 per 1,000 gallons relates to the power required to raise water an additional 

39 feet up the well bore at the nearest active well to the water supply wells. No attempt was made 

to address costs of lowering pumps outside of the immediate area of the water supply wells because 

the water level is not expected to drop significantly. 

Please see the response to Comment 19-1. 

Response to Comment 21-2a 

Please refer to Section 3.0 on page 4 of the Ambient Baseline Noise Monitoring Plan in Appendix 

• 

X of the Draft EIR/EIS for information on the installation of noise monitoring equipment and • 

Attachment A of the same report for the methods used to collect and calculate the data. 

Response to Comment 21-2b 

As stated in Section 3.9.6 on page 257 of the Draft EIR/EIS, nighttime noise levels have been 

mitigated by limiting blasting to once per day during daylight hours. Seventy-five to eighty percent 

of construction activities will take place during daylight. These are mitigation measures proposed 

by Golden Queen Mining Company which will be enforced by the Kem County Planning Department 

through the applicable mitigation measure monitoring programs. 

Response to Comment 21-3 

The Soledad Mountain Project is compatible with the existing zoning ordinance established in 1966 

and Specific Plan adopted in 1973 for the area. The zoning ordinance with maps, General Plan, 

specific plans, and other information are a matter of record and are and were available to the public 

today and in 1989. 
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Gretchen Winfrey 
PO Box4n 
Rosamond, CA 93560 

July 13, 1997 

Kem County Planning Department 
2700 M Street, Suite 100 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 

Attn. Glenn Bamhill/Scott Denny 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Golden Queen Mining Company, Inc. 
Soledad Mountain Project 

Dear Sirs: 

Since I live southeast of the Soledad Mountain project, I wrote a year ago expressing 
some of my concerns regarding the project prior to the issuance of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report. My initial concerns regarding the Soledad Mountain Project 
have not been allayed by the report regarding the effects of the proposed action. In fact, 
the report has increased my level of concern in some areas . 

Hydrology 

I found the discussion of the hydrological effects alarming with some flaws. The number 
of wells in the area as shown on the maps in the report was grossly understated. The 
number of active domestic wells just along less than one-half mile of Kemper Road, where 
I live, is over a dozen. Nothing near this number is shown on the map in the report nor are 
other wells in the area accurately reported. 

Many of these wells were drilled thirty to forty years ago with some drilled prior to that. 
do not know the depth of most, but of those I know, they range from 110 feet to 200 feet. 
This is shallow compared to areas further to the west. Due to our location and the 
underground geological structures between us and the primary wells on the project, I am 
assuming that the projected drawdown of the water table in our portion of the Chaffee 
subunit would be less than that stated in the report as possible at 2 miles. Even allowing 
for a lesser effect, I feel the drawdown caused by the removal of the quantity of water 
stated in the report could affect the most shallow wells (especially since the existence of 
these wellsapparently is not acknowledged and was not used when forming projections.) 

I am extremely concerned over the section allowing for a 200% error in drawdown figures 
before requiring the use of A VEK water. This appears to allow almost certain negative 
affect on the wells in the area. After the 200% error limit, the conditions now stated would 
allow further depletion of the water in the Chaffee subunit since the amount of A VEK 
water required to be used at that time would be less than fifty percent of the mines 
consumption. How can the effect be considered less than significant if we are faced with 
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water tables dropping below our pump depth or below the depths of our wells? When you 
do the mathematical calculations using the projections, how can a 200% error allowance 
still be considered less than significant? 

I believe the following changes need to be made and incorporated into the Conditional 
Use Permit to protect surrounding landowners. 

a. At least 30% of the water used initially should be A VEK water. 

b. The section allowing for a 200% error needs to be eliminated. 

c. Monitoring to determine drawdown of at least one well within each section of land in 
which wells exist needs to be done biannually throughout the Chaffee subunit during the 
time water is being drawn for the project. -~ - ~-

d. The immediate and total use of A VEK water needs to required if the water table drops 
to a depth that would jeopardize any active well in the Chaffee subunit. 

e. Monitoring of at least one existing well for compromises in water quality need to be 
done annually on wells located in each of the following compass directions around 
Soledad Mountain: northeast, east, southeast, south, southwest, and west in an area 
bounded by Backus Rd. on the south, Lone Butte/United Rd. on the east, and 61st Street 
on the west. 

Air Quality 

I am concerned about two items in this section. Anyone who lives in this area knows that 
there is a very noticeable wind gradient between Rosamond and Mojave from less to 
more. Weather information from Edwards Air Force Base was used to describe average 
wind speed in the area. This hardly seems appropriate considering the location of 
Edwards with respect to the site and the gradients that are obviously apparent even to the 
average person without wind measuring equipment. 

Also, I am concerned about the lack of acknowledgment of the existence of the group of 
residences within the area in which I live. -Per the report, typical winds at the proposed site 
are out of the northwest-yet we, who live to the southeast, in_ the direct path of the typical 
winds, were not acknowledged in the statelTients concerning existing residences in the 
area. Why not? 

Since the winds in the area can be fierce, provisions need to be specified in the 
Conditional Use Permit limiting operations if winds are above a certain velocity at the site. 

Vegetative-Resources 

The plant list compiled in the baseline studies (Appendix Ill, Attachment 8) omits 
Monolopia lanceolata. This is the most spectacular of Soledad' s annual flowering plants 
and one I have not found in other parts of the Antelope Valley. This is the flower that in 
the early spring cascades down from the peaks of Soledad Mountain in rivers of gold 
which then spread out into golden carpets as the slope lessens. In good wildflower years, 
the sight is so spectacular that I have seen a line of cars stopped along the freeway 
(Highway 14) to the east of the mountain just to view the flowers. I do not know why the 
omission of very a obvious, showy species occurred when much of the baseline report 
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appears to be appropriate. Eschscholtzia californica is also found on Soledad, however, 
my study of the topographic maps leads me to believe that the main area of occurrence is 
near the of the boundary of the project. Nevertheless, I am concerned that no mention of 
these flora was made in the baseline as I had specificically mentioned them in my letter of 
a year ago. Ample photographic evidence exits to substantiate the existence of these 
species on Soledad Mountain. 

I am concerned with regard to the revegetation plan. Much of the data appears to be from 
another desert environment The studies cited are relatively new with some, but not 
abundant, data from which to draw conclusions. I am concerned with proposed imported 
seeds which, from the list given as an example, appears to contain species that are not 
appropriate. I am concerned with the introduction of new genetic material into naturally 
occurring populations. 

The standards that are proposed for release of the bond appear to be related to the 
results of other studies and reclamation done by Bamberg and Associates. These 
standards do not provide much of a margin in the event that weather conditions are 
adverse for several years. Raising the numbers from 35% of vegetative cover, 20% of 
density, and 30% of diversity before release of the bond as well as lengthening of the five 
(5) year stipulation seems appropriate in order to ensure adequate revegetation. I could 
find no information as to the amount of the bond. It certainly should be sufficient to allow 
for additional attempts at revegetation if initial attempts fail. 

Final Comments 

My final comments are a plea. Many people have spoken in favor of the project because 
they see the potential for economic gain to themselves and their communities. With the 
implementation of the proposed action, those of us who live or own property within sight of 
the project will inevitably see economic loss as property values drop as a result of the 
degradation of the aethestics of the area and, in some cases, concerns of potential buyers 
over possible safety issues. If the proposed action is approved, the Conditional Use 
Permit must contain sufficient safeguards so that no property. owner suffers economic 
penalties due to degradation of a well or doe to airborne contamination in addition to the 
inevitable loss of property value that they will suffer. 

We, as a society, have been very short sighted in the past when it comes to protecting 
individuals and to returning an area to a natural state. Stating a plan and implementing it 
successfully are two entirely separate things. Without the committed support of the 
governmental agencies monitoring the project, profit taking at the. expense of others and 
of the envi.i:onment will happen again. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
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Comment Letter 22 from: 

Gretchen Winfrey 
Resident of Rosamond 
July 13, 1997 

Response to Comment 22-1 

As stated in Section 3.4.2.1 on page 188 of the Draft EIR/EIS, known and documented water wells 

are shown on the well location map (Exhibit 3.4-4). The locations were derived froi:r:t th_e Hydf~_!OQY 

Study Summary in Appendix V and from databases acquired from the Department of Water 

Resources and Kem County Environmental Health Services Department. Information about private 

water wells in California is considered confidential and the information in the databases includes 

location only. Detailed information for each well is necessary to determine the effects of the 

proposed project on each well. Detailed information about wells within one mile of the waste 

management units was gathered with the permission of the well owners for the Report of Waste 

Discharge which has been submitted to the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board. The 

Report of Waste Discharge is considered public information. 

The wells in the Gloster subunit on the south side of Soledad Mountain (Exhibit 3.4-1 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS) are not expected to experience substantial drawdown. Please see response to Comment 

19-1. 

Response to Comment 22-2 

The proposed water supply wells are located between the Gloster (to the south) and the Chaffee (to 

the north) subunits. The water will be drawn primarily from the Chaffee subunit. The wells south 

and southeast of Soledad Mountain lie in the Gloster subunit of the Antelope ~alley Hydrologic 

Basin. There are approximately five wells in use within one mile of the water supply wells. The five 

wells are owned by Golden Queen and are used for domestic purposes. 

Response to Comment 22-3 

Please see response to Comment 19-1. 
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• Response to Comment 22-4 

Impacts resulting from the project's air emissions were evaluated in Appendix VII of the EIR/EIS. 

Modeling protocols were reviewed and approved by the Kem County Air Pollution Control District. 

The analysis used meteorological data collected onsite, as described on page 10 of Appendix VII. 

Response to Comment 22-5 

Please see Section 6.3.1.2 for a revised discussion of the number of residences in the area of the 

proposed project. 

Response to Comment 22-6 

The comment about limiting operations if winds are above a certain velocity is noted and included 

for the record. As stated in Section 3.5.5 on page 218 of the Draft EIR/ElS, sources of emissions 

will be controlled to ensure compliance with California Health & Safety Code 41700 (i.e., nuisance) 

and 41701 (i.e., visible emissions) and according to the Permit to Operate issued by the Kem County 

• Air Pollution Control District. 

• 

Response to Comment 22-7 

Vegetative Resources are discussed in Section 3.6.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS and the Biological and Soil 

Resource Evaluation contained in Appendix Ill, Attachment B of the Draft EIR/EIS. Plant species 

found on the project site are typical for the western Mojave Desert area (page 221 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS). Based on biological surveys, there were no threatened, endangered or rare species of 

plants identified on the project site (page 222 of the Draft EIR/EIS). The methods for completing the 

surveys for plant species are included in Biological and Soil Resource Evaluation in Appendix Ill, 

Attachment B, of the Draft EIR/ElS. A survey location map is included in the evaluation as Figure 

4-1 on page 20. 

Monolopia lanceolata is a common species located in a wide area in the mountain slopes and 

foothills north, west, and south of the Mojave Desert. The species is not listed in the plant survey 

list because it was not observed in the project area covered by the plant survey. This species may 

occur around the base and lower slopes of Soledad Mountain . 
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Response to Comment 22-8 

There will be development of a seed mix which utilizes only plant species native to the site area as 

stated in Section 3.6.1.5 on page 224 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The plants contained in the preliminary 

plant seed mixture for revegetation (Table 3 of Appendix Ill of the Draft EIR/EIS) are also contained 

in the list of plant species found on the project site (Table A-1 of Attachment 8 of Appendix Ill of the 

Draft EIR/EIS). 

Response to Comment 22-9 

The amount of the bond for reclamation is shown on Page 2 of Table 4 in the Surface Mining 

Reclamation Plan included as Appendix Ill in Volume 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The amount will be 

adjusted annually to account for new lands disturbed by the project. The comment about raising the 

standards for revegetation is noted and included in the record. 

Response to Comment 22-10 

The comment is noted and included in the record. 
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CALIFORNIA 
HISTORICAL 

RESOURCES 
INFORMATION 

SYSTEM 

FRESNO 
KERN 
KINGS 
MADERA 
TULARE 

Southern San Joaquin Valley 
lnformatJon Center 
California State University, Bakersfleld 
9001 Stockdale Highway 
Bakersfield, Callfomla 933:U-1099 
805/664-2289 FAX 805/664-2415 
Email: a.baldwln@csubak.edu 

,.. 

Glenn Barnhill, Special Projects Division Chief 
Kem County Planning Department 
2700 M Street, Suite 100 
Bakersfield, CA 93301-2323 

July 14, 1997 

RE: DEJR for Soledad Mountain Project {Golden Queen Mine) 
AJC# L-97-94 

Dear Glenn, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced 
project. W & S Consultants have conducted a Phase I archaeological field survey 
of the entire project area. Phase II and Ill archaeological investigations and 
testing were conducted on ail sites considered potentiaUy significant. 

We concur with the mitigation recommendations for archaeological sites 
CA-KER-4446H, 4447H, 4448H, 4449H, 4450H, 4695H, 4693H, and 4694 as outlined 
in the DEJR, page 242. The recommended mitigation is as follows: Afl the above 
referenced sites shall have a professional archaeologist on site to monitor afl 
grading activity in the event that additional cultural resources are uncovered. 

We recommend that the archaeologist contracted to monitor the site 
grading activities, contact our office so we may provide any necessary additional 
information regarding this project. When monitoring has been completed, a 
technical report should be submitted to our office within 30 days, discussing the 
results of the monitoring and any additional mitigation recommendations that may 
be needed. 

If you have any questions or comments, please don't hesitate to contact 
me at {805} 664-2289. 

Yours truly, 

Adele Baldwin 
Assistant Coordinator 
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Comment Letter 23 from: 

Adele Baldwin 
Assistant Coordinator 
Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center 
July 14, 1997 

Response to Comment 23-1 

The comment about recommended mitigation for cultural resources is noted and included in the 

record. 

Response to Comment 23-2 

The comment about provision of the cultural resource information to an archaeologist is noted. 

All sites to be monitored are located on private land. The archaeological monitor will report any 

information uncovered or mitigation measures developed to the Lead Agency, in this case, Kem 

• 

County, in accordance with a monitoring program. As the representative for the State Historical • 

Preservation Office, the reports will be forwarded to your office. 

• 
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Comment Letter 24 from: 

Virginia Knight 
Resident of Los Angeles 
July 14, 1997 

Response to Comment 24-1 

The comment in support of the project is noted for the record. 
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Via facsimile @ (805) 862-8601 

July 14, 1997 

Mr. Glenn A. Barnhill, Chief 
Special Project Division-Planning Department 
COUNTY OF KERN 
2700 "M" Street, Suite 100 
Bakersfield, California 92201-2323 

RE: RW 97012-1 KE; Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIR/S) for the Proposed Soledad Mountain Project South of 
Mojave, Kern County, California 

Dear Mr. Barnhill: 

All American Pipeline Company (AAPL) appreciates the opportunity to review 
and comment on the above referenced project, as it may relate to direct or 
indirect impacts to our nearby pipeline facilities. As you may be aware, AAPL 
owns and operates a high pressure, buried, crude oil pipeline which extends in 
an east-southeast direction about 2.75 miles north of the Soledad Mountain 
project area. Our pipeline and three high pressure gas pipelines share a 
"common corridor" in this area, the general location of which has been 
highlighted on the attached copy of DEIR/S Figure 3.0-1. 

Based on our review of the pertinent portions of the environmental document, we 
have identified no potential conflicts and therefore, we have no comments at this 
time. We do, however, wish to remain on your mailing list for the purposes of 
monitoring project status, reviewing additional environmental documents and 
attending scheduled meetings and hearings, to the extent necessary. 

We note that DEIR/S section 3.0.2 "Potential Future Projects" lists, and briefly 
describes, nearby proposed future projects that could have some affect on our 
facilities in this area. For this reason we would like to obtain copies of the 
following documents, if they are generally available: 

• April 1991, Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Report, West Mojave Project, 
Prepared by EIP Associates; 

• May 1994, Final Environmental Impact Report, Camelot Specific Plan, 
Including the Phase VI Billig Amendment, Prepared by Cornerstone 
Engineering, Inc.; and 

• Documents that may describe the Pardee Construction Project. 

10000 Ming Avenue (93311J • P.O. Box 40160 • Bakersfield, CA 93384-0160 • (805) 664-5300 
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Mr. Glenn A. Barnhill, Chief 
Special Project Division-Planning Department 
Soledad Mountain DEIR/S Review 
July 14, 1997-Page 2 

In the event copies of these documents are not available to AAPL, we would 
appreciate the opportunity to review any file copies that the County may have. In 
this regard, please let us know where these documents might be reviewed 
should they not be available. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to review the DEIR/S and we look forward to_ 
hearing from you at your earliest convenience. As always, should you have any 
questions or require additional information, please do not hesitate to call rrie at 
(805) 664-5343. 

Sincerely, 

~~~-
Michael R. Madden, Manager 
Permitting and Rights-of-Way 

soledadmountianprojectdeir/sletter 

Attachment - Highlighted DEIR/S Figure 3.0-1 (Depicts Common Corridor) 

cc: John Beckstrom 
Richard Gilbert 
Greg Hamilton 
Bill Koupeny 

496 

• 

• 

• 



~ 
C, 
..; ,. 

% .. - a. !!i ~ ~ )( 

0 -r u Q. < Q • 2-! w 

H ~ ij 
:I • ,_ M 

% :I (.) ~ 
w"' w Q w. a :, ... 
ai a: <O 
%OJ a. 

~ w 
"' l5 
" ?c 

Q 

1 
l . .. i 

• 

"' 

I u, 
u, w 

C w 

I == w (.) ~ 
C :z: ;; ::, w ..... 

~ - w (J 
;; ..... • w < ,_ a: (.) 

i >-
Cl) 

::a 
< a: 
w < a: w 
< :z: 

Q 

bSl • ~z 



Comment Letter 25 from: 

Michael R Madden 
Manager, Permitting and Rights-of-Way 
All American Pipeline Company 
July 14, 1997 

Response to Comment 25-1 

The comment about the location of the pipeline is noted and included in the record. Figure 3.0-1, 

which follows comment letter 25, was modified for inclusion in the Final EIR/EIS. The pipeline is 

indicated by the heavy line. 

Response to Comment 25-2 

The comment regarding no potential conflicts between the proposed project and the oil pipeline is 

noted. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA PEiE WILSON, Governor 

Governors Office of Planning and Research 
1400 Tenth Street 

.cramento, CA 95814 a . ~ . 

• 

• 

July 17, 1997 

GLENN BARNHILL 
KERN COUNTY PLANNING DEPT 
2700 M STREET, SUITE 100 
BAKERSFIELD, CA 93301 

Subject: SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN PROJECT SCH#: 96061052 

Dear GLENN BARNHILL: 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named environmental 
document to selected state agencies for review. The review period 
is closed and none of the state agencies have commencs. This 
letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State 
Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental 
documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. 

Please call at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding 
the environmental review process. When contacting the 
Clearinghouse in this matter, please use che eighc-digit Stace 
Clearinghouse number so that we may respond prompcly. 

Sincerely, 

ANTERO A. RIVASPLATA 
Chief, State Clearinghouse 
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Comment Letter 26 from: 

Antero A. Rivasplata, Chief, State Clearinghouse 
Governor's Office of Planning and Research 
July 17, 1997 

Response to Comment 26-1 

The comment is noted for the record . 
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TO: 

FROM: 

KERN COUNTY MUSEUM 
OFFICE MEMORANDUM 

JuJy 23, 1997 

Glenn A. Barnhill. Speciai Projects Division Chief 

Carota Rupert Enriquez. Museum Director 

SUBJECT: Draft EIR for Soledad Mountain Project 

The subject Draft ElR is tota!ly unac:eptabte as mailed to me as it did not 
contain the Volumn 5 or Appendix VIII, the sac:ion on historical resources. I find 
it absurd that I should be ask.ad to review thesa environmental impact reports on 
behaif of historicai and cultural. impacts, and then not be authorized to receive a 
copy of this "confidential'" section of the report. As a result, l have no idea 
whether my concams as incorporated in the report have been addressad. 

lam sorry that my response did not meet your July 14 request date, however, 
we ara extreme!y understaffed at this time . 
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Comment Letter 27 from: 

Carola Rupert Enriquez 
Museum Director 
Kem County Museum 
July 23, 1997 

Response to Comment 27-1 

Volume 5, Appendix VIII, contains the Archaeological Studies. As stated in Section 1.2.4.4.1 on 

page 23 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the National Historic Preservation Act, Section 304, directs Federal 

agencies to withhold from disclosure to the public information relating to the location or character 

of eligible properties whenever disclosure may create risk or harm to such resources. Agencies 

authorized to receive Volume 5 are the lead agencies, Kem County Planning and SLM, the State 

Historic Preservation Office and interested agencies which have a signed confidentiality agreement 

with the State Historic Office, in this case, the Southern San Joaquin Valley Archaeological 

Information Center at California State University, Bakersfield. The information contained in the 

studies is summarized in Section 3. 7, beginning on page 234 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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Kern Co. Planning Department 
2700 M Street, Suite 100 
Bakersfield, CA 93301-2323 
Attn: Glenn A. Barnhill 

Dear Mr. Barnhill: 

29 July 1997 

I wish to thank you for the oppornmiry to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the Soledad Mountain Project. 

After reviewmg the draft EIR/EIS three significant issues/concerns are evident. 

(I) Modeling of airborne tox:in/parriculate dispersion. 

The dispersion of airborne toxins and particulates was modeled using the ISC3 modeling 
software . .Although the ISC3 dispersion model is approved by the EPA it is not the only approved 
modeling software package available. Judicious choice of which modeling package is to be 
employed and specific modeling technique must be evaluated prior to its implementation to 
ensure that resulrs are representative of real world conditions. ISC3 is a steady-stare Gaussian 
plume dispersion model and, as with ·a11 analytical models, is subject to specific constraints and 
limitations. If the phenomena modeled does not align with the constraints and limitations and/or 
nonrepresentative assumptions are made, model ourput will be erroneous and misleading. The 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) realized the need for guidance in air quality and 
meteorological modeling and has published the "GUIDELil'l"E FOR .AlR. QUALITY MODELS 
(REvlSED)" (EPA-450/2-78-027R). 

Section 9 .3 .1.1 states: 
"The model user should acquire enough meteorological data to ensure that worst-case 

meteorological conditions are adequately represenred in the model results. The trend toward 
statistical /y based standards suggests a need for all meteorological condirions to be adequately 

. represented in the data set selected for model input." 

Section 9 .3 .1.2 states: 
"Five years of representative meteorological daza should be used when estimating concemrations 
with an air quality model. Consecutive years from the most recent, readily available 5-year 
period are preferred" 

The meteorological data. which were input into the ISC3 model. were acquired over a one-year 
period back in 1991. The overall mean wind speed reported in the Draft EIRJEIS was a moderate 
13.1 k.-rs (15.1 mph). The highest average wind speeds measured were 17.6 k.-rs (20.2 mph). The 
maximum wind gusr was 54.5 krs (62. 7 mph). 

Overall the winds in the vicinity of Soledad Mountain are higher than those measured at both the 
Mojave airport and at William J. Fox Airiield in Lancaster. In the last three months alone (April 
97 through June 97) Mojave airport recorded 12 days with gusrs exceeding the maximum gust 
reported in the Draft EIR/EIS (54.5 las (62. 7 mph)). The maximum gust recorded for the last 
three months at Mojave airport was 75 las (86.3 mph). Tne average highs were also much higher 
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(26 lets (30 mph)) as opposed to the 17.6 kts (20.2 mph) found in the report. Wind speed data 
acquired at the William J. Fox Airfield in Lancaster between I May 1996 and 30 April 1997 

~ indicate that wind speeds exceeded 21.7 k.1:S (25 mph) for 234 days. The maximum gust reported 
I 

~ was 78.2 lets (90 mph). It is obvious that worst-case meteorological conditions were not 
representative as model input. 

As the southeast traveling air mass approaches Soledad Mountain it is accelerated up, around, and 
through the mountain's complex topography transitioning from quasi-laminar flow to highly 
complex, turbulent. separated flow extending well downwind from the mountain. The ISC3 is a 
steady state model. It assumes that there are constant, uniform (steady-state) horizontal winds. 
The vertical wind speed component is assumed to be zero. For the Soledad Mountain project, 
rural dispersion coefficients were used with no adjustments for surface roughness or averaging 
time. Modeled input sources for emissions are located within this complex turbulent region where 
steady-state theory breaks down and doesn't apply. Conversations with ISC3 modeling experts 
from the EPA and California Air Resource Board support this argument. If a line is drawn from 
the top of the mountain in accordance with the wind rose direction found in the Draft EIR/EIS 
(Volume 4, Appendix 'VII, exhibit 8) it would pass directly through my living room. Our home is 

.a located less than one mile from the mountain (well within turbulent boundary effects for our high 
~ wind environment) and as such. we are looking point blank, directly down the barrel of any 
~ airborne particulate or toxin. which will be generated by the proposed project. Unsteady 

aerodynamic effects are assumed to be second or third order. These effects are not negligible and 
become significant on or downstream of the mountain especially in the high wind environment of 
the local area. 

The ISC3 dispersion model is viable given its constraints and limitations. Predicting particulate 
and toxin dispersion in the complex aerodynamic environment on and near downstream of the 
mountain is beyond irs scope. It is not surprising then, that the nonrepresentative wind speeds 
used as input in the model coupled with its inherent limitations resulted in the output of 
artificially low dispersions. 

There is no certainty that the proposed mitigation for particulate dispersion will be effective in the 
high, turbulent wind environment associated with the mountain and "occasional upset conditions, 
such as storms, power outages, reagent spills and equipment breakdown may occur" (Draft 

0 EIR/EIS, Volume 1, Pg. 42). Ivlishaps are an assumed risk by the project, but due to the location 
'I';' of my home they would be catastrophic. Over the planned fifteen-year life of the project it is co 
C"II unreasonable to believe that mining mishaps will not occur, historically they can and (some very 

recently) have. Although mishap response plans are to be in place, it would not be wise to entrust 
the health of my family to them. 

(2) Water supply and quality. 

The required water production rate for the project is expected to be on the order of 1000 gpm (as 
per Volume 4, Appendix V, Sub-Appendix .A.., "Hydrology Study Summary" Section 4.2). This 
results in a significant load and associated drawdown to the existing supply aquifer(s). Analytical 
results from the "Groundwater Supply Evaluation" provided by WZI Inc. indicate that there will 

C"II be a drawdown as much as 30 feet two miles from the source wells. The project will allow a 
co 200% error in the analysis before corrective action is implemented. This reflects a lack of 
C"II 

confidence in their analysis. This lack of confidence is shared by many of the residents in the area 
and for good reason. The geohydrodynamics of the area is defined only on a gross macro level. 
This drawdown will affect many domestic wells. The "Summary of Existing Water Well Dara" 

506 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

found in Volume 4, . .6i.ppendix V, Sub-Appendix .A.., is far from complete. There have been several 
wells drilled in the area in the last few years. My well. as well as those of my neighbors, is not 
listed. The report prepared by WWL Inc. (published in January 1990) suggests that no published 
information regarding the number of wells, well location, depth. and yield existS. There was, 
however, no indication that an effort had been made to contact the Kern Co. Environmental 
Health Services Dept. that has such infonnation. Toe lack of data provided in the report as well as 
the fact that it is over seven years old indicares that the infor.marion is not representative of the 
current number of dwellings affected by the project. 

Toe proposed project has the potential to discharge hazardous waste to the groundwater through 
the use of a sodium cyanide solmion. Project design features and regulatory requirements are 
supposed to mitigate the hazard how.ever, for the same reasons mentioned above, it wouldn't be 
wise to entrust the health of my family to them. 

(3) Loss of property value. 

Toe Draft EIR/EIS states that "the residential property values in the Mojave/Rosamond area have 
experienced a dowunnn in prices due to a general economic depression in the area since 1990" 
(Vol. 1, Section 3.11.2, Pg. 271). The project life is expected to be on the order of fifteen years. It 
is highly speculative that this economic depression will continue throughout the life of the 
project. Indeed, the Draft EIRJEIS states "Toe population in the Mojave area is expected to 

M 
<X> increase to 6,225 by the end of the proposed project in 2015, assuming an annual growth rate of 
c.1 2.2 percent based on historical growth." (Vol. 1, Section 3.11.4, Pg. 271). The proposed project 

will certainly not enhance my property value and conversations with local real-estate agents have 
indicated that it will be seriously degraded. Whatever spin the Project wishes to put on it. the 
property values, at least in the immediate area, will take a nosedive. 

Sincerely, 

~'"74,~ 
Stephen A. Mathis 
9201 Shirley St 
Mojave, CA 93501 
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Comment Letter 28 from: 

Stephen A. Mathis 
Resident of Mojave 
July 29, 1997 

Response to Comment 28-1a 

US EPA air quality modeling guidelines state that: "(i)f the source is large ... the use of 5 years of 

NWS meterological data or at least 1 year of site-specific data is required" (emphasis added). The··· 

guidelines also state: "(i)if one year or more, up to five years, of site-specific data is available, these 

data are preferred for use in air quality analyses" (US EPA, Guideline on Air Quality Models 

[Revised], EPA-450/2-78-027R, Section 9.3.1.2). "Use of site-specific meteorological data is 

preferred for air quality modeling analyses if one or more years of quality-assured data are available." 

(US EPA, New Source Review Workshop Manual, Draft, October 1990, page C.39). 

The use of site-specific meteorological data was required and approved by the Kem County Air 

Pollution Control District, in accordance with US EPA guidance. 

Golden Queen contracted for the operation of a meteorological data gathering station on its property 

starting in 1989, with operations continuing for approximately two years. This data was collected in 

accordance with US EPA guidelines and verified for completeness. Based on analysis using the 

peak receptor locations and the proposed sources, the 1991 meteorological data provided the 

highest estimated excess risk at the peak receptor location and was utilized in the evaluation (Draft 

EIR/EIS, Appendix VII, page 10). 

Please refer to Comment 35-9c by the US EPA, Region IX office. 

Response to Comment 28-1 b 

The modeling protocol, including the selection of the ISC3 model and the defaults used therein, was 

approved by the Kem County Air Pollution Control District (Draft EIR/EIS, Appendix A to Appendix 

VII) and followed US EPA protocol (please refer to Comment 35-9b by the US EPA, Region IX) . 
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Response to Comment 28-1c 

As required by the Kem County Air Pollution Control District, permitted sources of air pollution will 

be equipped with Best Available Control Technology (BACT). Sources will be controlled to ensure 

compliance with California Health and Safety Code Section 41700 0.e., nuisance) and Section 41701 

o.e., visible emissions). Monitoring stations for PM10 will be established upwind and downwind from 

the processing facilities (Draft EIR/EIS, page 218). The results of the monitoring will be compared 

to the modeling. If excess PM10 emissions occur, action to lower the emissions will take place 

through modification of the operation. 

Site operations will be conducted in compliance with Federal Mine Safety and Health Administration 

regulations. Transportation of materials and equipment to the site will be regulated under Federal, 

state and local laws, regulations and ordinances. Storage, use and disposal of hazardous materials 

will be in accordance with all Federal, state and local regulations, codes and rules. Storage and use 

of explosives will comply with Federal regulations. A Hazardous Materials Business Plan and 

inventory will be submitted to the Kem County Environmental Health Services Department. Onsite 

personnel will be trained in emergency response procedures. A Process Safety Management (PSM) 

and Risk Management Plan (RMP) will be prepared, if required (Draft EIR/EIS, page 276) . 

In the event of any release of chemicals, the spill would be cleaned up immediately according to the 

Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure Plan and reported to the appropriate agencies as 

stated in Section 2.2.2 on page 42 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

These provisions are designed to address: (1) PM10 mitigation and (2) protection of human health 

and the environment in the event of an upset condition. 

Response to Comment 28-2 

The withdrawal rate anticipated for the 10- to 15-year project is approximately 750 gallons per minute 

as stated in Section 3.4.2.2 on page 196 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

As stated in Section 3.4.2.1 on page 188 of the Draft EIR/EIS, known and documented water wells 

are shown on the well location map (Exhibit 3.4-4). The locations were derived from the Hydrology 

Study Summary in Appendix V and from databases acquired from the Department of Water 

Resources and Kem County Environmental Health Services Department. Information about private 

water wells in California is considered confidential and the information in the databases includes 
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location only. The referenced "Summary of Existing Water Well Data" lists wells for which more 

detailed information was available to the public. Detailed information about wells within one mile of 

the waste management units was gathered with the permission of the well owners for the Report of 

Waste Discharge, which has been submitted to the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

The Report of Waste Discharge is considered public information. Please see the response to 

Comment 19-1. 

The comment about hazardous waste is noted and included in the record. 

Response to Comment 28-3 

The potential loss of property values is addressed in the Addendum to the Socioeconomic Study 

contained in Appendix XI of the EIR/EIS. 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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Comment Letter 29 from: 

Dean Webb 
Resident of Lancaster 
July 29, 1997 

Response to Comment 29-1 

The low grade disseminated ore bodies on Soledad Mountain are not suitable for underground 

mining as discussed in Section 2.3.3.1.3 on page 104 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 29-2 

There will be no open cyanide ponds. As stated in Section 2.2.2.2.3 on page 61 in the Draft EIR/EIS, 

the sodium cyanide solution will be contained within the heap leach pads and tanks. 

Response to Comment 29-3 

The lead agencies would be responsive to information related to the Golden Queen project gathered 

by a local committee. 

Response to Comment 29-4 

Please refer to Section 1.2.4.1.2 on page 15 and Section 3.5.5 on page 218 of the Draft EIR/EIS for 

discussions of the role of the Kem County Air Pollution Control District which is the agency with 

jurisdiction over air quality data related to this project. 

Response to Comment 29-5 

The goals of the proposed reclamation plan are consistent with the land use goals of future mining, 

wildlife habitat and open space as discussed in Section 2.2.5.1 on page 86 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Reclamation will take place as described in the Surface Mining Reclamation Plan in Appendix Ill of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 29-6 

The comment is noted and included in the record. 
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MICHEL.e L. MUNS 

CERTIFIED SPECIALIST 
• TAXATION LAW 

•• ESTATE PLANNING. TRUST & PROBATE LAW 
THE STATE BAA OF CALIFORNIA 

BOARD OF LEGAL SPECIALIZATION 

August 1, 1997 

COUNTY OF KERN 
Planning Department 
2700 "M' Street, Suite 100 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 
Attention: Glenn A Barnhill 

BRANTON, WILSON & MUNS 
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
701 8 STREET. SUITE 1255 

SAN DIEGO. CALIFORNIA 92101-8187 

VIA CER'IIF'IED MA1L 
AND RETURN RECEJPT REQUESTED 

NOS. Z305 823295 and Z305823292 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Ridgecrest Resource Area 
300 South Richmond Road 
Ridgecrest, CA 93 5 5 5 
Attention: Ahmed Mohsen 

6025 
6025.01 

TELEPHONE 

(6191236-1891 

FACSIMILES 
(619) 236-3175 

(619) 234-9870 

Fll.f NO. 

Re : RESPONSE LEITER TO DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT! 

• 

ENVIRONMENT IMPACT STATEMENT DATED M4Y 19, 1997 
FOR THE SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN GOLD MINING PROJECT 

Dear Mr. Barnhill and Mr. Mohsen: 

Our firm represents PACIFIC STATES LAND COMP ANY, a California corporation (the 
"Company"). The Company is an interested landowner, which will be directly and adversely 
affected by the Soledad Mountain Gold Nfining Project (the ''Project"). The Project is a surface 
open pit, leach pad gold mine proposed by Golden Queen Mining Company, Inc., located on 
public and private lands. The Company has serious concerns over the Project, most notably: 
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Mr. Glenn A Barnhill 
Mr. Ahmed Mohsen 
August I, 1997 
Page2 

o SOCIOECONOMIC IMP ACTS CAUSING REDUCTION IN LAND VALUES 

o WATER QUALITY AND AV AILABlllTY 

o TOXIC a.1ISSIONS IN THE WATER AND AIR (INCLUDING:DEADL Y 
: '!~ 

CYANIDE AS A BY-PRODUCT OF THE LEACHING PROCESS) 

o DUST STORMS 

o INCREASED TRUCK TRAFFIC 

o TRANSPORTATION OF TOXIC MATERIALS (SODIUM CYANIDE FOR 

LEACHING PROCESS), WITH POTENTIAL FOR ACCIDENTS AND 

SPILLS 

o ADVERSE AFFECTS ON AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

(SCENIC 1,500 FOOT SOLEDAD MOUNTAIN WILL BE LEVELED) 

o NOISE, BLASTING AND VIBRATION 

The Company owns a portion of an approximate 1,800-parcel residential subdivision, known as 
the Gold Town Subdivision in the County ofKem, California (the "Subdivision"). The 
Subdivision is located adjacent to the Project, Southeasterly of the intersection of Gold Town 
Road and Silver Queen Road. Under the current zoning, aoproximatelv 715 homes can be built in 
the Subdivision. The Company acquired the Subdivision in the late 1970's. Most of the parcels 
have been sold by the Company under land sale contracts to the true owners/vendees. 
Approximately 50 of these owners/vendees are still paying on their contracts. Sometimes an 
owner/vendee defaults on the contract. In that event, the Company repossesses the property and 
holds it for eventual resale. 

The draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement, dated May 1997 (the 
"Draft EIR/EIS") was distributed for a 45-day public review and comment period which ended on 
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Mr. Glenn A Barnhill 
Mr. Ahmed Mohsen 
August 1, 1997 
Page 3 

July 14, 1997. The comment period has been extended to August 4, 1997. This is our response 
letter to the joint lead agencies, that is, the Kem County Planning Department, Bakersfield, 
California, and the U.S. Department of Interior Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest, 
California. 

The Company has the following specific concerns regarding the Project and the Draft EIR/EIS: 

1. The Company has serious concerns over omissions from the Draft EIR/EIS. The 
Draft EIR/EIS characterizes the property surrounding the Project as sparsely populated, rural, 
desert land. Thus it is no surprise that the Draft EIR/EIS concludes the socioeconomic impacts 
will be "Less Than Significant." While this may be true at this time, it only gives one-half of the 
true picture. The Draft EIR/EIS neglects to report that much of the land surrounding the Project 
is zoned for residential purposes. In fact, within a Y2 mile radius of the Project, there is the 
potential (based on current zoning) to build in excess of 1,000 homes. The Draft EIR/EIS also 
fails to discuss reasonable mitigating factors that would help to offset the socioeconomic impacts 
on those residential properties. One obvious example of a reasonable mitgation is to provide 
pipelines, water tanks and related infrastructure to supply potable water to the residential 
subdivisions surrounding the Project site, including the Company's Subdvision .. 

2. The proposed Project will significantly impact the value of the Company's 
Subdivision. 1-fost notably, the Project will affect water quality and availability, air quality; visual 
resources, transportation, noise, vibration damage (from blasting) to structures and water wells, 
storm water run off and erosion control, and public health and safety. As part of the leaching 
process, tanker trucks will carry sodium cvanide to the site. A major concern is accidents and 
spills. Also, cvanide and other bv-groducts could migrate into the· local water sources and affect 
human health and safety. 

3. The California Department of Real Estate (the "DRE") might need to be added to 
the "State Agencies" in the Distribution List. The sale of Subdivision parcels is governed by the 
Subdivision Map Act and is administered by the DRE. The DRE must be contacted by the 
Company regarding any possible amendments to the Public Report for the Subdivision that might 
be required if the Project is allowed to proceed. The next annual update to the Public Report must 
be filed with the DRE by February, 1998. 

4. Pages S-8 and S-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS describe the Project location and setting. 
It is painfully obvious that the Draft EIR/EIS skews the description towards a remote, sparsely 
populated site that is not likely to affect residential areas. For example, the Draft EIR/EIS states 
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Mr. Ahmed Mohsen 
August 1, 1997 
Page4 

that Bakersfield is approximately 49 miles away, Lancaster approximately 22 miles away, Los 
Angeles approximately 62 miles away, and the Camelot Housing and Golf Course Development is 
located 3 miles away and consists of 109 houses on approximately 15 acres. The Draft EIR/EIS 
also references a few other scattered residences near the site. The Company's SubQ.ivision is not · 
even mentioned in this part of the Draft EIR/EIS. It is significant that the Company's Subdivision 
has approximately 715 buildable residential parcels on 160 acres of land immediately adjacent to 
the Project. We believe this should be included in the ("Final EIR/EIS"). 

5. Pages S-12 and S-13 of the Draft EIR/EIS state that a total of 16 alternatives have 
been considered for the proposed Project. However, these have been reduced to only 6 
remaining alternatives. These are: 1) Proposed Action, 2) No Action, 3) Increased 'Mining and 
Processing Rate, 4) Decreased Nfining and Processing Rate, 5) Reduced Project Size, and 6) 
Partial Backfilling. We are not sure which is the preferred alternative for the County. We would 
be interested in meeting with the County Staff to discuss this. The BLM' s preferred alternative is 
the Proposed Action. We are not sure how the other alternatives were rejected. It is not clear 
whether the public was given an opportunity to comment on all 16 alternatives. We would like to 
obtain copies of any documents pertaining to this issue that were not included in the 
Draft EIR/EIS. Please describe for us all documents that bear upon the proposal and rejection of 
the 10 alternatives that were not considered in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

6. On Page S-14, the Draft EIR/EIS discusses two hydrology issues: 1) water quality, 
and 2) water supply. Both environmental impacts were concluded to be "Less Than Significant". 
We believe otherwise. Because these are crucial issues (homes carmot be built without a reliable 
water source), the Company is considering consider hiring its own hydrology expert ~o review the 
Draft EIR/EIS and advise the Company regarding water quality and water supply issues. The 
results of these studies can then be discussed with the lead agencies. We would like to know 
whether these studies will be considered by the lead agencies. 

7. The air quality impacts are also said to be "Less Than Significant". The Company 
might want to hire its own air quality expert to advise the Company regarding this issue as well. 

8. The biology reports state that there are no endangered, threatened, rare or 
sensitive plant or animal species at the site. And yet, we question whether the Draft EIR/EIS 
sufficiently addresses this topic. 
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Mr. Glenn A. Barnhill 
Mr. Ahmed Mohsen 
August 1, 1997 
Page 5 

9. Four historical sites have been identified as having scientific and historical value. 
Salvage excavation, architectural recording, and data recovery will be preformed at each of these 
sites prior to construction. Page 23 of the Draft EIR/EIS states that the agencies are withholding 
from disclosure to the public certain information relating to the location or character of eligible 
properties, because disclosure of such information may create risk or harm to such resources. 
The specific resources are not identified. However, the lead agencies are seeking comments from 
local Native Americans, archeologists, historians and other groups or individuals concerned with 
cultural resources. We believe this is a key area of the Draft EIR/EIS which warrants significant 
review and comments by the public. The Draft EIR/EIS concludes that disturbance of these sites 
"would constitute a significant environmental impact" (see Page S-15). We requested from Mr. 
Glenn Barnhill a copy of Volume 5 of the Draft EIR/EIS which contains details regarding the 
cultural resources (see attached copy of letter dated June 25, 1997). In response to our letter, we 
were referred to Ms. Adele Baldwin at the Archeological Information Center (phone no. 805-664-
2289) by l.vfr. Scott Denny. Ms. Baldwin told us that Volume 5 could not be made available to us 
without special authorization from the County. We believe we cannot make complete, well
informed comments regarding the Draft EIR/EIS without reviewing Volume 5. We again make a 
request to be sent a copy of Volume 5. 

10. The noise generated by the Project will adversely affect the Subdivision. Current 
sources of noise include occasional sonic booms, vehicle traffic from a nearby major road, ·and 
trains on nearby railroad tracks. The Project will generate considerable additional noise from 
blasting, use of heavy equipment and additional truck traffic. This will raise the ambient decibel 
level in the area. The Subdivision abuts the Project site for a substantial distance on its western 
boundary (approximately 1,500 feet). The southern boundary ofthe Subdivision (which is 
approximately 3/4 mile) is also very near to the Project site (within a few hundred feet). The 
Company requests that a series of noise monitoring stations be installed along the western and 
southern boundaries of the Subdivision to test the current ambient noise levels for comparison 
purposes. 

11. On Page S-31, in the Executive Summary Table, the Draft EIR/EIS discusses the 
Vegetative Resources. The Draft EIR/EIS concludes that the Project .activities will result in the 
disturbance of vegetation. However, the plan requires a r.!-vegetation of disturbed areas with 
plants species native to the site area. We are not certain the Draft EIR/EIS adequately deals with 
the potential for threatened or endangered plant species. The desert habitat at the Project site 
could contain cactus, wild flower and lichen species which are threatened or endangered. Also, 
we understand that mature Jousha trees will be disturbed at the site . 
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12. Pages S-31 and S-32 discuss the Wildlife Resources. The Draft EIR/EIS concludes 
the Project will disturb wildlife habitats. A routine distribution of cyanide solution on the top of 
the heap leach pads will occur via a drip irrigation system. This could affect birds and small 
animals. Some of the existing mine shafts are used by local bat populations. The area is also a · 
likely habitat for the desert tortoise. The Draft EIR/EIS concludes that the wildlife resources 
impact will be "Less Than Significant". However, we are not convinced this will be the case. 

13. Page S-33 states that the Project could disturb or destroy potentially significant 
cultural and historical sites. The Draft E1R/EIS concludes the impact is "Significant". Likely. 
finds at the sites include archeological artifacts, human remains, paleontological resources, Native 
American artifacts, artifacts of historical mining activities, and others. There are 4 significant sites 
which require salvage excavation and archeological recording. There are 7 additional sites which 
will have an archaeological monitor review the area during grading activity. We believe that, 
because there are so many historically significant sites, perhaps the whole area should be 
preserved as a historical site. However, the conclusion of the Draft EIR/EIS is that this Project 
will actually preserve and protect significant historical artifacts that would otherwise be lost or 
disturbed (presumably due to human intervention or deterioration due to natural causes). Any 
items found on the site will eventually be donated to a museum. As previously stated, we cannot 
independently and adequately assess the cultural and historical significance of the Project site 
without reviewing a copy ofVolume 5. 

14. On Page S-34 it states that blasting will occur during daylight hours, one time per 
day, and will be engineered to minimize the amount of explosives used. The Draft EIR/EIS also 
states that noise levels at nearby residences will remain within the recommendations of the noise 
element of the Kern County General Plan. However, the Draft EIR/EIS does not discuss how 
close the blasting will occur to the Subdivision. We would like more infonnation regarding the 
blasting. 

15. Pages 252 through 258 of the Draft EIRJEIS discuss the noise issues. Our main 
concern is that the Draft EIR/EIS continually describes the Project area as being "located in a 
sparsely populated rural area". The Draft EIR/EIS also states that the. nearest occupied 
residences are located approximately 2,900 feet to the northwest and 4,250 feet to the southwest 
of the proposed blasting, loading and crushing areas, and 1,100 feet to the north and 2,500 feet to 
the southwest of the heap leach pads and overburden piles. The only reference to the Company's 
Subdivision states that there is "an unoccupied residence in the Gold Town Subdivision ... located 
approximately 1000 feet east of the eastern overburden pile." Here the Draft EIR/EIS falls short 
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of the mark, because there are approximately 715 buildable residential lots immediately adjacent 
to the Project in the Company's Subdivision. The Draft EIR/EIS fails to report that the 
Subdivision boundaries are less than a few hundred feet from the eastern overburden pile and the 
Heap Leach Pad No. 1. We are greatly concerned because, by our review of the map in Exlnoit 
3.9-1 (Page 256), it appears that Y2 of the Subdivision is in the 60 to 65 decibel contour and the 
other V2 is in the 55 decibel contour. We do not deem these to be within acceptable levels. Our 
guess is that the current ambient noise levels are less than 20 to 25 decibels. Of course, this will 
need to be measured. We believe the noise and blasting are significant impacts which will need to 
be mitigated. In fact, the Draft EIRIEIS itself: on Page 255, draws a conflicting and confused. 
conclusion regarding the noise impacts. The first sentence on Page 255 states that: "The noise 
from the mining operations has the potential to cause significant impact to the level of noise in the 
area of the project" (emphasis added). Then, in the last sentence on Page 255, without sufficient 
explanation or factual support, the Draft EIRJEIS makes a "quantum leap" by concluding that 
"the impact of the project on noise would be Less Than Significant." We believe the noise issue 
needs to be seriously revisited in the Final EIRJEIS . 

16. There are striking irregularities concerning the failure to notify all interested 
landowners of the important events and decisions in the alternative plan selection process. 
The Company holds title to many of the Subdivision parcels as the "Vendor" under land sale 
contracts. There are still approximately 50 owners/vendees who do not yet hold title because they 
are still paying on their contracts. Also, there are about 420 owners in the Subdivision who now 
hold title to their lots. It is not certain whether these interested landowners have been given 
proper notice or an opportunity to be heard. These owners should be added to the Distribution 
LisL . 

17. We understand that the Company (attention: B. A Karlovich) is already on the 
Distribution List. We would also like our law firm to be added to the Distribution List and 
advised of all future actions or decisions which bear directly or indirectly on the proposed Project. 
The address is: 

RANDALL B. KLOTZ, ESQ. 
BR.AJ.'ITON, 'WILSON & MUNS, APC. 
701 ''B" Street, Suite 1255 
San Diego, California 92101 

We expect the Company and our firm to be notified of all actions affecting the Company's 
Subdivision and/or the alternative Project plans, including any and all studies, reports, meetings 
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and correspondence. We would also like the Company and our law firm to be placed on the 
Project development team's ( or equivalent body's) distribution list. Please keep us apprised of all 
meetings. 

18. If the Project is approved, the level of damages will be extraordinarily high. The 
view of scenic Soledad Mountain and the quiet and serene desert setting will be lost. The noise 
levels will be greatly increased. The price of the remaining unsold parcels in the Subdivision · 
would have to be greatly reduced, thereby reducing income to the Company. The current 
proposed Project will cause a tremendous diminution in value to the parcels that have already 
been sold. The Company and other Subdivision owners/vendees will be substantially damaged by 
the contemplated inverse condemnation. Obviously, the Company and other owners/vendees 
might decide to pursue all remedies afforded by law to protect against such diminution in value. 

19. The Draft EIR/EIS has misled the public, because it has failed to adequately state 
the severity of the negative impacts on the Company's Subdivision and the other nearby 
residential subdivisions. The closely-packed residential subdivisions in the Mount Soledad area 
have the potential to become a thriving desert community. The proposed Project will destroy that 
possibility ... at least for the next 15 to 20 years. 

My client wants the opportunity to meet with-the BLM and Kern County Staff and the Project 
development team members to discuss the foregoing issues and the possible mitigating factors to 
offset the socioeconomic impacts on the Subdivision. We believe one mitigating factor that must 
be considered is the need to provide potable water to the Company's Subdivision. We understand 
that Golden Queen Mining Company wants to tap into the water tanks known as the AV AC 
water supply, which is a series of water tanks located 1/4 mile east of the Subdivision. The reason 
for this would be to supply potable water to the Project. The Company would also like to have 
access to that water as a mitigating factor. We understand that the Mojave Public Utility District 
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has rights to the AVAC water supply. The Company's Subdivision is in the Mojave PUD. The 
Mojave PUD should be a participant in these discussions. 

RANDALL B. KLOTZ 

RBK:rp 

cc: Mr. Brett Karlovich 
Lawrence S. Branton, Esq . 
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90AR0 OF 1.EGAL SPECIAUZATION 

Mr. Glenn A. Barnhill 
Mr. Scott Denney 
Kem County Planning Department 
2700 "M'' Stree~ Suite 100 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

RE: Pacific States Land Company/ 
Soledad Mountain Project/ 

FUNO. 

Via Facsimile 
(805) 862-860·1 and 

First Class Mail 

Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Messrs. Barnhill and Denney: 

We are sending you this letter on behalf of Pacific Estates Land Company with respect to the 
above referenced matter. Please send us Volume 5 of the draft EIR/EIS regarding the archeological 
review. We are preparing a response letter to be filed with your office during the public comment 
period which will be filed on or before July 14, 1997. We are missing Volume 5 out of the 6 volume 
draft EIR/EIS. We need Volume 5 in order to complete our review and response letter. 

Thank you for your assismnce. 

CC: Ivir. Brett Karlovich (via fax) 
(619) 542-1841 

RBK:m.ij 

6025.001 
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Comment Letter 30 from: 

Randall 8. Klotz 
Branton, Wilson & Muns, APC 
August 1, 1997 

Response to Comment 30-1 

The zoning of the surrounding area together with adjacent residential tracts (including Goldtown) is 

shown on Exhibit 3.10-1 and discussed in Section 3.10.1 on pages 259 to 263 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Both the historical population growth and projected population growth in the area are shown on 

Tables 3.0-2 on page 130 and 3.0-3 on page 131 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The request for a potable 

water supply to the surrounding subdivisions is noted for the record. 

Response to Comment 30-2 

In order to determine a significant effect or impact, substantial evidence must exist in the record. 

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 1534, "'Substantial evidence,' as used in these Guidelines, 

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 is to be determined by examining the entire record. 

Mere uncorroborated opinion or rumor does not constitute substantial evidence." 

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 

EIR/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 basically undeveloped. 

Evidence has not been presented to indicate that the subdivision would be developed during the life 

of the Soledad Mountain Project or to support the claim that the property would be devalued. 

Water quality/availability and storm water runoff is discussed in Section 3.4, air quality in Section 3.5, 

visual resources in Section 3.8, transportation in Section 3.13, noise in Section 3.9 and health 

hazards and risk of upset in Section 3.12 . 
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Response to Comment 30-3 

The comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 30-4 

Goldtown and other subdivisions are discussed in Section 3.10.1 on page 261 of the Draft EIR/EIS 

and shown on Exhibit 3.10.1. 

Response to Comment 30-5 

The alternatives, including the alternatives considered and eliminated, are discussed in Section 2.3 

of the Draft EIR/EIS. The public was given the opportunity to comment on the 16 alternatives during 

the public comment period. The county-preferred alternative is chosen by the Board of Supervisors 

at a general meeting after the end of the comment period for the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 30-6 

Comments regarding water quality and water supply issues or other aspects of the proposed project 

are considered if submitted during the comment period or as evidence during the hearing process. 

Response to Comment 30-7 

Comments regarding air quality issues or other aspects of the proposed project are considered if 

submitted during the comment period or as evidence during the hearing process. 

Response to Comment 30-8 

The comment about the sufficiency of the biological resources discussion is noted. The document 

was circulated to the California Department of Fish and Game and the United States Fish and 

Wildlife Service. Informal consultations have taken place with both agencies. 
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• Response to Comment 30-9 

As stated in Section 1.2.4.4.1 on page 23 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the National Historic Preservation 

Act, Section 304, directs Federal agencies to withhold from disclosure to the public information 

relating to the location or character of eligible properties whenever disclosure may create risk or 

harm to such resources. The information contained in the studies is in Section 3. 7 beginning on 

page 234 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 30-10 

Please refer to the response to Comment 16-1. 

The comment requesting noise monitoring stations is noted and included in the record. 

Response to Comment 30-11 

Based on biological surveys presented in Attachment B of Appendix Ill of the Draft EIR/EIS, there 

• were no threatened, endangered or rare species of plants identified on the project site as stated in 

Section 3.6.1.2 on page 223 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The replanting of disturbed, mature Joshua trees 

is an applicant-proposed mitigation measure listed in Section 3.6.1.6 on page 225 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. 

• 

Response to Comment 30-12 

A design feature of the project is 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 as stated in Section 3.6.2.6 on page 232 

of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Only a small number of bats were discovered or observed in the surveyed mine workings during 

surveys. The survey reports are included in Attachment B of Appendix Ill. 

No recent active signs of live desert tortoises were observed on the project site. Desert tortoise 

surveys are included in Attachment B of Appendix Ill. 
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Response to Comment 30-13 

Please see the response to Comment 30-9. 

Response to Comment 30-14 

The majority of the blasting will be in the area shown on Exhibit 2.2-2 as "Open Pit Mine." The 

easternmost boundary of the open pit will be about 1,000 feet from the Goldtown area. 

Response to Comment 30-15 

As stated in Section 3.9.1 on page 252 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Noise Element of the Kem 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 dBdn· Please refer to response 

to Comment 16-1. 

Response to Comment 30-16 

Kem County provided public notice as required in Section 21092 (b)(3) of CEQA and BLM provided 

notice to the Federal Register and local newspapers. 

Response to Comment 30-17 

The comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 30-18 

The comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 30-19 

The comment is noted. The public is welcome to meet with either Lead Agency regarding the 

project. 
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DAN IE L T. C O OPE R 
Professional Planner 

P.O. Box 1355 * Yucca Valley, CA 92286 * (760) 365-9132 

August 3, 1997 

United States Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 
300 South Richmond Road 
Ridgecrest, CA 93555 

FAX NO: (760) 384-5499 

Attn: 

Re: 

Ahmed Mohsen, EIS Project Manager; Henri Bisson, 
District Manager, and Managers 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental 
Impact Report for the Soledad Mountain Mine Project 
State Clearinghouse No. 96061052 
Dept. of the Interior No. DES 97-15 

Certified Mail No. P 134 449 706 

Dear Mr. Ahmed, Mr. Bisson, and Managers: 

These are mine and my clients's objections opposing the 
project, as captioned above, (the "Project"). 

Of course my first objection is that the Project documents 
were not delivered until July ·22, 1997, 8 days after the public 
comment period closed, although I had requested them from the 
onset of this Project. Clearly this is an ill fated attempt to 
avoid meaningful public comment, and to avoid circulating those 
comments to decision makers and to other members of the public. 

This Project would entail converting a good amount of BLM 
managed public lands, allegedly (491 acres), to dedicated private 
purposes, and from their existing public purposes and public 
uses. This Project would also entail converting a much larger 
amount of BLM managed and State managed private lands, allegedly 
(1,219 acres), to dedicated private purposesr ·also from existing 
dedicated public purposes and public uses. 

All of it, the Project area of 1,690 acres now being 
proposed for dedicated private use, would exclude all existing 
and previously dedicated public uses. Contrary to Golden Queen's 
erroneous assessment of the current land uses, (EIS/EIR Vol. 1, 
p. 259), the "primary land use 11 of the Project area, public and 
private lands, is recreation. This area has various recreation 
facilities over them; i.e. outdoor recreational motor vehicle 
trials, access trails, and camping areas. Camping areas include 
the 300 feet on each of both sides of each trail. There are 
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Cooper's Objection Letter to the Soledad Mountain Mine Project 
Certified Mail No. P 134 449 706 
August 3, 1997 

approximately 1.2 square miles, (768 acres), of recreational 
facilities being proposed for conversion. None of these existing 
recreation facilities were inventoried or revealed, in the 
current documentation, even though they exist on all the 
applicable maps of the area, including those in the Project 
documents. 

Though Golden Queen Co. Inc. recognizes the requirement to 
relate their project to current regional planning efforts, i.e. 
the West Mojave Coordinated Management Plan, (WMCMP), they 
failed, miserably, to comply. (EIS/EIR Vol. 1, p. 28) They refer 
to an outdated and illegal document; the Western Mojave Land 
Tenure Adjustment Project. (EIS/EIR Vol. 1, p. 28) The most 
current document, the May 1995 Adm. Draft EIS for the WMCMP, has 
also been abandoned for its failure to abide by lawful 
procedures. Specifically, these documents failed to provide the 
required inventory and discussion of impacts to the existing 
recreation system and all its previously dedicated facilities. 
The new planning efforts of the planning teams for the WMCMP 
include detailed inventories of the recreation system. Golden 
Queen Co. Inc. has failed to refer or relate their planning 
efforts to these inventories. 

The mere fact that ELM may have ear marked ELM managed lands 
for potential exchange does not an exchange make. (EIS/EIR Vol. 
l, p. 28) Golden Queen Co. Inc. has not proposed an exchange 
with the language; "cooperate and work with the ELM toward the 
accomplishment of the Land Tenure Adjustment Project's 
objectives ... " (EIS/EIR Vol. 1, p. 38) 

Clearly, ELM has not entered into an agreement to initiate 
an exchange, as specified under (43 U.'S.C. §1716(d)(l).). Thus, 
ELM, and Golden Queen Co. Inc., have not, nor could have, 
prepared the appraisal(s) as specified under (43 u.s.c. 
§1716(d)(l).). If such appraisals do, in fact, exist, please 
provide them for they were not provided with the Project 
documents. ELM also could not have prepared the required 
Environmental Impact Statement to support the exchange proposal. 
("NEPA Law and Litigation", Mandelker, §8.03(3], p. 8-26) This 
EIS/EIR, therefore, does not, nor could, qualify for that 
purpose. 

The above captioned Project could qualify as the Project 
proponent's "proposal for exchange" but it cannot be a "proposal 
to initiate an exchange agreement". If ELM has not processed or 
performed any of the requirements necessary to process an 

• 

• 

exchange proposal, then how can they process Golden Queen's • 
proposal for exchange? ELM cannot! 

Golden Queen hopes to avoid their obligation to mitigate 
their proposed impacts to the recreation system by mentioning the 
illegal "Specific Plan for Soledad Mountain - Elephant Butte and 
Vicinity - South of M~jave, 11 , (adopt:ed June 18, 1973 by 
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Cooper's Objection Letter to the Soledad Mountain Mine Project 
Certified Mail No. P 134 449 706 
August 3, 1997 

Resolution 73-278), as if it allows them to convert existing 
recreation facilities. (EIS/EIR Vol. 1, p. 259) This Specific 
Plan did not mention or discuss the conversion of recreational 
facilities, at that time. Hence, it is also faulty, as a 
misleading document, and open for legal challenge, at any time. 
Even so, it does not supersede this Project. It can only be 
incorporated by reference, which again opens it up for legal 
challenge. 

It is obvious that Golden Queen Co. Inc. is not expanding 
for an immediate need to increase production. Gold has gone down 
and is expected to continue to experience a loss in value. They 
are expanding to lock in their mitigation obligations before 
regional planning efforts proceed. 

Other inconsistencies, beyond the failure to recognize and 
plan for the proposed conversion of existing recreational 
facilities, of this Project with current regional planning 
efforts include a multitude of environmental problems. 

All other private projects have been put on hold, until 
regional planning is complete. Why is this Project proceeding, 
and without even a mention as to its consistency with proposed 
regional planning efforts; environmentally speaking? Is BLM 
discriminating again? They most certainly are discriminating! 
Is it because Golden Queen Co. Inc. intends to avoid the new 
proposed fee structure and other new mitigation requirements of 
the WMCMP? It most certainly is their intent! 

Significant impacts to the environment have not been 
identified, and the extend of those significant impacts 
identified, have not been revealed. For example; though, the 
Golden Queen Co. Inc. intends to continue to withdraw from the 
area water storage units, they have not revealed much of the 
necessary information pertaining to these water storage units. 
How can I tell if they are impermissibly mining, water that is, 
or impermissibly polluting these water storage units without 
knowing, for each water storage unit and subunit: (1) storage 
capacity; (2) prior withdrawal, water unit level; (3) existing 
water unit level; (4) prior water quality and contents; (5) 
exis~ing water quality and con~ents; (5) dependable yield; (6) 
current usage in acre feet; and (7) proposed usage in acre feet. 
I cannot! I can only assume that, by the attempt to conceal this 
information, for it is available, that they intend to violate the 
law and harm the environment. 

Some exarnoles are: 
It is highly dubious that the current usable dependable yield, 
"recharge", of the storage units to be used, are "approximately 
18,000 acre feet per year" as we are lead to believe. (EIS/EIR 
Vol. 1, p. 184) Dependable yield, "perennial yield", is not 
storage capacity, and Golden Queen is not permitted to mine, 
water that is, from storage basins. Clearly, they propose to 
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illegally mine, water that is. (EIS/EIR Vol. 4, Appx. V, pp. 5-6) 

It is also highly dubious that, "the groundwater table has 
been relatively stable over the last 16 years" when it is, 
admittedly, "lowering at a rate of approximately one-quarter to 
one-half foot per year". (EIS/EIR p. Vol. 1, p. 184; Vol. 4, 
appx. V, Exh. 4) Golden Queen just cannot make up its alleged 
mind; whether the groundwater table is lowering or is stable.. It 
is lowering by 1/2 foot per year or more. Even so, Golden 
Queen's proposed use, continual illegal mining of the storage 
basin, would constitute an increase, in continual illegal mining 
of that storage basin, of approximately 65 percent of existing 
draw; illegal lowering. 

Existing Wells (existing draw) (Vol. 4, Appx.v, Exh. l) 
2,240 gpm 

Golden Queen Wells (new and proposed draw) 
(Vol. 4, Appx. V, p. 4 and p. 5 

700 gpm as of October 1996 (post data on Hydrographs) 
250 gpm proposed Well #1 
250 gpm proposed Well #2 
250 gpm proposed Well #3 
1,450 gpm total new draw 

The groundwater table would be lowered, as a result of the 
proposed Project, by a rate of approximately 7/8 of a foot ~o 1 
foot per year. 

It is highly dubious that the groundwater study failed to 
mention basin storage capacity; historical and current. With 
this information, I could have calculated the number of years it 
would take to drain the subject storage basins, at proposed draw 
levels. Without this information, I must conclude that the 
proposed project, over its proposed life, will completely drain 
the storage basins it will impact. 

It is highly dubious to use 1970 groundwater levels from a 
well, "Jameson Ranch well #26Jl 11

, that could be tested today. 
(EIS/EIR Vol. 4, appx. V, p. 2) 

The same is true of the diversion of surface water flows and 
the potential for surface water contamination. How do I know 
what to comment on if I do not have either the data or the 
reports? I cannot. They were not included in the appendices; 
only referenced. BLM, the County and Golden Queen Co. Inc. 
expect me to research them by looking up these referenced 
reports, if they exist. (E!S/EIR Vol. 1, p. 9 and Table 1.2-1; 
Vol. 4, Appx. V, p. 3 of appx. A) This is not the law. 
Documents incorporated by reference do not only become open for 
public review, under the current project, they must be made 
available in local public libraries, and the lead agency must 
certify them. BLM no~ the County has certified any of the 
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documents to support the Applicable Permits, or any other 
referenced documents. 

Without water quality data from existing wells it is not 
possible to ascertain whether Golden Queen is currently 
contaminating the storage basins. I am concerned that drainoff, 
or even the potential breakage and spill, from the heap leach 
pads will contaminate nearby surface waters, and other nearby 
storage basins. (EIS/EIR Vol. l, p. 176) Without the above 
missing data, Golden Queen cannot either discuss potential 
impacts or discuss the monitoring of proposed mitigation. 

Even if I could afford to look up and pay for copies of the 
referenced documents, which I cannot, the time to retrieve them 
would exceed the time provided for public review of this Project. 
These comments, however, are the least of the Golden Queen's 
problems. 

In the State of California all engineering reports must be 
either supervised or prepared by licensed engineers. In 
addition, all drafts of such reports must be stamped by these 
licensed engineers. Not only is this Project conspicuous by the 
absence of hydrogeological reports prepared by licensed 
hydrogeologists, it is also conspicuously absent by the absence 
of hydrology reports prepared by licensed hydrologists. It is 
also highly likely that none of the hydrology or hydrogeological 
reports, prepared for the Permits, were prepared by licensed 
engineers either. No matter, they would be invalid for BLM·and 
the County failed to certify them. Even if they did, such 
certification could only be done by licensed hydrogeologists and 
licensed hydrologists. Even tf such reports could be produced, 
they were not signed, supervised, or prepared by licensed 
engineers, as the draft Project exhibits. All such reports 
prepared by unlicensed an inexperienced persons, are void. It is 
not necessary, therefore, to critique these reports, any further, 
for they are void, as a matter of law. 

The Project proponent may get lucky and have none of the 
hazardous materials, they intend to use in open heap leach pits, 
leave the site. Even so, little to nothing was mentioned about 
the eventual clean up of those sites. ·Sure t~ey are going to 
plant over them, but what about neutralizing.the remaining, and 
non-indigenous, chemicals. Nor was there any mention of the 
restoration, by restoring to original elevations, of the larger 
pits where the actual precious metals extraction is to occur. 
(EIS/EIR Vol. l, p. 122) Again, the Specific Plan for Soledad 
Mountain - Elephant Butte and ~icinity - South of Mojave does not 
provide an adequate explanation, as was alleged. (EIS/EIR Vol. l, 
p. 86) Does the Project proponent plan to pull an Eagle Mountain 
deal, and turn these pits into a mega garbage dump, at some 
future point? Not this time! I insist on a definitive statement 
as to the ultimate restoration, the complete filling in, of these 
pits; all of them. 533 
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Speaking of precious metals; what does Golden Queen Co. Inc. 
plan to mine? Is it just gold, as was implied? Not likely! BLM 
and the County are required to reveal each and every precious 
metal, and/or each and every mineral that is to be mined, as well 
as the amounts of each. Golden Queen Co. Inc. plans to mine 
other precious metals, with significant values, but failed to 
reveal these facts. 

This Project is also conspicuous by the absence of the 
proposal of hardly any mitigation measures, for any significant 
impacts identified. The Project proponents and BLM must know 
that any new plan, either amending or expanding an old specific 
plan, opens up all prior planning to public comment, and to 
potential litigation. Am I to believe, as the Project propounds, 
that the Golden Queen Co. Inc. is so poor that they cannot afford 
any form of mitigation, or that their proposed uses are so unique 
that they would have no impacts on the environment whatsoever? 
Not likely! 

What little mitigation was proposed, under the prior 
specific plan or the current plan, would not mitigate significant •. 
impacts, identified, under todays' standards, to insignificance.· 
They certainly would not mitigate significant impacts that were 
not identified to acceptable levels. For example: the Project 
provides almost nothing for the proposed take of approximately 
1,690 acres of desert tortoise habitat and ground squirrel 
habitat, and the proposed take of desert tortoises and ground 
squirrels, within that area. The County's Conditions of Approval 
do not come close to appropriate mitigation either. 

The mere mention of the fact that. reclamation is required, 
(EIS/EIR Vol. l, p. 231), does not reclamation or mitigation 
make. Golden Queen Co. Inc. does not propose to mitigate or to 
reclamate their potential to harm the environment:. This they 
hope to accomplish by failing to disclose their potential 
impacts. They failed to disclose their potential impacts to, not 
only all the threatened and endangered species over that area, 
but all the species of concern over the same area. This 
avoidance of disclosure will not be tolerated. 

I am sure that various environmental organizations provided 
more specific comments as to what species the Project would 
impact. All those comments are incorporated herein, by 
reference, and made a part of my comments. 

BLM, the County, and the Project proponent, have clearly 
revealed that they have no intention of protecting the 
environment when they failed to identify impacts and failed to 
provide the required monitoring program. A monitoring program is 
not sufficient if it merely "incorporates the design criteria and 
mit:igation measures", or merely tracks the "recording and 
documenting the acquisition of various construction and operation 
permits and various fi.eld inspections". (~IS/EIR Vol. 1, p. 403) 
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A monitoring program provides a scientific means of evaluating 
proposed mitigations, and proposes specific measures, to be 
taken, in the case proposed mitigations do not mitigate 
significant impacts to insignificance. Golden Queen Co. Inc., 
BLM, nor the County has provided such a monitoring program. 

Some of the Permits, to be acquired, are required before BLM 
or the County can approve the project. BLM nor the County can 
approve a project which proposes mitigation measures to be 
specified in the future; post Project approval. Many of the 
required permits specify the mitigation measures which the 
Project proponent must provide in order to mitigate potential 
impacts, which those agencies identify, to insignificance. 

This is just more of the same from this administration, both 
BLM and the County; outrageous and open abuse of the people and 
abuse of the environment. It is not necessary to point out all 
of the many additional illegalities, of which there are many, 
proposed abuses of this Project. Enough has been presented to 
block this Project. At this point, the people have much to lose 
and nothing to gain by this Project. There is nothing, 
therefore, to lose by opposing it vigorously. This is not to sav 
that my clients are not willing to negotiate; they are more than
willing . 

As always, I suggest a settlement conference with the Golden 
Queen Co. Inc., before this Project proceeds to final draft; My 
clients have always been more than reasonable in their 
negotiations as to what they require for settlement. They do not 
ask for much, less than they are do legally, and certainly within 
Golden Queen's budget. Should Golden 9ueen Co. Inc. not 
negotiate, immediately, or accept a reasonable settlement, I 
intend to both vigorously litigate against the Project, and to 
publish extensively, throughout the media, exposing it. 

Sincerely, 

Daniel T. Cooper 
Professional Planner 

-

cc: Glenn A. Barnhill, County of Kern, Fax No. (805) 862-8601 
Golden Queen Mining Co. Inc. 
Ed Waldheim, President of CORVA 
Jerry Hobbs, Chairman of PLAC 
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Comment Letter 31 from: 

Daniel T. Cooper 
Professional Planner 
August 3, 1997 

Response to Comment 31-1 

The Draft EIR/EIS was mailed on May 31, 1997 to agencies and individuals who requested the 

document in writing from Kem County or BLM, attended the scoping meetings in Mojave and 

Rosamond in April 1996, or submitted comments to Kem County or BLM in response to the Notice 

of Preparation or Notice of Intent. 

Response to Comment 31-2 

Recreational resources are discussed in Section 3.0.4 on page 137 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Approximately 70 percent of the project area is privately owned land and is not managed for public 

recreational purposes. 

Response to Comment 31-3 

The West Mojave Coordinated Management Plan (WMCMP) and the Land Tenure Adjustment 

Project (LTAP) are identified on page 28 of the EIR/EIS. 

The L TAP was approved in 1992 after completion of an EIS. Future land adjustments relating to this 

project will require a standalone NEPA compliance document and are not part of this Proposed 

Action. The May 1995 Administrative Draft EIS for the WMCMP is an internal working document 

which has not exhausted internal agency review process. At the publication date of this Draft 

EIR/EIS, data related to the WMCMP was not available for reference. 

Response to Comment 31-4 

The Executive Summary on page S-17 of the Draft EIR/EIS states that Golden Queen plans to work 

with the SLM toward meeting the objectives of the Land Tenure Adjustment Project. Future 

exchanges will be subject to the LTAP and will require standalone compliance. The Draft EIR/EIS 

does not state or imply that an exchange has occurred or that an agreement has been reached. 
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Response to Comment 31-5 

The comment is noted and included in the record. 

Response to Comment 31-6 

The need for the project is stated in Section 1.1 on page 5 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Golden Queen has submitted a Conditional Use Permit application and Plan of Operations in 

accordance with Federal and state laws and regulations and will obtain every applicable permit prior 

to commencement of operations. 

Response to Comment 31-7a 

Groundwater use, source, recharge rates, etc. are discussed in Section 3.4.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS 

beginning on page 184. Please refer to response to Comment 19-2. 

Response to Comment 31-7b 

Golden Queen will obtain up to 750 ,gallons per minute of water from up to three water supply wells. 

Other wells owned by Golden Queen are for domestic use or are currently unused. Please refer to 

Section 3.4.2.2 beginning on page 193 of the Draft EIR/EIS for more information about the 

groundwater supply. 

Response to Comment 31-7c 

The comment about availability of documents is noted and included in the record. Reference 

materials cited in the Draft EIR/EIS which includes research papers and technical papers are not 

included in the body of the EIR/EIS or the appendices. They are appropriately cited and available 

through libraries, bookstores, the Internet and other public avenues. 

Response to Comment 31-7d 

The Groundwater Supply Evaluation and Hydrology Study Summary contained in Appendix V of the 

• Draft EIR/EIS were supervised by and have been certified by State of California registered 

professionals. These documents have a professional stamp in the Final EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comment 31-8a 

Site restoration is addressed in the Surface Mining Redamation Plan contained in Appendix Ill of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. Neutralization of the heap leach will be accomplished as stated on page 23 of the 

Surface Mining Reclamation Plan. 

Response to Comment 31-8b 

Backfilling alternatives were evaluated in Section 2.3.3.2 beginning on page 104 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 31-9 

Page S-10 of the Draft EIR/EIS states that approximately 60 million tons of precious metal (gold and 

silver) ore is expected to be mined. 

Response to Comment 31-10 

Golden Queen is not proposing to modify the Kem County General Plan nor any Specific Plan. The 

proposed mitigation measures are summarized in Table S-2 in the EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 31-11 

Based on biological surveys, there were no threatened, endangered or rare species of plants 

identified on the project site (Section 3.6.1.1 on page 222 of the Draft EIR/EIS). 

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service in concurrence with the SLM has determined that there 

would be no adverse impacts to the desert tortoise and, therefore, impacts to the desert tortoise 

would be less than significant. 

The California Department of Fish and Game has determined that authorization of take of 

endangered or threatened animals, in this case, the desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel, is 

not necessary because none appear to be present on the project site as stated in their comment to 

the Notice of Preparation in Appendix II of the Draft E!R/EIS. 
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The Surface Mining Reclamation Plan, including bonding requirements, is contained in Appendix Ill 

of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 31-12 

A Mitigation Monitoring Program is contained in Section 7.0 of the Final EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 31-13 

The comment is noted and included for the record . 
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Augmt 4, 1997 

Gem A Barnhill 
County ofK.em Planning Depamncat 
2700 4'M" Street. Suite 100 
Babrsiieid, CA 9330i 

Dear Mr. Barnhill: 

COMMENTS ON mE DR.AF! ENVIRONMENTAL IMP ACT 
REPORT/ENVIR.ONMENTAL IMP ACT STATEMENT {ElR/EIS) FOR TEE 
SOLEDAD MOUNT.A.IN PROJECT, KERN COUNTY 

Regional ~oard staff ( sta:fI) bas reviewed the subject document. The Regional 
Board, as a responsible agency under CEQA, will use the final EIR/E1S as part of 
au application submitted to the R.cgicmal Board for comidcration of adopting 
waste di,charge requirements for the project. Inmrmarion regarding water quality 
in the draft EIRIEIS must be su:fficiem mch that the Regional Board can fully 
consider approval for the projea. ~ 3UCh, staff' requesu that Kem County :fully 
address the commenu below in the final EIR/ElS for the project. 

Previous Comments Made 

Staff originally submitted comprehensive written comments dated July 19, 1996, 
on the Notice of Preparation for the draft EIR/EIS. All previous comments were 
addressed in the draft ~ with exception to comments regarding waste from 
former mines located at the project site. Specifically, the following comments need 
to be addressed in det3il in the final EIR/EIS: 

1. a de:sc:ription of the Gold Fields America project and all chemicals that were 
used at the site; 

2. an assessmcniof Mrf past impacts to the project site and vicinity and any 
potential future impacts related to mobilization of taiJings remaining from past 
mining operations; 

3. a description of arrt other former mining operations that were located on the 
project site and chemicals that were used;· 

4. an assesmient of each fonner mining operation, including analysis of any 
remaixring aaual or potential threats to water quality from past discharg= of 
waste, and, if necessary, measures to ad.dress any ac:ua1 .mi/or potential 
impacts to water quality; and 
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Pagel 

S. a statement regarding the respomicility of Golden Queen to address any past 
environmc:ntal impactS, including ground water impacts, due to former mining 
operations on the project site and vici:mty. 

New Comments 

The fellowing are new comments that must be addressed in the final EIR/EIS: 

Leach Pads and Leaching- Section 2.2.2.2.3 

On page 60 of the draft ElR/EIS, it indicates that a wick drain system would be 
used for the leachate coilection and removal system (LCRS). The project 
proponcm has submitted information recently to the Regional Board that the wick 
system design bas been changed to a geotextile-geogrid-geotex:tile system design, 
which has not received complete formal review by staff: The draft ElR/EIS should 
indicate that the new' geot=:tilc-geogrid-geotmil.e system design is the preferred 
alternative LCRS design to be proposed to the Regional Board for approval. 

Analytical Laboratory - Section 2.2.2 . .3.3 

On page 72, the draft Em/EIS states that hazardous materials form the on-site 
~ analytical laboratory will be a.ccumulated. and transported to licensed offsite waste 
~ disposal facilities. The draft EIR/EIS should also state the preferred, final, legal 

method for disposal of non-hazardous waste generated from the analytical 
laboratory. 

If you have any questions, please conw:t Ted Evans (Project Manager) at (760) 
241-i393 of myself at (760) 241-7404. 

Sincerely, 

JJ ~ 
~er 
Senior Enginc:r 

cc: Regional Board members 
Francis McChesney, Office of Chief Counsel, Sacrm:ncnto 
Ahmed Mohsen, Bureau of Land Management, Ridgcrest Resource Area 
T cr:ry Murray, Lancaster 
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Comment Letter 32 from: 

Kenn Carter 
Senior Engineer 
lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 
August 4, 1997 

Response to Comment 32-1 

The fact that surface disturbances, due to historic mining, exist within the project area is noted in 

Section 3.2.1.1 on page 151 of the Draft EIR/ElS. A Report of Tailings Analysis was submitted to 

the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board in July 1997 as an appendix to the Report of 

Waste Discharge. This report is available to the public at the Lahontan Regional Board office in 

Victorville. Following is a summary of the report which addresses the issues in this comment letter. 

Previous mining at the site is described in Section 3. 7.1 on page 234 of the Draft EIR/ElS. The Gold 

Fields American Development Company established an operation with a mill, cyanidization in tanks 

and a Merrill-Crowe process in the 1930's. There is no record of the chemicals used on the site. 

Typically the historical mines would have used blasting material, cyanide, lubricants, greases, motor 

oil and fuels. It is typical for the Merrill-Crowe process to use powdered zinc and minor amounts of 

lead acetate. No stains or evidence of chemical spills or chemical disposal were observed on the 

site. 

Tailings and waste rock piles remaining on the project site from historic operations include 

approximately 200,000 tons of processed ore from the Gold Fields of America project, 15,000 tons 

of tailings from the Echo Mine, and small isolated piles of tailings and waste rock from the Queen 

Esther and Karma mines. The tailings and waste rock were analyzed for acid generation potential 

and CAM-17 metals. The results are included in the report submitted to the Lahontan Regional 

Board. 

The tailings from the Gold Fields of America Project and other historic ore processing facilities do 

not have a net acid generating potential. All analyses for CAM-17 metals are below Soluble 

Threshold Limit Concentrations (STLC) levels except for one sample from the Queen Esther mine 

which contained lead at concentrations higher than the STLC. The Gold Fields tailings pile is 

suitable for use as soil liner material for the heap leach pad. The other tailings will be processed 

with the ore on the heap leach pad. 
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Of the waste rock piles from historic operations, a few of the samples indicate that some of the 

remaining waste rock piles have a net acid generation potential. All CAM-17 analyses were below 

the STLC levels. The waste rock piles will be processed with the ore on the heap leach pad. 

Groundwater has been tested in monitoring welts placed north of the proposed heap leach pad #1 

as part of ongoing background monitoring in accordance with requirements for waste management 

units. The analytical results have been submitted to the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control 

Board and do not indicate the presence of impacts to water quality from previous mining operations. 

• Post-project closure will be in accordance with the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975. 

The responsibility for remediation varies based on agency-specific regulations and the enabling laws 

· that govern such activities. Golden Queen by virtue of its most recent ownership assumes 

responsibility for environmental impacts including, to some degree, those stemming from activities 

of previous owners. However, if Golden Queen assumed blanket responsibility for any past 

environmental impacts, then Golden Queen would essentially preclude their right to share the 

remediation burden with the previous owners. Such blanket statements can create jurisdictional 

conflicts and expose the project proponent to undue burden. 

Tailings and waste piles which are incorporated as part of the project will be subject to reclamation 

and closure requirements required for the entire project. 

Response to Comment 32-2 

It is noted that the applicant has submitted a revised liner system design to the Lahontan Regional 

Board which includes a geotextile-geogrid-geotextile system design in place of the geotextile wick 

drain system described in Section 2.2.2.2.3 on page 60 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 32-3 

As stated in Section 2.2.3.5 on page 75 of the Draft EIR/EIS, all waste will be either recycled or 

disposed of in accordance with applicable local, state and Federal laws and regulations. 
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Dear Sirs~ 8-6-97 

Thank you very much for che opportunity to comment on the Soledad 
hlEountain. Mining Project. 

I am concerned about the fine dust blowing down on us. I already have 
respiratory ailments and I noticed a difference when they were doing all chat 
blasting up there on that mountain What assurance do l have that they are 
going to operate properly and meet the requirements set by the state and 
federal agencies. 

The water is another concern of mine. The mine should test local residents 
wells to make sure that the quality of my water is maintained and that the 
depth does not drop to a point where I can no longerpump water from my 
own well. 

The transportation of chemicals is another issue that concerns me. How are 
these folks going to see to it that these independent contractors are handling 
these chemicals on our roads safely and that their driver are knowledgeable 
about the chemicals they are transporting. Also, how is the excessive use 
and ware and tare on the roads going to be accounted for. Are we as tax 
payers going to have to pay for the deterioration of the roads by these trucks 
hauling all this material for 15 years. I find this ware and tare not to be less 
that significant. 

I hope you give these things close attention before permitting this project. 

Sincerely, ,,. 

();;tf;-~_J~ __ j 

• 

Mr Otis Oliver 
1318 Backus Rd 
Mojave CA 93501-7302 

545 



Comment Letter 33 from: 

Otis Oliver 
Resident of Mojave 
August 6, 1997 

Response to Comment 33-1 

As stated in Section 1.2.4.1 on page 9 of the Draft EIR/EIS, construction and operation o-1:_the 

Soledad Mountain Project will be subject to Federal, state and local rules and regulations pertaining 

to air pollutants: Kem County Air Pollution Control District will have primary regulatory authority. over 

potential sources of air pollution associated with the project. Air quality modeling shows that the 

proposed project PM10 emissions added to the average background concentration of PM10 at the 

project site will not exceed Federal or California ambient air quality standards as stated in Section 

3.5.2 on pages 210 and 211 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Monitoring of the project will establish compliance 

with air quality rules. Recurring exceedances will require additional mitigation by the mine operator 

to return to compliance with the air permits. 

Response to Comment 33-2 

Please refer to the response to Comment 19-1. 

Response to Comment 33-3 

As stated in Section 2.2.3.3 on page 74 of the Draft EIR/EIS, drivers will be trained in the safe 

handling of both solid and liquid cyanide shipments. Hazardous materials transported to the site will 

be shipped in United States Department of Transportation (DOT)-approved containers (Section 

3.12.2 on page 274 of the Draft EIR/EIS). The routes of hazardous materials being shipped to and 

away from the proposed project will be coordinated with the California Highway Patrol or other 

appropriate agencies (Section 3.12.5 on page 276 of the Draft EIR/EIS). 

Response to Comment 33-4 

Please see the response to Comment 6-3. 
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Kem Co. Planning Dept. 
2700 M Street, Suite 100 
Bakersfield. CA 93301 
ATTN: Glenn Barnhill/Scott Denny 

Dear Mr. Barnhill, 

August 7, 1997 

I wish to thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIR/EIS) for the Soledad Mountain Project. 

After reviewing the draft EIR/EIS, I still have some real concerns about the project. 

I have a number of concerns regarding this project. One is that the document stated in one place that there were 
approximately 15 residents located south of the mine and then in another place it stated approximately 10 residents south of 
the project. This shows conflicting information as well as very inaccurate data. A neighbor personally counted over 96 
dwellings. This information in the document is very misleading and anyone who reads this document and is not familiar with 
the area would think that this site was very isolated and a safe distance from anyone or anything. This is just not so and 
needs to be addressed. The state and federal agencies need to be aware of how close this project is from residents who will 
be significantly impacted by the project. We had the same land use 9 miles to the west of us and saw first band the results. 
We saw how Kern County denied any wrong doing and played down the Mercury spill. The only problem is that the spill 
affected the people down wind and the mine was not held accountable for their actions. Cactus Gold Mine was not required 
to clean up the area they contaminated, and so they didn't. Mercury doesn't just go away. The residents have had many of 
their chickens tested and excessive levels of mercury were found. They can no longer raise chickens to eat or for the eggs 
because they are contaminated. We have seen how the residents were denied a fair deal. This project's boundaries are less 
than l mile from my home and we are in the direct path of the wind rose that was prepared for the EIR/EIS document. 

The map showing well locations was grossly inaccurate. Our own well was not shown on this map as well as many others 
that have been there for over S years. Current data is available at the Kern County Environmental Health Services 
Department. The data used to prepare this document was old and out dated. This is just another example of misleading 
information going out to State and Federal agencies. How can they make good decisions when they don't have all the 
information. No wonder the document could mitigate these important issues and show them less than significant. The fact 
that the mining operation will not use another source of water until they reach a 200% error in their predicted data concerns 
me. A 200% error is not less than significant and should be reconsidered. 

Air quality is another real concern of mine. The data that was used in the document was out dated and inaccurate. There is 
lots of current wind data in Mojave that shows much higl}.er readings than were used in the document. Again, no wonder 
they were able to say they could mitigate so much. 

Before this project is approved, these issues need to be addressed. Tne conditional use permit needs to state very clearly 
how they can and cannot operate. They should have ro post a significant bond for any clean up or health problems that 
occur as a result of this operation. Golden Queen ~lining Company confidently states that there are no negative effects as a 
result of this project. Perhaps they are willing to post a 20 million dollar bond to back up this statement! 

I hope this helps to make this project a safe and successful one . 
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Comment Letter 34 from: 

Sue Mathis 
Resident of Ridgecrest 
August 7, 1997 

Response to Comment 34-1 

The number of possible residences in the area of the proposed project has been investigated in 

response to comments. Please see Section 6.3.1.2. 

. Response to Comment 34-2 

Please see Section 6.3.1.1.1 for a discussion of the historic mercury release and native mercury 

concentration. 

Response to Comment 34-3 

• 

As stated in Section 3.4.2.1 on page 188 of the Draft EIR/EIS, known water wells are shown on the • 

well location map (Exhibit 3.4-4). The locations were derived from the Hydrology Study Summary 

in Appendix V and from databases acquired from the Department of Water Resources and Kem 

County Environmental Health Services Department. Information about private water wells in 

California is considered confidential and the information in the databases includes location only. 

Detailed information about wells within one mile of the waste management units was gathered with 

the permission of the well owners for the Report of Waste Discharge, which has been submitted to 

the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board. The Report of Waste Discharge is considered 

public information. 

Please see the response to Comment 19-1. 

Response to Comment 34-4 

The use of site-specific meteorological data was required and approved by the Kem County Air 

Pollution Control District, in accordance with United States Environmental Protection Agency 

guidance. 
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• Golden Queen contracted for the operation of a meteorological data gathering station on its property 

starting in 1989 with operations continuing for approximately two years. This data was collected in 

accordance with US EPA guidelines and verified for completeness. Based on analysis using peak 

receptor locations and the proposed sources, the 1991 meteorological data provided the highest 

estimated excess risk at the peak receptor location and was utilized in the evaluation (page 1 O of 

Appendix VII of the Draft EIR/EIS). 

Response to Comment 34-5 

Golden Queen will post three bonds. A bond for successful reclamation of the project site is required 

for the Surface Mining and Reclamation permit. The bond amount is itemized in Table 4 of Appendix 

Ill of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

As stated in Section 3.4.2.5 on page 198 of the Draft EIR/EIS, Golden Queen is required to post 

financial bonds for neutralization and closure of the heap leach piles and an amount sufficient to 

initiate and complete corrective actions for a reasonably foreseeable potential release to the 

environment. These amounts will be determined as a result of the Report of Waste Discharge and 

• Waste Discharge Requirements with Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board . 

• 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION lX 

Mr. Ahmed Mohsen 

7 5 Hawthorne Street O] 
San Francisco, CA ~1~ 

Bureau of Land Management 
Ridgecrest Resource Area 
300 South Richmond Road 
Ridgecrest, California 93555 

Dear Mr. Mohs en: 

Al'" IC - . ,., 1-.. "I •• ~ • " 
,..,..., "-' I - ~., ~ 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Soledad 
Mountain Project, Mojave, Kern County, California. Our comments 
are provided pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality's NEPA 
Implementation Regulations at 40 CFR 1500-1508, and Section 309 
of the Clean Air Act. We appreciate your granting us a two-week 
extension on the comment period. As you know, we received the 
document rather late. 

The DEIS analyzes the impacts of alternatives to a gold-silver 
mining project, which involves excavation of an open pit, 
construction and operation of heap leach facilities, overburden 
rock piles, ore stockpiles, and processing and ancillary 
facilities. The proposed project would disturb approximately 930 
acres over a period of about 15 years and involves the excavation 
of about 290 million tons of combined ore and overburden 
material. 

We have rated this DEIS as EC-2 -- Environmental Concerns
Insufficient Information. (See the enclosed "Summary of Rating 
Definitions and Follow-up Action"). Our rating reflects our 
concerns regarding impacts to air quality, and ground water 
quality, and the need for additional information in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) regarding air and water 
quality, and mitigation of environmental impacts. 

While we feel that the DEIS is generally well done, we do have 
concerns with the extent of information provided in the DEIS 
relative to the impacts associated with the possible sale of 
aggregate and construction materials, as well as the impacts 
associated with possible underground mining operations. We 
recommend that these activities be fully described in the FEIS, 
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perhaps· in the cumulative im?acts section, pursuant to 40 CFR 
1508.25 and 1508.7. • 

We also suggest that additional information be provided on the 
impacts of past mining activities, and specifics on heap leach 
pad design and mitigation measures that would be undertaken to 
ensure against structural failures and/or uncontrolled solution 
discharges. Our detailed comments are enclosed. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS. Please 
send two copies of the FEIS to this office when it is officially 
filed with our Washington, D.C., office. Should you have any.": 
questions, please contact me at (415) 744-1584, or Karl Kanbergs 
at (415) 744-1579. 

002895/97-181 

Enclosures 

Sincerely, 
---··-·-·--c .... -)· 

·- -- -=--
David J. Farrel, Chief 
Federal Activities Office 

cc: Glenn Barnhill, Kern Co. Dpt. of Planning 
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SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTTON 

Environment.al Impact of the Action 

LO-Lack of Ohjections 

' The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the proposal. The 
review may have disclosed opponunities for application of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with no more than 
minor changes to the proposal. 

EC-Envjronmentai Concerns 

The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment. 
Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation measures that can reduce the 
environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. 

EO-Envjronmental Objections 

The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide adequate 
protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred alternative or consideration 
of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead 
agency to reduce these impacts. 

EU-Environmenta!ly Unsatisfactory 

The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are unsatisfactory 
from the standpoint of environmental quality, public health or welfare. EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these 
impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS stage. this proposal will be recommend for 
referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) . 

Adeguacv of the Impact Statement 

Categorv I -Adequate 

EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and those of the 
alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is necessary. but the reviewer may 
suggest the addition of clarifying language or infonnation. 

Categorv 2-fnsufficient Jnfonnatjon 

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should be avoided 
in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available alternatives that are within 
the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action. The 
identified additional infonnation. data. analyses, or discussion should be included in the final EIS. 

Categorv 3-Inadeouate 

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the action. or 
the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in 
the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes that 
the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full public 
review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 
review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On 
the basis of the potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ. 

• From: EPA Manual 1640, "Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment." 
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Soledad Mountain Project DEIS 
EPA Comments -August 1997 

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) 

Al terna ti ves 

Several alternatives were considered in the DEIS including: no 
action; increasing the proposed mining and processing rate by 20 
percent; decreasing the proposed mining and processing rate by 20 
percent; reducing project size to avoid topographic impacts to 
significant ridge lines; and, partial backfilling. A number of 
inconsistencies exist: -· 
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The underground mining alternative was eliminated from 
consideration (pg. 104), yet underground mining is still 
considered as a possible future action in other parts of the 
DEIS. On page S-19, under "Increased Mining and Processing 
Rates" it is stated that " ... consideration of increased 
mining rates should not be precluded." This statement is 
contradicted on pg. S-22, Table S-1, where the increased 
mining rate and processing alternative has been eliminated 
from consideration. These issues should be clarified in the 
FEIS. 

The DEIS states that mining rates for ore will vary between 
about 4 and 6 million tons per year (pg. 4). Inasmuch as 6 
million tons is 50 percent more than 4 million tons, the 20 
percent reduction or increase alternatives appear rather 
contrived and not meaningful. The DEIS appropriately 
includes estimates of the total suspended particle emissions 
(TSP) based on the maximum mining rate. For the purposes of 
consistency, we recommend that all other potential impacts, 
be discussed in terms of the maximum mining rate. 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations at 40 CFR 
1502.14 require all reasonable alternatives be evaluated. 
Because the sale of overburden and aggregate is stated as 
part of the Proposed Action, an alternative without this 
"sale" option should also be evaluated. Similarly, if 
limited underground mining is also intended to be part of 
the proposed action, a no underground mining alternative 
should·be evaluated. In addition, we suggest that a reduced 
sized project, based on economics, be considered. We 
recognize that Golden Queen wishes to maximize the 
utilization of resources and meet the financial expectations 
of its shareholders while being environmentally responsible, 

1 
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Soledad Mountain Project DEIS 
EPA Comments -August 1997 

however, an alternative based on a higher grade/lower 
tonnage scenario would be an option that would incorporate 
the economic purpose of the proposed project and address 
reduction of visual impacts and other impacts such as air 
quality. 

CUmulative Impacts 

The DEIS does not appropriately address cumulative impacts. For 
example, on page 143 the DEIS states that "there are no other 
proposed precious mineral projects within the area, therefore, 
there are no related cumulative impacts." CEQ Regulations (40 
CFR 1508.7) define cumulative impacts as the " ... impact on the 
environment which results from the incremental impact of the 
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions ... n Accordingly, the FEIS should 
address cumulative impacts associated with past mining activities 
as well as other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions pursuant to 40 CFR 1508.25. This would include the 
cumulative impacts of the possible underground and industrial 
mineral operations . 

On page 126, the Project Location Map depicts a "Super Fund" 
site, although no mention of it is made in the text. Based on 
information provided by Kern County, this site is a California 
EPA site, listed as "A and W Smelters and Refiners." The 
environmental impacts associated with this site should be 
discussed within the context of cumulative impacts. Full 
disclosure of this site's characteristics would help provide good 
baseline information. 

Socioeconomic Analysis 

The proposed project's stated Purpose and Need is based on 
economics. The Socioeconomic Analysis (Economic 
Development/Fiscal Analysis, pp. 267 - 272, and Appendix XI, 
Analysis of Socioeconomic Impacts) describe positive economic 
gains to the community. The fiscal impact figures used 
throughout the analysis are calculated using the estimated 
revenues generated by the project. Since mining company revenues 
can .. be very sensitive to metals prices, fiscal impact figures 
reported can be quite misleading unless the metals prices used 
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Sokdad Mountoin Project DEIS 
EPA Commer.t.! -August 1997 

in calculations are reported. For the purposes of fully 
evaluating the socioeconomic analysis presented, the gold-silver 
cost basis used for the analysis should be included in the FEIS. 

Appendix XI indicates that operations are expected to continue 
for 7 - 10 years and employ 144 people. In the DEIS it is stated 
that the project may be expected to continue for up to 15 years 
(pg. 2) and "the project will create an estimated 230 full-time. 
jobs." These disparate figures should be reconciled in the FEIS. .. -,' 

PROJECT DESIGN AND PROCESSES 

Leach Pads and Leaching 

We recommend that additional information be provided in the FEIS 
on the proposed design and safety mitigation measures of the toe 
berm portions of the heap leach pads. These mitigation measures 
should provide sufficient assurance that the wellbeing and water 
supply of nearby residences would be protected. As discussed in 
the DEIS, the leach pads are designed so that the toe berm would 
provide internal solution storage capability within the leach 
pad. Eliminating open bodies of cyanide bearing solution is 
clearly environmentally preferable. According to the DEIS, the 
toe berm, constructed to a maximum height of 25 feet, would also 
provide vehicular access to the pad area. Accordingly, the toe 
berm would not be subject to the jurisdiction of the State of 
California Department of Water Resources, Division of Safety of 
Dams (DSDD). Rather, the BLM and project proponent defer to the 
conformance requirements of the Lahontan Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. 

We are specifically concerned with the stability of the toe berm 
and possible breach of the berm by a storm situation greater than 
the 100 year event. Supplemental information received by our 
office (Soledad Mountain Project Heap Leach Facilities 
Geotechnical Design Report, Glasgow Engineering Group, Inc., 
January 24, 1997) indicates that the downstream portion of the 
toe berm has the most critical slope configuration. A maximum 
slope of 2.SH:lV was required to satisfy pseudo-static loading. 
The FEIS should assure that loading from vehicular traffic has 
also been considered. A minimum factor of safety of 1.0 for 
pseudo-static loading should be incorporated into design 
specifications. 
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The physical design of the berm and the availability of 
appropriate borrow material is also of concern. A detailed cross 
section of the down slope berm should be included in the FEIS. 
The section and/or accompanying text should describe types of 
construction materials, lift heights and compaction methods. 

No mitigation measures are provided for spillover in cases of a 
storm exceeding the 100-year 24 hour event. We find this 
problematic inasmuch as annual precipitation in the-western 
United States is extremely variable. To accommodate spillover in 
such an event so as to minimize risk to nearby residences, the 
facilities design should include overflow catchment ponds and a 
mechanism to control diversion of storm water and pregnant 
solution(and neutralization of cyanide). A number of factors may 
influence the designed internal solution storage capacity. While 
the estimate of 33% heap leach material porosity seems 
reasonable, the basis for its calculation is not documented. For 
instance, how will porosity of the heap change over mine life, 
and will zinc precipitates from the Merrill Crowe process affect 
porosity? An external spillway system would appear to be 
preferable. In addition, it appears that several of the internal 
cells would require significant sub excavation to keep the 
facility from falling under the jurisdiction of DSDD. We suggest 
that due to cost considerations alone it may be preferable for 
the project to conform to DSDD specifications. 

According to the DIES, the cyanide-bearing solution would be 
moved via pumps. We recommend that the facilities have 
independent emergency backup power, automatic shut off and an 
alarm and telephone dialling system. 

Other Project Design Comments 

On page 43, Schematic Site Drainage Profile, overburden slopes 
are shown with graded slopes at~ percent. The design should be 

- increased to approximately 1 percent, and no more than 2 percent 
to ensure that no ponding occurs. This would also apply to the 
heap leach piles. 

On page 49, Cross Section A-A' (Exhibit 2.2-6) should be labelled 
"Proposed Leach Pad", rather than "Proposed Overburden Pile". 

Mine Process Wastes 

The processing of ores will generate moderate quantities of slag, 
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as shown on the process plant flow diagram, pg. 68. The FEIS 
should state what will be done with these slags. It is common 
practice in many gold operations to reclaim these slags for 
optimum extraction of metals and profits. Under 40 CFR 261.4, 
slag from gold operations does not qualify for exclusion as a 
hazardous waste. Under no circumstances should these slags be 
mixed with overburden pile materials. 

Reclamation and Public Safety 

The reclamation plan places minimal emphasis on safety: 
considerations for anyone entering the pit after mine closure. 
The project is near major population centers, and will 
undoubtedly constitute an "attractive nuisance." Berms designed 
to prohibit vehicle entry and fencing along portions of the pit 
perimeter should be incorporated into the reclamation plan and 
discussed in the FEIS. At time of mine closure, the accessible 
portions of the pit should be assessed in the context of public 
safety. Potentially unstable pit walls should be stabilized and 
final deep excavations in the pit bottom should be filled. 
Ridgecrest BLM and Kern County should identify a responsible 
party for monitoring of post-closure safety and general 
monitoring of post-closure reclamation conditions. We recommend 
that ground water monitoring wells be left open after mine 
closure, for purposes of long term water quality and water table 
level evaluation. 

'WATER RESOURCES 

According to information provided in the DEIS, there is a 
potential for the project to significantly impact water 
resources, but because of the relatively deep water table and no 
threatened surface water bodies in the immediate area,. these 
impacts would not be immediate. We believe that a few additional 
design considerations and mitigation plans can ensure that less 
than significant impacts would occur. 

In addition to ground water monitoring wells down gradient of the 
leach pads, lysimeters should be emplaced a short distance down 
slope from the downstream portion of the cells holding pregnant 
solution so that potential leakage in this area may be detected 
prior to intersection with the water table. We also recommend 
that all of the municipal wells discussed in the text be 
identified on the Well Location Map (page 189 of the DEIS). 
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The DEIS states that agglomerated ore (which contains cyanide as 
part of the agglomeration process)may be loaded and hauled by 
trucks to leach pad 2. As part of mitigation measures a spill 
prevention and containment plan should be included in the FEIS. 

We are concerned that potential underground operations could 
create acid generating waste rock which, in turn, could create 
long term ground water contamination. The DEIS does not provide 
the location or depth of the 11 rock type samples collected, and 
implies that all ore is oxidized. Silicious epitherm.al vein 
systems may often contain significant pockets of sulfides, 
encapsulated in silica, which can subsequently be exposed during 
blasting and mining operations. Additionally, an increase in 
sulfide content might be expected with depth. We believe 
additional samples should be taken to ensure that the survey is 
representative of rock types present (at least five different 
lithologies are reported). Locations and depth of samples should 
be provided in the FEIS. 

It would appear that the final pit bottom will be above the water 
table. The FEIS should make a statement to that fact. Projected 
water table elevation should be included on all mine plan cross 
sections. Because most development is to the north, it would be 
preferable in the FEIS to depict the cross section on Page 195 on 
a north-south axis. 

Appendix III, Attachment C, Reclamation and Re-vegetation 
Procedures, states that ~standing water will collect in the pit 
bottoms ... " due to diversion of drainage upon mine closure. 
These waters could contain arsenic, sulfates, low pH, or high TDS 
that could be toxic to local fauna or migratory birds. If 
standing water would collect, geochemical modelling should be 
completed to make sure that water is not toxic. Contingency 
measures should be included in the FEIS to ensure against adverse 
impacts to wildlife. 

EPA commends the BLM for attention in the DEIS to containment 
plans in areas exposed to sodium cyanide. Permanent gasoline 
fuelling stations should also be placed on liners or appropriate 
cement pads. 

AIR QUALITY 

It is apparent that significant air quality data collection and 
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modelling has been completed. We do, however, have concerns with 
respect to the health risk to residents located immediately down
wind of the proposed mine and processin~ facilities. Over 100 
residences, some of which are as close as one mile from the 
permit boundaries, may be affected. Additionally, the area is 
heavily subdivided and future growth mi~ht be expected. We are 
specifically concerned with total susper.ded particulates and PM10 
emissions, and the potential for release of mercury during ore 
processing operations. 

The dispersion modelling appears to have followed EPA prot9_col .: . 
·The use of the Winnemucca station for upper air data is however 
suspect. Desert Rock, Nevada, or preferably Edwards Air Force 
base data would be more appropriate. These alternative data sets 
should be used, even if some data processing is required. 

According to EPA guidelines, Guidelines for Air Quality 
Models(EPA-450/2-768-027R), one or more years of site specific 
meteorological data is preferred to off-site data. We commend 
the use of site specific data. A detailed location map should be 
included in the FEIS to note the location of the data collection 
station used, and the location of proposed monitoring stations. 
EPA guidelines also require modeling to assume worst case 
scenarios. It is unclear whether the sampling period used as 
data input represents worst-case conditions. This should be 
clarified in the FEIS. 

On June 25, 1996, the Kern County Air Pollution Control District 
(KCAPCD) provided initial guidance which recommended that the 
"Applicant shall describe measures to be taken to reduce nuisance 
potential and method of contrql and record keeping to ensure 
control efficiencies assumed in emission calculations and risk 
characterization will be achieved in practice." The EPA 
recommends that the proposed meterological monitoring stations 
and records for emission calculations be officially included in. 
the Mitigation Monitoring Program. The KCAPCD requirements 
include air quality monitoring for mercury and cyanide, upwind 

· and downwind of the site, and monthly reporting. This should be 
acknowledged in the FEIS under mitigation measures. 

Impacts to air quality from the proposed aggregate and 
construction material operations do not appear to have been 
considered in the DEIS. These impacts should be addressed in the 
FEIS. 

!I . . . w, Some of the soils proposed for stockpiling have a high wind 
C") 
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erosion potential. Stockpiles should be seeded and irrigated 
during the first year to ensure stability for the remainder of 
the project life. 

The Proposed Action states that existing old tailings will be 
reclaimed and also used for subbase material for the leaching 
facilities. The FEIS should note if any of these tailings contain 
mercury or cyanide and if fugitive dust emitted during handling 
will pose a health risk. 

The FEIS should discuss cumulative impacts from previous mining 
operations in the context of their effects air quality. 

BIOLOGIC RESOURCES 

While the DEIS states that the project area does not include 
sensitive species and that no mitigation measures are 
recommended, several bat species listed by California Department 
of Fish and Game (DFG) as Species of Special Concern (DEIS, pg. 
229) were possibly observed at the proposed site. As 
appropriate, the FEIS should acknowledge and incorporate, to the 
extent possible, the mitigation measures suggested by Dr. 
Patricia Brown in Appendix 3, attachment B, e.g.,several mine 
workings should be gated to exclude humans while providing access 
for bats. These workings should be monitored as the 
recommendations suggest. 

The FEIS should acknowledge whether or not the area is along any 
flyways for migratory birds, particularly since standing water 
may collect in the pit bottom. If migratory birds are expected, 
BLM's mitigation measures should be provided in the FEIS. 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE/TRIBES 

Pursuant to Executive Order 12898, the BLM should determine if 
this proposal presents a potential environmental justice concern. 
That determination and any analysis conducted as a result of the 
determination should be presented in the FEIS. 

The FEIS should indicate the efforts made by BLM to enter into 
government to government consultations with potentially affected 
Tribes. The results of those consultations should also be 
presented in the FEIS . 
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Comment Letter 35 from: 

David J. Farrel 
Chief, Federal Activities Office 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
August 11, 1997 

Response to Comment 35-1a 

Underground mining in lieu of open pit mining was eliminated as an alternative on page 104 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. Underground mining is suitable for high-grade ore, but is not e6onomical as ~an 

alternative to open pit mining for the grade of ore remaining on Soledad Mountain. As stated on 

page 39 of the Draft EIR/EIS, higher grade veins may be exposed within the open pit. If underground 

mining is used, it will be confined to access from the open pit and, therefore, is included in the worst 

case impact of the open pit mining scenario. 

The increased mining rate alternative was not selected as the preferred alternative by SLM because 

air models indicate that this alternative results in exceedence of the PM10 standards. As stated on 

page S-19, this alternative may be considered if air monitoring data indicates that actual emissions 

• 

are less than emissions predicted by the air model. Under this scenario, the increased processing • 

rate would not result in an impact to air quality that was not analyzed. 

Response to Comment 35-1b 

Page 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS defines the reasonably foreseeable total ore reserve of "up to 60 million 

tons and a mining rate of up to six million tons of ore per year." As stated in Sections 2.3.4.2.1 and 

2.3.4.2.2 on pages 120 and 121 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the changes in environmental impacts 

associated with an increase or decrease in mining rate are primarily related to the duration of 

activities and the consumptive uses associated with project operations. The total amount of ore and 

overburden mined over the life of the project and total surface disturbance will not vary with the 

mining rate. The potential impacts have been evaluated based on the maximum expected process 

rate of six million tons of ore per year. 

Response to Comment 35-1 c 

The sale of overburden as aggregate from private land is included as a part of this project. The 

impacts of transportation offsite of the aggregate were analyzed in Section 3.13.2 on page 283 of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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• However, the processing of aggregate onsite is not a part of this proposed action. Therefore, 

particulate emissions associated with aggregate sales will result from loading the aggregate trucks 

and hauling the aggregate offsite. Particulate emissions from these actions represent approximately 

1 percent of total project emissions. An alternative without the sale of aggregate would not be 

meaningful because the sale of aggregate is an insignificant portion of total project emissions. 

Response to Comment 35-1d 

Any underground mining will be within the confines of the open pit (see page 39 of the Draft EIR/EIS 

_and response to Comment 35-1a above). Limited underground mining in this manner will not change 

the parameters or impacts of the project. 

Response to Comment 35-1e 

An alternative based on higher grade/lower tonnage will result in reduced project size which was 

evaluated in Section 2.3.4.3 on page 121 and Section 4.4 on pages 344 to 369 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

As noted on page 121, a percentage reduction in total tonnage mined will not be reflected in a 

• corresponding reduction in the surface area disturbed because the volume to surface area 

relationship of the overburden piles and heap leach piles becomes less efficient with decreasing 

size. Also, the same area is needed for facilities such as the process plant, offices, maintenance 

shops, etc. 

• 

Response to Comment 35-2a 

The cumulative analysis includes past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions 

Past and present impacts are addressed in the setting section of each aspect as stated in Section 

3.0.2 on page 125 of the Draft EIR/EIS and evaluated in Section 3.0 (see Sections 3.1.1, 3.2.1.1, 

3.2.2.1, 3.3.1, 3.4.1.1, 3.4.2.1, 3.5.1, 3.6.1.1, 3.6.2.1, 3.7.1, 3.8.1, 3.9.1, 3.10.1, 3.11.1, 3.12.1 and 

3.13.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS) and are supported by technical information contained in Appendices Ill, 

V, VII, VIII, IX, X and XI. Reasonable foreseeable future impacts were evaluated on a worst case 

basis for each aspect evaluated in Section 3.0 (see Sections 3.1.4, 3.2.1.4, 3.2.2.4, 3.3.4, 3.4.1.4, 

3.4.2.4, 3.5.4, 3.6.1.4, 3.6.2.4, 3.7.4, 3.8.4, 3.9.4, 3.10.4, 3.11.4, 3.12.4 and 3.13.4 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS) . 
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Response to Comment 35-2b 

A and W Smelters and Refiners is a Cal-EPA site located approximately one-quarter mile east of 

Highway 58 and immediately north of Silver Queen Road. Exhibit 2.1-2 on page 33 and Exhibit 3.0-1 

on page 126 of the Draft EIR/EIS have been changed to show that the site is a Cal-EPA site. The 

primary land use of the facility was the milling of ore to recover silver and gold. Soils on the site 

have elevated levels of lead and arsenic. There are no cumulative impacts related to the A and W 

Smelters and Refiners site because the proposed project has been designed as a "zero discharge" 

· facility (Section 2.2.2 on page 42 of the Draft EIR/EIS). 
- ,;;,.•, .. ....,.~. .::_; .. 

Response to Comment 35-3a 

The socioeconomic impact of the project was evaluated using a gold price of $375.00 per ounce and 

silver price of $5.00 per ounce. 

Response to Comment 35-3b 

As noted in Section 3.11.2 on page 270 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the socioeconomic analysis contained 

in Appendix XI was prepared at an early stage of the project scoping process. Some of the 

parameters, e.g., project duration and employment, have undergone minor changes subsequent to 

preparation of the socioeconomic analysis, but the changes do not substantially affect the 

conclusions of the analysis. Increased employment and length of project would improve the 

socioeconomic benefits of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 35-4a 

The Draft EIR/EIS is a summary document for public disclosure. Because of its detailed nature, 

inclusion of geotechnical design criteria of the toe berm within the body of the EIR/EIS was 

considered not warranted for the CEQA/NEPA compliance. 

The toe berm will be designed and constructed in conformance with the requirements of the 

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board as stated in Section 2.2.2.2.3 on page 57 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. The Report of Waste Discharge, including the Heap Leach Facilities Geotechnical 

• 

• 

Design Report with detailed descriptions of the toe berm, has been submitted to the Lahontan • 

Regional Board for approval and issuance of Requirements of Waste Discharge. The comments 
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about the technical specifications of the toe berm including vehicular loading are noted for the record 

and future design consideration. 

Response to Comment 35-4b 

The internal solution storage capacity of the heap leach pad is designed in conformance with 

regulatory requirements and standard engineering practice and has been submitted to the Lahontan 

Regional Board in the Report of Waste Discharge. The comments about the installation of a 

spillway, porosity of the heap leach pile and the conformation to DSDD standards are noted for the 

record and future design consideration. 

Response to Comment 35-4c 

As stated in Section 2.2.3.1 on page 73 of the Draft EIR/EIS for backup power, in case of a 

commercial power outage, diesel powered electric generators will be maintained, primarily to provide 

power to the heap leach pumping operations. In addition, appropriate authorities will be notified of 

the power outage . 

Response to Comment 35-Sa 

A Site Drainage Plan was revised in May 1997 to show minimum drainage slopes to be 1 percent, 

as stated in a letter report in Appendix Ill, Attachment E, of the Draft EIR/EIS. The legend on Exhibit 

2.2-4 on page 43 and on Exhibit 14 of Appendix Ill of the Draft EIR/EIS was inadvertently left 

unchanged and has been modified to show "slope at 1 percent." The heap leach piles will be 

contoured to prevent surface ponding as stated in Section 3.6.2.6 on page 232 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 35-Sb 

Cross section A-A' on page 49 of the Draft EIR/EIS is shown with north to the left and south to the 

right. The heap leach pad is on the north side of the mountain and the overburden pile is on the 

south side of the mountain. The cross section is labeled correctly as shown in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 35-6 

As stated in Section 3.12.8 on page 278 of the Draft EIR/EIS, all wastes including smelter slag will 

be handled in accordance with applicable Federal, state and local regulations. This will include 
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proper characierization of each type of waste and disposal in a permitted facility or recycling as may 

be appropriate. 

Response to Comment 35-7 

Portions of the pit will be fenced as stated in Section 7.2 on page 27 of the Reclamation and 

Revegetation Procedures, Attachment D, of Appendix Ill of the Draft EIR/EIS. After closure, the pit 

walls will be left in a safe and stable configuration as stated in Section 2.2.5. 7 on page 97 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. The bottom of the mine pit will be a series of isolated depressions or subpits. Each 

subpit will terminate on a bench. Therefore, the subpit bottoms will be flat and will be subject to 

revegetation as part of the reclamation of the project. 

Monitoring of the project site during closure and post-closure periods will take place according to the 

Closure and Post-Closure Maintenance Plan as stated in Section 3.4.2.5 on page 198 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. Groundwater monitoring wells will be sampled and analyzed for constituents of concern 

for a number of years after closure of the heap leach pad as part of The Final Closure and Post

Closure Maintenance Plan which will be approved 180 days before the start of closure by the 

Lahontan Regional Board. 

Response to Comment 35-Sa 

Lysimeters are planned to be placed under the fluid portion of the cells as stated in Section 2.2.2.2.3 

on pages 60 and 61 of The Draft EIR/EIS. The final placement of lysimeters will be determined as 

a result of Waste Discharge Requirements established by the Lahontan Regional Water Quality 

Control Board. 

The Mojave municipal wells are listed as wells #31 and #33 on Exhibit 3.4-7 on page 194 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, and the locations of wells #31 and #32 are shown on Exhibit 3.4-4 on page 189 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. The wells are located in Section 22, Township 11 North, Range 12 West, San Bernardino 

Base and Meridian. 

Response to Comment 35-Sb 

A Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure Plan will be enacted for the site as stated in Section 

2.2.2 on page 42 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comment 35-Bc 

The samples collected for the acid generation potential analysis are representative of the rock types 

which will be present in the open pit. The samples did not show acid generating potential as stated 

in Section 3.4.1.1 on page 178 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The acid generation potential of materials on 

the project site is reviewed by the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Section 3.4.1.2 

on page 179 of the Draft EIR/EIS) as part of the Report of Waste Discharge process. Please refer 

to the response to Comment 35-8e. 

Response to Comment 35-Sd 

The observation is correct. The groundwater in the vicinity of Soledad Mountain is approximately 

2,590 feet above mean sea level as shown in Exhibit 3.4-5 on page 190 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The 

deepest part of the pit will be approximately 2,780 feet above mean sea level as stated in Section 

2.2.2.1 on page 47 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Few wells are located north of the proposed project water 

supply wells from which a north-south cross-section could be constructed. Groundwater elevation 

contours and depth to groundwater (Exhibits 3.4-5 and 3.4-6 on pages 190 and 192 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS) provide data for areas north of the proposed mine. 

Response to Comment 35-Se 

Table 3.4-1 on page 178 of the Draft EIR/EIS gives the Acid Generation/Neutralization Potential of 

11 waste rock samples representing the major rock types found in the Soledad Mountain orebody. 

Other samples were taken for analysis and are included in the Report of Waste Discharge submitted 

to the Lahontan Regional Board. There are approximately 15 miles of underground workings within 

the Soledad Mountain orebody. Some of the samples taken for the determination of acid generating 

potential were taken from these underground workings and some were taken from drill cuttings. The 

underground tunnels within the mountain cover most of the orebody and are even present below the 

deepest proposed pit bottom. The ore and waste rock throughout the mountain is oxidized. Analysis 

of the waste rock removed during prior underground mining also indicates a very low to negative acid 

generating potential. 

• Evaporation in the desert environment would quickly evaporate standing water in the pit. The level 

bottom of the numerous subpits (see response to 35-7) would expose more surface area to 
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evaporation. The low to negative acid generating potential of the waste rock and the high 

evaporation rate will reduce the potential for wildlife impacts. Water may accumulate in the pit 

bottom on occasion but the water will not pose an environmental hazard. 

Response to Comment 35-Sf 

The project will include proper containment of all fueling areas as stated in Section 3.4.2.2 on pages 

196 and 197 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 35-9a 

The number of residences in the vicinity of the project has been the subject of several comments 

from the public. The number of existing residences has been clarified in Section 6.3.1.2. 

There is undeveloped, subdivided land surrounding the project site as discussed in Section 3.10.1 

on pages 259 to 262 of the Draft EIR/EIS, and many undeveloped but approved subdivisions are 

discussed in Section 3.0 on pages 123 to 140 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The historical and projected 

annual population growth in the Mojave area is 2.2 percent (see Tables 3.0-2 and 3.0-3 on pages 

130 and 131 of the Draft EIR/EIS). The Soledad Mountain Project is not growth-inducing nor has 

any growth-inducing project been identified in the area. Therefore, it is unlikely that development 

will occur in the immediate vicinity during the life of the Soledad Mountain Project. However, health 

risks associated with air emissions were evaluated in Appendix VII of the Draft EIR/EIS. The 

analysis includes mercury emissions contained in fugitive particulate emissions associated with the 

project. As noted on page 19 of Appendix VII, the highest estimated maximum carcinogenic risk 

observed off site is located on the southern fence line of the property. The risk at this point is less 

than the significance level established by the Kem County Air Pollution Control District. 

The mercury is contained in the ore and will be leached and precipitated with gold and silver (see 

Section 6.3.1.1.1 ). Mercury removal will be by a mercury retort which will be permitted through the 

Kem County Air Pollution Control District. Please see Section 6.3.1.1.1 for a complete discussion 

of mercury in the Soledad Mountain Project. Please refer also to the response to Comment 19-2 . 
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Response to Comment 35-9b 

The Winnemucca station is the nearest representative station with data processed and available to 

the public (see page 10 of Appendix VII of the Draft EIR/EIS). Use of this data was approved by the 

Kem County Air Pollution Control District. 

Response to Comment 35-9c 

The location of the meteorological data-gathering station is shown on Exhibit 6 of Appendix VII of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. The model used meteorological data from 1991 because it was determined that 

this data provided the worst case analysis (see page 10 of Appendix VII of the Draft EIR/EIS). 

Response to Comment 35-9d 

The Mitigation Monitoring Program in the Final EIR/EIS includes mitigation measures proposed by 

the applicant and additional measures identified by Kem County and SLM. Monitoring and other 

regulatory requirements are included in Section 3.0 under specific resources and summarized in 

Table S-2 in The Executive Summary of the EIR/EIS. In the case of air quality, monitoring 

requirements are summarized in Section 3.5.5 on page 218 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Locations of 

monitoring equipment will be determined by the KCAPCD through the permitting process. 

Response to Comment 35-9e 

The project includes aggregate sales, but does not include processing aggregate onsite (see 

response 35-1c above). Fugitive emissions associated with the loading and transport of aggregate 

are insignificant when compared with the estimated project emissions and were not included in the 

worst case analysis. 

Response to Comment 35-9f 

The stabilization of stockpiles is an applicant-proposed mitigation measure contained in Section 

3.3.6 on page 174 of the Draft EIR/EIS . 
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Response to Comment 35-99 

Surface disturbances from previous mining operations on Soledad Mountain are noted in Section 

3.2.1.1 on page 151 of the Draft EIR/EIS. A Report of Tailings Analysis was submitted to the 

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board in July 1997 as an appendix to the Report of Waste 

Discharge. The report is available to the public at the Lahontan Regional Board office in Victorville. 

For a summary of the report, see the response to Comment 32-1. Because the tailings do not 

contain hazardous levels of mercury or cyanide, fugitive dust from handling these materials will not 

pose a chemical health risk. 

Response to Comment 35-9h 

The Soledad Mountain Project will reclaim prior surface disturbances within its project boundary and 

will place tailings from previous mining activity on the heap leach pad. Therefore, cumulative effects 

from prior mining activity on Soledad Mountain will be mitigated by the Soledad Mountain Project. 

Response to Comment 35-10a 

As stated in Section 3.6.2.6 on page 232 of the Draft EIR/EIS, some of the mine adits will be 

retained and gated and some of the mine shafts will be covered by grates to allow access by bats 

while excluding people. This applicant-proposed mitigation measure is subject to a monitoring 

program. 

Response to Comment 35-1 Ob 

The project site is along the general migratory bird flyway which exists along the western portion of 

the United States. Monitoring of storm water runoff is a portion of the Waste Discharge 

Requirements which will be issued by the Lahontan Regional Board as stated in Section 3.4.1.5 on 

page 181 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The monitoring will include analysis for constituents of concern. 

Response to Comment 35-11 

SLM consulted with the Native American Council. SLM sent a letter on May 19, 1997 to the 

recognized Kiwasu/Paiute Native American elder. Also, SLM sent a letter on May 19, 1997 to the 

Native American Heritage Preservation Council of Kem County. Both letters outlined and identified 

details of the project and the results of the cultural resources inventories that have been completed. 
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The letters requested tribal input regarding information on special religious and cultural values within 

the project area. On May 28, 1997, both parties requested a site visit to the project area. The 

results of this site visit are documented in comment letter #17. The Kern River Paiute Council 

reviewed the Draft EIR/EIS. Please see comment letter #20 . 
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6.3.3 Responses to Oral Comments 

6.3.3.1 Rosamond Public Meetings 

Following are responses to comments made at the public meeting held in Rosamond, California on 

June 24, 1997 by SLM. The entire proceedings were recorded by court reporter and are included 

in Appendix XIII. Each comment is identified with a comment number found in the margin of the 

court reporting document. The comments are presented in the order of their appearance in the 

report. However, in the event that an individual spoke more than once, his or her comments are 

grouped together. The page numbers on which the comment can be found in the report are listed 

after the comment number. 

Wagner 

R-1-1 

Rombout 

Pages 14-16. The comment in support of the project is noted for the record. 

R-2-1 Pages 16-17. The comment in support of the project is noted for the record . 

Chiodo 

R-3-1 Pages 18-20. Mercury as it relates to previous mining in an area west of Soledad 

Mountain is addressed in Section 6.3.1.1.1. The air pollutants, including those in the 

dust, have been quantified and modeled in Appendix VII and Section 3.5 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. 

R-3-2 Page 19. 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 as stated in Section 3.9.6 on page 257 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

R-3-3 Page 19. A description of the treatment of mercury is included in the last paragraph 

of Section 2.2.2.2 on Page 67 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

R-3-4 Pages 20-21. The Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact 

Statement was mailed on May 31, 1997 to those agencies and interested individuals 

listed in Section 8.3 on pages 409-421 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The list includes 

agencies and individuals who requested the document in writing from Kem County 

or SLM, attended the scoping meetings in Mojave and Rosamond in April 1996 or 
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submitted comments to Kem County or SLM in response to the Notice of Preparation • 

or Notice of Intent. 

R-3-5 Page 66. As stated in Section 1.2.4 on page 9 of the Draft EIR/EIS, various aspects 

of the Soledad Mountain Project must be in compliance with applicable Federal and 

state environmental requirements. Related acts, codes, rules and regulations have 

been identified in Sections 1.2.4.1 Air Quality, 1.2.4.2 Water Quality, 1.2.4.3 

Biological Resources, 1.2.4.4 Cultural Resources, 1.2.4.5 Hazardous Materials and 

1.2.4.6 Relationship to Other Land Use Plans on pages 9 through 29 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. 

R-3-6 

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 as stated in Section 3.9.6 on page 257 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The 

mitigation monitoring program for blasting lists the responsible agency and Table 1.2-

1 of the EIR/EIS has been modified to include agency phone numbers. 

Pages 66 and 67. All modeling and impact studies were done using United States 

Environmental Protection Agency-approved models and methods approved by the 

Air Pollution Control District operating under Federal and state guidelines. Please 

see page 1 of the Executive Summary and Section Ill, Model Selection in the Air 

Toxics Emission and Impacts Assessment, in Appendix VII of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

R-3-7 Page 66. Please see Section 6.3.1.2 General Responses, Number of Residences. 

R-3-8 Page 67. The comment is noted and included in the record. 

R-3-9 Page 77. The Soledad Mountain Project will be subject to separate inspections by 

the State of California and the Federal government. The state inspections will be 

performed by Cal-OSHA - Mining and Tunneling Unit. Cal-OSHA inspections are 

governed by the California Labor Code which requires the inspection of surface 

mines once per year, underground mines four times per year and tunnels six times 

per year (California Labor Code, Part 9, Section 7953). Federal inspections are 

• 

conducted by the Mine Safety and Health Administration (MSHA) pursuant to the • 

Federal Mine Safety & Health Act of 1977. Section 103(a) of the Act requires that 
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Benson 
R-4-1 

Hooper 
R-5-1 
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underground mines be inspected four times per year and surface mines be inspected 

at least two times per year. 

MSHA and Cal-OSHA are responsible for inspecting operations within the mine site, 

the safety of those outside the mine site is regulated by other local, state and Federal 

agencies (see Mr. Mohsen's comments on pages 75 and 76 of the Rosamond 

Meeting transcripts). 

Pages 22-24. The proclamation from the City Council of California City in support of 

the project is noted for the record. 

Page 25. The SLM and Kern County are aware of the potential for omissions and 

fabrications in monitoring and self reporting by a mining operator or any other 

permittee. However, time and manpower constraints necessitate that a mine 

operator do virtually all of the sampling and testing required by the various Federal 

and state permits. Regulatory personnel gain information on an operation from 

reporting, site inspections and from the intangible qualities stemming from 

interactions with mine personnel. If there is resistance or lack of commitment to 

corrective actions from a particular operator, then the agencies would raise their level 

of vigilance. Based on previous experience, it is noted that the big operators 

generally have too much to lose by covering up a violation or environmental impact. 

The adverse public and regulatory reaction to a coverup could be a fatal economic 

blow. 

Another point of concern centers on the competency of personnel doing sampling or 

testing for a mining company. Based on experience, the larger companies generally 

have the resources to hire more experienced and better qualified personnel. The 

core members of the Golden Queen management team appear to be knowledgeable 

professionals committed to the success of the project. 

Trust plays a large role in the relationship between mine operators, the regulatory 

agencies and the public. A positive relationship exists between Golden Queen 

Mining Company and the regulatory agencies at the present time. Kem County and 

SLM remain continually sensitive to the attitude and performance of any permittee. 
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Random inspections usually have a positive effect on the strict adherence to • 

operating conditions and environmental protection measures. 

R-5-2 Page 25. The comment that the project is in the wrong place was responded to by 

Ahmed Mohsen of the SLM in the public meeting. The response is located on pages 

27 and 28 of the court reporting proceedings in Appendix XIII. A discussion of an 

alternative open pit mine location is located in Section 2.3.3.4.1 on pages 113 to 115 

of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

R-5-3 Pages 26-27. The number of residences in the area of the project have been 

investigated in response to comments. Please see Section 6.3.1.2. 

Rigg 
R-6-1 Page 30. The Soledad Mountain Project has not started. Cyanide has not been 

R-6-2 

R-6-3 

R-6-4 

Boetsch 
R-7-1 

Zamora 
R-8-1 
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used in any capacity during road building and exploration drilling on the project site. 

Page 30. The comment is noted and included in the record. Please refer to 

response to Comment R-6-1. For air quality during operations, please refer to 

Section 2.2.4.2 beginning on page 82 of the Draft EIR/EIS and Section 3.5.5 on page 

218 of the Draft EIR/EIS for a summary of the air quality regulations related to the 

project. 

Pages 30-31. The comment is noted and included in the record. 

Page 61. Please see the response to Comment R-5-1. 

Page 31. The project will create an estimated 230 full-time jobs. The payroll will be 

7.6 million dollars, exclusive of benefits, as stated in the fourth paragraph of Section 

3.11.1 on page 267 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Pages 31-32. The comment in support of the project is noted and included for the 
record. 
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Murray 
R-9-1 Pages 32-33. The comment regarding health and safety is noted and included for 

the record. The historic occurrence of mercury in the area is addressed in Section 

6.3.1.1.1. 

R-9-2 Page 33. The removal of the ore from the mountain with processing in an alternate 

location is an alternative that is discussed in Section 2.3.3.4.2 on page 115 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. Please refer also to the responses to Comments R-3-5 and R-6-2. 

R-9-3 Page 61. Please see the response to Comment R-5-1. 

R-9-4 Page 63. Please see Section 1.2.4.5.1 on pages 24 to 27 of the Draft EIR/EIS for 

notification programs. 

Public notification of hazardous material releases is regulated under numerous 

Federal and state laws and regulations. In the event of a hazardous material release, 

the project applicant would notify Kem County Environmental Health Services 

Department and Kem County Fire Department. In accordance with approved 

emergency response plans, the Fire Department would determine whether or not 

notification of the surrounding public was necessary. All information regarding 

hazardous material releases is publicly available upon request from Kem County 

Environmental Health Services Department. 

R-9-5 Page 63. The comment requesting in-home monitors is noted. Please refer to 

Section 6.3.1.1.1 and the response to Comment 19-2. 

R-9-6 Page 63. The comment regarding total containment is noted. 

R-9-7 Page 75. Please see Sections 3.12.5 and 3.12.6 on pages 276 to 277 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS for regulatory requirements and design features related to health hazards 

and public safety. 

R-9-8 Page 76. Please see response to Comment R-3-9 . 

Skelton 
R-10-1 
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Pages 33-35. The comment in support of the project is noted for the record. 
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Mathis 
R-11-1 

R-11-2 

R-11-3 

R-11-4 

R-11-5 

R-11-6 
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Page 35. The location of monitoring wells is described in Section 2.2.2.2.3 on page 

61 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The parameters to be measured in the monitoring wells will 

be established by the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board in the Waste 

Discharge Requirements and will include the depth to groundwater. 

Pages 35-36. The number of possible residences in the area of the project has been 

investigated in response to comments. Please see Section 6.3.1.2. 

Page 36. Please see the response to Comment 19-1. 

Pages 36-38. Meteorological sampling was done according to a Sampling Protocol 

setup according to US EPA standards and requirements. The Sampling Protocol is 

included in Appendix VI as an addendum to the Meteorological Data Summary in the 

Draft EIR/EIS. As required, the instruments were calibrated several different days 

at approximately 1:00 P.M., but data was collected on a continuous basis. 

All modeling and impact studies were done using US EPA-approved models and 

methods approved by the Air Pollution Control District operating under Federal and 

state guidelines. Please see page 1 of the Executive Summary and Section Ill, 

Model Selection in the Air Toxics Emission and Impacts Assessment, in Appendix VII 

of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Please refer to response to Comment 19-2. 

Please refer to response to Comment R-5-1. 

Page 38. 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 as stated in Section 3.9.6 on page 257 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The 

mitigation monitoring program for blasting lists the responsible agency and Table 1.2-

1 of the EIR/EIS has been modified to include agency phone numbers. 

Page 39. Table 1.2-1, which lists all the permits required for the project, has been 

modified to include the phone number of each responsible agency. 
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R-11-7 

Boetsch 
R-12-1 

Settle 
R-13-1 

Boetsch, Jr. 
R-14-1 

Webb 
R-15-1 

R-15-2 
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Page 39. Monolopia lanceo/ata is a common species located in a wide area in the 

mountain slopes and foothills to the north, west and south of the Mojave Desert. 

This species is not listed in the plant survey list and was not observed in the project 

area covered by the survey. This species may occur around the base and lower 

slopes of Soledad Mountain. Mono/opia lanceolata is not listed as endangered, 

threatened or rare by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service or the California 

Department of Fish and Game. Please see the response to Comment 22-7. 

Page 40. Published reports have estimated the recharge to the groundwater in the 

area to be approximately 18,000 acre feet per year, as discussed in the second 

paragraph of Section 3.4.2.1 on page 184 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The proposed project 

will use approximately 1,200 acre feet per year, as described in Section 3.4.2.2 on 

page 196 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Pages 41-44. The comment in support of the project is noted for the record . 

Pages 44-45. Please see the first four paragraphs of Section 3.11.1 on page 267 of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Page 45. Published reports have estimated the recharge to the groundwater in the 

area to be approximately 18,000 acre feet per year, as discussed in the second 

paragraph of Section 3.4.2.1 on page 184 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The proposed project 

will use approximately 1,200 acre feet per year, as described in Section 3.4.2.2 on 

page 196 in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

The withdrawal of groundwater will have a localized effect and would not have any 

effect on the Lancaster-Palmdale area. The comment is noted for the record. 

Page 45. Please see Chapter VI, Discussion, on pages 17 and 18 of the Estimated 

PM10 and Air Toxics Emissions Report in Appendix VII of the Draft EIR/EIS. Modeling 

performed according to US EPA standards and using US EPA-approved dispersion 

models indicates that the total PM10 or dust from the proposed project when added 

to the annual average background concentration will be less than the California 
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R-15-3 

R-15-4 

R-15-5 

R-15-6 

R-15-7 

R-15-8 

Landsgaard 

Ambient Air Quality Standard. Therefore, the project should not affect flight testing 

at Edwards Air Force Base. 

Page 46. At the end of the project, Kem County, SLM and other regulatory agencies 

will use the reclamation standards established by the permitting process to ensure 

completion of reclamation. Revegetation procedures are summarized in Section 

2.2.5.6 on pages 92 to 97 of the Draft EIR/EIS. For more detail, refer to the Surface 

Mining and Reclamation Plan in Volume 3, Appendix Ill, which is administered by 

Kem County Planning Department upon approval. 

Page 46. The Soledad Mountain Project will be bonded, as described in Section 

2.2.5.8 on page 98 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Pursuant to SMARA, the bond will be 

reviewed annually to ensure its adequacy to cover the costs for an outside contractor 

to reclaim the project disturbance in accordance with the adopted Reclamation Plan. 

Page 46. The comment is noted and included in the record. 

Page 46. It is noted in Section 3.4.2.6 on page 199 of the Draft EIR/EIS that in the 

event the groundwater monitoring program shows a 200 percent difference between 

the actual data and the model results (as shown on Exhibit 14 of the Groundwater 

Supply Evaluation in Appendix V of the Draft EIR/EIS). Golden Queen will 

supplement the water supply with up to 300 gpm from Antelope Valley - East Kem 

Water Agency to maintain the appropriate drawdown. 

Page 46. It is noted in Section 3. 7.6 on page 241 of the Draft EIR/EIS that 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 Kem County. 

Page 78. Complete backfilling of the mine was considered but eliminated, as 

discussed in Section 2.3.3.2 beginning on page 104 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

R-16-1 Pages 49-51. The support of the Rosamond Chamber of Commerce is noted and 

included for the record. 
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Gainey 
R-17-1 

Spoor 
R-18-1 

Gutierrez 
R-19-1 

Shineflew 
R-20-1 

Farmer 
R-21-1 

Dale 
R-22-1 

Grimes 
R-23-1 

Alfonso 
R-24-1 

Graeme 
R-25-1 
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Pages 52-54. The comment in support of the project is noted and included for the 

record. 

Pages 55-56. The comment in support of the project is noted and included for the 

record. 

Pages 57-58. The comment in support of the project is noted and included for the 

record. 

Pages 58-59. The comment on the general impact of the project is noted and 

included for the record. 

Pages 59-60. The comment in support of the project as it relates to the 

socioeconomics of the region is noted for the record . 

Page 70. This comment was responded to by Ahmed Mohsen of the BLM in the 

meeting. The text of Mr. Mohsen's response on pages 70 to 72 in the court 

reporter's proceedings in Appendix XIII. 

Pages 74-75. The comment about mine safety and training is noted and included for 

the record. 

Pages 82-83. The comment in support of the project is noted and included for the 

record. 

Pages 84-85. The comment about the use of the Internet for public disclosure of the 

project is noted and included in the record . 
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6.3.3.2 Mojave Public Meeting 

Following are responses to comments made at the public meeting held in Mojave, California on June 

25, 1997 by SLM. The entire proceedings were recorded by court reporter and are included in 

Appendix XIII. Each comment is blocked out in the report of the proceedings in the appendix and 

marked with a comment number for cross reference. The comments are presented in the order of 

their appearance in the report. However, in the event that an individual spoke more than once, his 

or her comments are grouped together. The page numbers on which the comment can be found 

. in the report are listed after the comment number. 

Hansen 
M-1-1 

M-1-2 

Baker 
M-2-1 

Babcock 
M-3-1 

M-3-2 

Benson 
M-4-1 

Hooper 
M-5-1 

M-5-2 
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Pages 13-14. The comment in support of the project is noted and included for the 

record. 

Pages 14-15. The comment that the project is not expected to impact the visibility 

for aircraft in the area is noted and included in the record. 

Pages 16-17 The comment in support of the project is noted and included for the 

record. 

Page 17. The comment in support of the project is noted and included for the record. 

Page 18. The comment in support of the project is noted for the record. 

Page 19. The comment in support of the project is noted for the record. 

Pages 20-21. Please see a discussion of the historic mercury release in Section 

6.3.1.1.1. Please see also the response to Comment R-5-1 regarding agency 

responsibility. 

Pages 22-23. The comment about the heap leach mining operation in a remote area 

near Death Valley is noted. 
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M-5-3 

Mathis 
M-6-1 

M-6-2 

M-6-3 

M-6-4 

M-6-5 

M-6-6 
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Please refer to Section 6.3.1.1.1 for a discussion of mercury monitoring and to 

response to Comment 19-2 for a discussion of air quality monitoring. 

The land use designated for Soledad Mountain is discussed in Section 3.10.1 on 

page 259 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Please refer also to pages 27 and 28 of the court 

reporters proceedings of the Mojave public meeting in Appendix XIII for a discussion 

of land-use planning. 

Pages 36-37. The comment about responsibility for loss is noted and included in the 

record for the Soledad Mountain Project. 

Pages 23-24. Mine management, regardless of the person in charge of the project 

at any time, is required to comply with the regulatory requirements, project design 

features and mitigation measures, as described in the EIR/EIS. Please refer to the 

response to Comment R-5-1. 

Page 24. Most of the jobs created at the project are expected to be filled by persons 

who already live in the area. The jobs will replace jobs about to be lost in the area. 

It is expected that the Proposed Action will not produce significant growth-inducing 

impads to the local area, as stated in Section 5.3 on page 401 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Page 25. Please see Section 6.3.1.2 for a response to the issue of the number of 

residences in the area of the project. 

Pages 25-26. Table 1.2-1, Permits Required for the Soledad Mountain Project, has 

been modified to indude the contact position of responsibility at each agency and the 

contact phone number. 

Page 26. Please see the summary of the impact on property values expected to be 

experienced by three residential areas in proximity to Soledad Mountain on page 3 

of the Addendum to the Socioeconomic Study included in Appendix XI of the Draft 

EIR/EIS . 

Page 26. Please see the responses to Comments 28-1 c and 34-4. 
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M-6-7 

Phillips 
M-7-1 

M-7-2 

M-7-3 

M-7-4 

Stowell 
M-8-1 

Hodgkinson 

Page 27. Please see the response to Comment 19-1. 

Page 28. Please see the response to Comment 19-1. Bottled water will be used for 

potable water at the mine site so that the expense of a purifying system will not be 

incurred. 

Page 28. The comment that there is approximately one sonic boom per month in the 

area of the project is noted and included in the record. 

Page 28. Please see the next to last paragraph on page 284 of the Draft EIR/EIS for 

a discussion of road maintenance on Silver Queen Road. 

Page 28. Please see the response to Comment 27-1. 

Pages 31-34. The comment in support of the project is noted and included for the 

record. 

M-9-1 Pages 37-38. The comment in support of the project is noted and included for the 

Stewart 
M-10-1 

M-10-2 

Land 
M-11-1 

Tucker 
M-12-1 
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record. 

Pages 39-40. The comment in support of the project is noted and included for the 

record. 

Pages 40-42. The comment in support of the project is noted and included for the 

record. 

Pages 42-43. The comment in support of the project is noted and included for the 

record. 

Pages 43-45. The comment in support of the project is noted and included for the 

record. 
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Gaeta 
M-13-1 

M-13-2 

M-13-3 

Zamora 
M-14-1 

Markiewitz 
M-15-1 

Hooper 
M-16-1 

07330010.31 b 

Page 46. As stated in Section 3.10.1 on page 263 of the Draft EIR/EIS, Golden 

Queen has acquired or is in final negotiation to obtain the necessary interests to mine 

for minerals. Appendix Ill of the Draft EIR/EIS contains a list of the mineral interests 

acquired by Golden Queen. 

Golden Queen has the right to drill water wells on its property subject to acquisition 

of the necessary permits. Table 1.2-1 contains of list of the required permits for the 

Soledad Mountain Project. Water well drilling permits are included in the list. 

Page 46. The anticipated life of the project is up to 15 years, as stated on page S-1 O 

of the Draft EIR/EIS. It is not within the scope of the EIR/EIS to address the issue 

of what happens to the employees when the project is completed. 

Page 46. At the end of the project, the mine will be reclaimed in accordance with the 

requirements of the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975, as described in 

Appendix Ill of the Draft EIR/EIS and summarized in Section 2.2.5 beginning on page 

86 of the Draft EIR/EIS . 

Pages 47-48. The comment in support of the project is noted and included for the 

record. 

Pages 48-51. The comment in support of the project is noted and included for the 

record. 

Page 51. For a response to a comment about the historical release of mercury, 

please see Section 6.3.1.1.1 . 
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7.0 MITIGATION MONITORJNG PROGRAM 

As part of the CEQA process administered by Kem County, a Mitigation Monitoring Program has 

been prepared and incorporated in this section. The Mitigation Monitoring Program incorporates the 

design criteria and mitigation measures which have been developed to avoid potentially significant 

impacts related to the development of the project, and specific conditions of approval associated 

with the CUP. 

The Mitigation Monitoring Program provides a method of tracking compliance with these design 

criteria and mitigation measures by recording and documenting the acquisition of various 

construction and operating permits and the results of various field inspections. Updated copies of 

the Mitigation Monitoring Program will be maintained by Golden Queen and Kem County, providing 

a mechanism for the public and all involved agencies to verify compliance with the approved CUP 

and Plan of Operations . 
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MONITORING PROGRAM #_1_ 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 
(Case Name and Number) 

Exploration activity, consisting of drilling boreholes and analysis of rock samples, has 
been conducted to ensure mineral resources will not be covered by overburden or 
heap piles. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Project has the potential to cover mineral resources with overburden. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) _x_ 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area _x_ 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kem County Planning Department and BLM 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A. Boreholes have been drilled and samples analyzed. 

-1L 
-1L 
-1L 
_x_ 

B. Mining area and overburden areas are delineated on permit application and Plan 
of Operations. 

6. COMPLIANCE ( each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Kern County issuance of Surface Mining and Reclamation Plan approval. 
B. BLM approval of the Plan of Operations. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ____ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By: ------

Prepared By: Date:--------

FORM78.PDS (1/94) 
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MONITORING PROGRAM #_2_ 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

During final reclamation, overburden will be graded to break up the unnatural angles 
at the top edges. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Natural ground contours will be significantly modified. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kem County Planning Department and BLM 

JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

_x_ 
_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A. Requirement for grading of overburden included in approved reclamation plan. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Lead Agency will confirm adherence to mitigation measure prior to deeming 
reclamation complete. 

8. Lead Agency will file inspection results in case file. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ____ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By: ------

Prepared By: Date:---------

FORM78.PDS (1/94) 

07330010.31 b 589 



MONITORING PROGRAM #_3_ 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

Mine pit slopes will be evaluated by the applicant throughout operations to assure that 
excavation occurs at a slope angle that is safe, considering actual rock strength and 
structural conditions encountered. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Steep slopes may cause safety hazard. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game _x_ 
State Land Commission _x_ 
State Department of Parks and Recreation _x_ 
California State University, Bakersfield _x_ 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kern County Planning Department 

_x_ 
_x_ 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A. Applicant will adhere to data contained in existing Slope Stability Analysis. 
8. Applicant will revise the Slope Stability Analysis if necessary. 
C. Applicant will provide a pit slope report reviewed by a California Registered 

Engineering Geologist or Professional Civil Engineer to Kern County annually. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Compliance with Slope Stability Analysis shall be verified by Lead Agency during 
performance of annual inspections. 

B. Lead Agency will file inspection reports in the case file. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By:------

Prepared By: Date:---------

FORM78.PDS (1/94) 

07330010.31 b ,:;an 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

MONITORING PROGRAM #_4_ 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

Old underground mining areas will be excavated or remediated. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Earthquakes could cause collapse of old underground mine areas. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game _x_ 
State Land Commission _x_ 
State Department of Parks and Recreation _x_ 
California State University, Bakersfield _x_ 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kem County Planning Department and BLM 

_x_ 
_x_ 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A. Applicant will excavate or remediate old underground mining areas where feasible. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Compliance will be verified during performance of annual inspections by the Lead 
Agency. 

B. Lead Agency will file inspection reports in the case file. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ____ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By:------

Prepared By: Date:--------

FORM78.P0S (1/94) 

07330010.31 b 591 



MONITORING PROGRAM #_s_ 
FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP#41 Map#213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

Historical structures will be stabilized or removed by the applicant prior to site 
disturbance. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Earthquakes could cause collapse of historical structures. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) _x_ 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area _x_ 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kern County Planning Department and BLM 

5. .. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

A. Applicant will effect the stabilization or removal of historical structures prior to site 
disturbance. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Applicant will submit proof of stabilization or removal to Lead Agency prior to site 
disturbance. 

8. Lead Agency will file documentation in case file. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ___ Receipt#: ____ Date: ___ Rec'd By: ------

Prepared By: Date:--------

FORM7a.Pos (1/94) 

07330010.31 b 592 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

MONITORING PROGRAM #_6_ 

FOR 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

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. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Minimizing surface disturbance will reduce potential loss of topsoil. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 

YES NO 

_x_ 
_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kern County Planning Department and BLM 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A. Property boundary limits shall be clearly marked prior to the commencement of 
mining operations. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

7. 

8. 

A. Proof of boundary delineation shall be submitted to the Lead Agency. 

8. Annual inspection by the Lead Agency shall confirm adherence to mitigation 
measure over the life of the project. 

COMMENTS: 

Fees: Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By:------

Prepared By: Date: -------------- ---------
FORM78.P0S (1/94) 

07330010.31b 593 



MONITORING PROGRAM #_7_ 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

Growth media stockpiles will be stabilized by allowing germination of seeds naturally 
contained in the soil. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Seed germination will reduce potential loss of topsoil. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kern County Planning Department and BLM 

JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

_x_ 
_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

·· A Except for noxious weeds, applicant will not hinder natural germination of seeds in 
the growth media stockpile. 

B. If stabilization is not achieved by natural germination of seeds, the applicant shall 
consult with the Lead Agency as to another method of stabilization to be employed. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Growth media stockpile stabilization will be verified by Lead Agency during 
performance of annual inspections. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ____ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By: ------

Prepared By: Date:---------

FORM78.Pos (1/94) 

07330010 .31 b 594 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

MONITORING PROGRAM #_a_ 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

The feasibility of inoculation of soil with biological components will be investigated in 
test plots. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Inoculation with biological components may promote plant growth and enhance 
reclamation. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) _x_ 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area _x_ 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

.. Kern County Planning Department and BLM 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

A Test plots will be established and inoculated with biological components within 
three years of the commencement of mining operations. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A Results of the test plots will be submitted to the Lead Agency. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ___ Receipt#: ____ Date: ___ Rec'd By: ------

Prepared By: Date:--------

FORM78.PDS (1/94) 

07330010.31 b 595 



MONITORING PROGRAM #_9_ 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

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. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Potential loss of topsoil could occur from erosion. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kern County Planning Department and BLM 

JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

_x_ 
_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A. Periodic inspections will be performed as needed by applicant during wet season. 
B. Applicant will revise the site drainage plan as necessary should excessive erosion 

occur. 
C. Applicant will submit the site drainage plan for review and approval to the Lead 

Agency. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Compliance with approved site drainage plan will be verified during performance of 
annual inspections by the Lead Agency. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By:------

Prepared By: Date:---------

FORM?a.Pos (1/94) 

07330010.31 b 596 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

MONITORING PROGRAM# 10 

FOR 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

Additional erosion prevention techniques include: 
• Site drainage will be retained onsite. 
• 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. 
• Drainage from the tops of overburden piles will be directed away from the slopes toward the pit. 
• Salvaged growth media will be stockpiled away from areas of concentrated drainage. 
• Reclamation of disturbed areas will occur as soon as possible. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Potential erosion resulting from alteration of drainage pattern. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 
OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 

YES NO 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kern County Planning Department, BLM and Lahontan Regional Board 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A Site drainage plan included in Surface Mining and Reclamation Plan issued by Kern 
County. 

B. Erosion control methods included in the Plan of Operations issued by BLM. 
C. Submit and obtain approval of a General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit 

from the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

7 . 

8. 

A Copy of approved General Construction Activity permit to be submitted to Kern 
County and BLM for placement in the case file. 

COMMENTS: 

Fees: Receipt#: Date: ____ Rec'd By: -------

Prepared By: Date: --------------- ---------
FORM78.P0S (1/94) 

07330010.31 b 597 



MONITORING PROGRAM# 11 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

The overliner protective material placed in direct contact with the HOPE liner will not 
exceed one and one-half inches in diameter, and will not contain hard, sharp, angular 
pieces. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Potential degradation of surface water and groundwater quality from project activities. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 
OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

Kern County Planning Department, Lahontan Regional Board and BLM 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

A. Liner design included in Report of Waste Discharge for review and approval. 

8. Installation of the liner will be subject to quality assurance/quality control. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A Issuance of and compliance with Waste Discharge Requirements issued by 
Regional Board. 

B. Copy of Waste Discharge Requirements shall be submitted to Kern County for 
placement in case file upon issuance. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ___ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By:------

Prepared By: Date:---------

FORM7a.Pos (1/94) 

07330010.31 b 598 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

MONITORING PROGRAM# 12 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

A cyanide destructing compound (e.g., hydrogen peroxide or calcium hypochlorite) will 
be maintained onsite for use in the event that a spill occurs. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

The presence of cyanide results in the potential for a spill and the potential to degrade 
water quality. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 

Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) _x_ 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area _x_ 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board _x_ 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kem County Planning Department and BLM 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A. Applicant will maintain a cyanide destructing agent onsite. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

A. Proof of the cyanide destructing compound will be submitted to the Lead Agency 
and Regional Board far placement in case file prior ta receipt of cyanide onsite. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ____ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By: ------

• Prepared By: Date:---------

FORM78.PDS (1/94) 

07330010.31 b 599 



MONITORING PROGRAM# 13 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP#41 Map#213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 
( Case Name and Number) 

Historical mining wastes and tailings will be tested and processed with the ore on the 
heap leach pad or, if indicated, disposed of at an offsite permitted disposal facility, 
removing any future threat of surface water contamination. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Potential degradation of surface water and groundwater from existing wastes and 
tailings. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game _x_ 
State Land Commission _x_ 
State Department of Parks and Recreation _x_ 
California State University, Bakersfield _x_ 
OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 
Kern County Waste Management Department 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

Kem County Planning Department, Lahontan Regional Board and Kern County Waste 
Management Department 

5.. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A. Historical wastes and tailing will be sampled and analyzed by an EPA-certified 
laboratory. 

B. Laboratory analysis will be submitted to the Lahontan Regional Board and Kern 
County Waste Management and Lead Agency for review and approval. 

6. COMPLIANCE ( each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Copies of approved laboratory analysis submitted to Lead Agency for placement 
in case file. 

B. If the waste is not treated as ore, final deposition will be in accordance with existing 
regulations as approved by the regulatory agencies. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ____ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By: ------

Prepared By: Date:---------

FORM78.PDS (1/94) 

07330010.31 b 600 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

MONITORING PROGRAM# 14 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP#41 Map#213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 
(Case Name and Number) 

The Lahontan Regional Board will be consulted prior to the use of dust suppression or 
soil stabilization chemicals. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Potential degradation of surface water or groundwater quality from chemicals. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

Lahontan Regional Board, Kern County Planning Department and BLM 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

A. Applicant will submit list of dust suppression or soil stabilization chemicals to the 
Lahontan Regional Board for review and approval prior to their application. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Copy of Lahontan Regional Board approval shall be submitted to Lead Agency for 
placement in case file. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ____ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By: _____ _ 

Prepared By: Date:---------

FORM78.PDS (1/94) 

07330010.31b 601 



MONITORING PROGRAM# 15 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

The evaporation of water and, therefore, the need for makeup water will be minimized 
by the use of enclosed solution storage. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Potential drawdown of groundwater levels from project activities. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game _x_ 
State Land Commission _1_ 

State Department of Parks and Recreation _x_ 
California State University, Bakersfield _x_ 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kem County Planning Department and BLM 

_x_ 
_x_ 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A. Enclosed storage will be constructed in accordance with the approved plan. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Compliance will be verified by Lead Agency during performance of annual 
inspection. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ___ Receipt#: ____ Date: ___ Rec'd By:------

Prepared By: Date:--------
FORM7a.Pos (1/94) 

07330010 .31 b 602 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

MONITORING PROGRAM# 16 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP#41 Map#213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 
(Case Name and Number) 

Golden Queen 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 that the monitoring program shows that the actual water 
drawdown in the well when corrected for well conditions exceeds the predicted model for six 
consecutive months, Golden Queen will supplement the water supplied by the production wells 
with up to 300 gpm of water from Antelope Valley - East Kem Water Agency. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Potential drawdown of water levels due to project activities. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 
OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kern County Planning Department and BLM 

JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

_x_ 
_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A. Applicant will monitor water withdrawal on a monthly basis and make comparisons 
to model. 

B. Applicant shall cause an annual report to be prepared based upon monthly 
monitoring and submitted to the Lead Agency for review and approval. 

C. If drawdown exceeds modeling analysis for six consecutive months, the Lead 
Agency will be notified immediately. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Annual report to be placed in Lead Agency case file. 
B. A VEK water will be used to supplement project water should modeling analysis be 

exceeded for six consecutive months. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ____ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By:------

Prepared By: Date:---------
FORM78.PDS (1/94) 

07330010.31b 603 



MONITORING PROGRAM# 17 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

Onsite equipment and vehicles will be maintained on a routine basis, as recommended 
by manufacturer manuals, to reduce exhaust emissions. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Potential impacts to air quality from project activities. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Land Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 
Kern County Air Pollution Control District 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

Kem County Air Pollution Control District, Kern County Planning Department and BLM 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A. Applicant will maintain equipment as recommended by manufacturer. 
B. Applicant will keep maintenance records onsite. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Applicant will make maintenance records available to Kem County APCD on 
request. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ____ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By: ------

Prepared By: Date:---------

FORM78.PDS (1/94) 

07330010 .31 b 604 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

MONITORING PROGRAM# 18 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

Monitoring stations for PM 10 will be established upwind and downwind from the 
processing facilities. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Potential impact to visibility and air quality from project activities. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game _x_ 
State Land Commission _x_ 
State Department of Parks and Recreation _x_ 
California State University, Bakersfield _x_ 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 
Kern County Air Pollution Control District 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

Kern County Air Pollution Control District and Kern County Planning Department 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A. Applicant will submit the location of monitoring stations to Kern County APCD for 
review and approval prior to the commencement of mining activity in the open pit. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Copy of Kem County Air Pollution Control District approval shall be submitted to the 
Lead Agency for placement in case file prior to commencement of mining 
operations. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ____ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By: ------

Prepared By: Date:---------

FORM78.PDS (1/94) 

07330010.31 b 605 



MONITORING PROGRAM# 19 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP#41 Map#213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

A mercury retort will be installed to control mercury emissions. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Mitigation measure recommended to reduce potential mercury emissions to 
atmosphere. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department _x_ 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area _x_ 
Kern County Air Pollution Control District _x_ 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kern County Air Pollution Control District 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_L_ 

A. Applicant shall apply to Kern County APCD for an Authority to Construct for a 
mercury retort. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Copy of Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate issued by Kem County APCD 
shall be submitted to the Lead Agency for placement in case file upon issuance. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ___ Receipt#: ____ Date: ___ Rec'd By:------

Prepared By: Date:--------

FORM?a.Pos (1/94) 
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• 
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MONITORING PROGRAM# 20 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

( Case Name and Number) 

The size and number of blasts in the mine will be limited by good engineering design. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

There will be an incremental increase in noise and potential impact to visibility and air 
quality as a result of project activities. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game _x_ 
State Land Commission _x_ 
State Department of Parks and Recreation _x_ 
California State University, Bakersfield _x_ 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 
Kern County Air Pollution Control District 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

Kern County Planning Department, Bureau of Land Management and Kern County 
APCD 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A. The applicant shall provide the Lead Agency, Southern California Gas Company 
and Kern County APCD with a schedule of blasting times prior to commencement 
of blasting operations. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. The Lead Agency shall file the blasting schedule in the case file. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By: ------

Prepared By: Date:---------

FORM7B.PDS (1/94) 
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MONITORING PROGRAM# 21 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

The existing tailings piles will be removed, thereby reducing the long-term fugitive 
emissions from the site. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Potential impact to visibility and air quality due to fugitive dust from wind erosion. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 

Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) _x_ 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area _x_ 
Kern County Air Pollution Control District _x_ 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kern County Planning Department and BLM 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

A. Existing tailings will be used onsite, reprocessed or disposed of at an offsite 
permitted disposal facility. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Removal of tailings will be verified during performance of annual inspection by the 
Lead Agency. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ___ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By:------

Prepared By: Date:---------
FORM78.PDS (1/94) 

07330010.31 b 608 

• 

•• 

• 
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• 

• 

MONITORING PROGRAM# 22 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

The adopted reclamation plan shall include reclamation of previously disturbed areas. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIS/EIS) 

Potential impact to visibility and air quality due to fugitive dust from wind erosion. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) _x_ 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area _x_ 
Kern County Air Pollution Control District _x_ 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

· Kem County Planning Department, BLM and Kern County Air Pollution Control District 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A. The reclamation of previously disturbed areas is included in the adopted Lead 
Agency Surface Mine & Reclamation Plan and approved BLM Plan of Operation. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ___ Receipt#: ____ Date: ___ Rec'd By: ------

Prepared By: Date:--------

FORM78.P0S (1/94) 
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MONITORING PROGRAM# 23 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

Project disturbance will be minimized to that necessary for safe and efficient operation. 
The limits of the construction areas will be clearly marked and vehicles and equipment 
will be confined to these areas. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Project activities will result in disturbance of vegetation. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kern County Planning Department and BLM 

_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

_x_ 
_L_ 
_x_ 

A. Property boundary limits shall be clearly marked prior to the commencement of 
mining operations. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Proof of boundary delineation shall be submitted to the Lead Agency. 
B. Annual inspection by the Lead Agency shall confirm adherence to mitigation 

measure over the life of the project. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ____ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By:------

Prepared By: Date:--------

FORM78.PDS (1/94) 
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• 

• 

MONITORING PROGRAM# 24 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

Mature Joshua trees which may be disturbed will be salvaged and replanted in 
undisturbed areas within the property boundary. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Project activities may result in disturbance of Joshua trees. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 

YES 

_x_ 

Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) _x_ 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area _x_ 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service _x_ 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kem County Planning Department and BLM 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

NO 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

A. Mitigation measure has been included as a condition of approval in Lead Agency 
adopted Surface Mine and Reclamation Plan and BLM approved Plan of 
Operations. 

6. COMPLIANCE ( each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ___ Receipt#: ___ Date: ____ Rec'd By:------

Prepared By: Date:--------

FORM78.PDS (1/94) 

07330010.31b 611 



MONITORING PROGRAM# 25 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

The use of seedlings for revegetation will be investigated in test plots. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Project activities will result in disturbance of vegetation. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 

Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kern County Planning Department and BLM 

_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

A. Test plots will be established within three years of the commencement of mining 
operations. 

8. Seedlings will be planted in test plots. 
C. The test plots will be monitored to determine success rate of seedlings. 
D. Applicant shall cause a report to be prepared which discusses the outcome of the 

test plots and any transplant criteria developed as a result. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Reports concerning the results of the test plots will be forwarded to the Lead 
Agency for review and placement in case file. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ____ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By: ------

Prepared By: Date:--------

FORM78.PDS (1/94) 

07330010.31 b 612 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

MONITORING PROGRAM# 26 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

Fencing around the heap leach pile will remain in place until vegetation is established 
or as otherwise specified in the Reclamation Plan. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Project will result in disturbance of vegetation. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kem County Planning Department and BLM 

JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A. Applicant will place fencing around the heap leach pile. 
B. Proof of fencing shall be submitted to the Lead Agency. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

7. 

8. 

A. Compliance will be verified during performance of annual inspections by the Lead 
Agency during the life of the project. 

COMMENTS: 

Fees: Receipt#: ____ Date: ___ Rec'd By:------

Prepared By: Date: -------------- ---------
FORM78.PDS (1/94) 
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MONITORING PROGRAM # 27 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

Grading for the project will be minimized to the extent consistent with safe and efficient 
operations to limit the total area of surface disturbance. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

The project construction and operation will disturb or alter wildlife habitats. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 
United States Fish & Wildlife Service 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kern County Planning Department and BLM 

_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

A. Property boundary limits shall be clearly marked prior to the commencement of 
mining operations. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Proof of boundary delineation shall be submitted to the Lead Agency. 
B. Annual inspection by the Lead Agency shall confirm adherence to mitigation 

measure over the life of the project. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ____ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By: ------

Prepared By: Date:---------
FORM7a.Pos (1/94) 

07330010.31b 614 
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• 
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MONITORING PROGRAM# 28 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP#22 Map#214 
CUP#41 Map#213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 
(Case Name and Number) 

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. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Ponding of the cyanide solution could be hazardous to birds and small animals. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 
United States Fish & Wildlife Service 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 

YES 

_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

NO 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

A. Operation is delineated on application for Surface Mining and Reclamation Plan and 
Plan of Operations. 

B. Heap leach pads will be fenced to exclude large animals. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Access to heap leach will be made available to regulatory agencies for inspection 
purposes to verify adherence with mitigation measure. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ____ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By:------

Prepared By: Date:---------

FORM78.PDS (1/94) 

07330010.31b 615 



MONITORING PROGRAM# 29 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP#41 Map#213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

Containers of reagents will be stored within controlled reagent storage areas and kept 
closed, stored in enclosed areas, or otherwise managed to prevent access by wildlife. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Reagents have the potential to be harmful to wildlife. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 

_x_ 

Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) _x_ 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area _x_ 
United States Fish & Wildlife Service _x_ 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kem County Planning Department and BLM 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A. Reagents will be stored in a manner that prevents access by wildlife. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

A. Access to reagent storage will be made available to regulatory agencies for 
inspection purposes to verify adherence to mitigation measure. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ____ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By: ------

Prepared By: Date:--------

FORM7a.Pos (1/94) 

07330010.31 b 616 
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• 
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• 

• 

MONITORING PROGRAM# 30 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

Project waste will be properly managed at the site to control garbage that could attract 
wildlife. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Project waste may have the potential to harm wildlife. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 
United States Fish & Wildlife Service 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kern County Planning Department and BLM 

YES 

_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

NO 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

A. A litter control program shall be implemented to reduce the attractiveness of the 
project site to common ravens, coyotes and any other desert tortoise predators. 
All trash shall be promptly placed in covered containers which shall be removed 
from the work site on a regular basis for disposal at an authorized landfill. 

6. COMPLIANCE ( each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. A copy of the litter control program shall be submitted to the regulatory agencies. 
B. Access to trash storage areas will be made available to regulatory agencies for 

inspection purposes to verify adherence to mitigation measure. 
C. Any loss of wildlife will be reported to the regulatory agencies. 
D. In the event of loss of wildlife, applicant will take measures to prevent reoccurrence. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ____ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By: ------

Prepared By: Date:---------

FORM78.PDS (1/94) 

0133001 o .31 b 617 



MONITORING PROGRAM# 31 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP#41 Map#213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 
(Case Name and Number) 

The maximum vehicle speed will be 25 mph. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Excess speed may have the potential to harm wildlife. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 
OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 
United States Fish & Wildlife Service 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kem County Planning Department and BLM 

_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

A. Existing routes of travel shall be used during project activities to the maximum extent 
practical in order to minimize any potential impacts to tortoise or tortoise habitat not slated 
for development. Speed limits on unpasted access roads leading to and from the mining 
site, ore processing areas, equipment stockpile or overburden areas, and other facilities 
shall not exceed 25 miles per hour. Project-related vehicle use shall be confined to 
designated routes. 

B. Applicant will post speed limit signs as approved by the Lead Agency. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Applicant shall submit proof to the Lead Agency that signs have been installed prior to the 
commencement of mining activity. 

B. Lead Agency shall verify compliance of sign posting during performance of annual 
inspection. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By:-------

Prepared By: Date:---------
FORM7a.Pos (1/94) 

07330010.31b 618 
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• 
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MONITORING PROGRAM # 32 

FOR 

CUP#22 Map#214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

Wildlife habitat awareness will be included in the workers education program. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Worker education will help prevent the potential harm to wildlife. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kem County Planning Department and BLM 

JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A. Prior to onset of mining activities, all employees shall be required to attend an endangered 
species education program. The program shall include information on the biology and 
occurrence of the desert tortoise and other sensitive species in the project area, measures 
being implemented for the protection of these possible species and their habitats during 
project activities, and means by which individual employees can facilitate this process. The 
employee education program shall be received, reviewed and approved by the Bureau of 
Land Management, California Department of Fish and Game and the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service at least 15 days prior to the presentation of the program. The program may 
consist of a class or video developed by a qualified biologist (knowledgeable desert tortoise 
biologist approved by the Bureau of Land Management) and presented by a person trained 
by a qualified biologist. Wallet-sized cards with important information for workers are 
recommended. All employees shall attend the education program prior to initiation of 
construction activities. The Golden Queen Mining Company is responsible for ensuring that 
the education program is developed and presented prior to conducting activities. New 
employees shall receive formal approved training prior to working onsite. The program shall 
cover the following topics at a minimum: 

Page 1 of 2 
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• Distribution of listed and candidate species 
• General behavior and ecology of these species 
• Sensitivity to human activities 
• Legal protection 
• Penalties for violation of State and Federal laws 
• Reporting requirements 
• Project mitigation measure 

B. Applicant will submit the worker education program to the Lead Agency and the Bureau of 
Land Management, California Department of Fish and Game and the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

C. Golden Queen shall designate a field contact wildlife mitigation measures representative 
(FCR) who shall be responsible for overseeing compliance and for the coordination on -
compliance with the Bureau of Land Management. The name and phone number of the FCR 
will be supplied in writing to the BLM. The FCR shall have the authority to halt any action 
that might result in harm to a desert tortoise. The FCR shall have a copy of all terms and 
conditions. 

D. The FCR will be informed in the event that a desert tortoise is observed or there is a sign of 
desert tortoise during mining. Employees shall be notified that they are not authorized to 
handle or otherwise move desert tortoise encountered on the project site. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Copies of program approval shall be submitted to Lead Agency for placement in case file. 
B. Applicant will provide the Lead Agency with proof of completion of worker education program 

for each employee. FCR will be identified to regulatory agencies. 

7. COMMENTS: 

Fees: Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By: -------

Prepared By:--------------- Date:---------

FORM78.P0S (1/94) 

Page 2 of2 
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MONITORING PROGRAM# 33 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

( Case Name and Number) 

Some of the mine adits will be retained and gated and some of the mine shafts will be covered 
by grates to allow access by bats, while excluding people. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Fencing some mine shafts and adits will retain bat habitat and prevent human intervention. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 
OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

• 4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

• 

Kem County Planning Department and BLM 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A. Map detailing location of gated adits and mine shafts covered by grates shall be submitted 
to Lead Agency within one year of the commencement of mining. 

B. The shaft feature on the west edge of proposed cell 3 of heap leach pad #1 and the shaft 
feature on the west edge of proposed cell #4 of heap leach pad #1 will be backfilled in the 
warm season (May through September). Existing timber will be burned before backfilling to 
prevent voids or subsidence. The shaft feature above and southeast of the former Karma 
Mine will be backfilled slowly between May and September if it is not consumed by the open 
pit mine. 

C. Monitoring of bats using the gated adits and shafts will be done two years after 
commencement of operations, then every three years thereafter for at least three monitoring 
periods. If no bats are found for two consecutive monitoring periods, after the initial 
monitoring period, then monitoring will be discontinued. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Compliance will be verified during performance of annual inspections by the Lead Agency. 
8. Results of each monitoring session will be submitted to BLM . 

7. COMMENTS: 
8. Fees: Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By:-------

Prepared By: Date:--------
FORM78.Pos (1/94) 

07330010.31b 621 



MONITORING PROGRAM# 34 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP#41 Map#213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

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 Kem County. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Artifacts from the historical sites may be of public interest. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kem County Planning Department and BLM 

JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

__ A. A public display will be created onsite within one year of the commencement of 
mining operations. Displayed items will be donated to a museum located in Kem 
County at the conclusion of the project. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. The public display will be verified by the Lead Agency during performance of annual 
inspections. 

8. Applicant will donate items to a Kem County museum at the conclusion of the 
mining project and provide proof to the Lead Agency prior to deeming reclamation 
complete. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ____ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By:------

Prepared By: Date:---------

FORM7a.Pos (1/94) 

07330010.31b 622 
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• 
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• 

• 

MONITORING PROGRAM# 35 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

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. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Worker education will help prevent the loss of cultural resources. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield (SSJVIC) 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kem County Planning Department and BLM 

_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

A. Applicant will develop a worker education program prior to the commencement of 
mining activities that includes sensitivity of cultural resources and the presence of 
laws against unauthorized collection and disturbance. 

B. The worker education program will be submitted to the Lead Agency and SSJVIC 
for review and approval. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Copy of SSJVIC approval shall be submitted to Lead Agency for placement in case 
file. 

B. Proof of completion of the worker education program by all employees will be 
submitted to the Lead Agency and SSJVIC for placement in case file. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ____ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By:------

Prepared By: Date:---------

FORM7B.PDS (1/94) 

07330010.31 b 623 



MONITORING PROGRAM# 36 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

If any unknown archaeologicaVcultural resources are discovered on private land during 
the course of the 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. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Project-related activities could disturb or destroy potentially-significant sites. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield (SSJVIC) 
OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 

Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kern County Planning Department 

_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

A. Applicant shall notify the Lead Agency if archaeological/cultural resources are 
discovered. 

8. An archeological report completed by a qualified archaeologist shall be forwarded 
to the Lead Agency and SSJVJC. 

C. Proof of any mitigation measures shall be submitted to the Lead Agency. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Prior to recommencement of work in affected areas, written verification of 
compliance shall be submitted to the Lead Agency by the project archaeologist. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By: ------

Prepared By: Date:---------
FORM7a.Pos (1/94) 

07330010.31 b 624 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

MONITORING PROGRAM# 37 

FOR 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

2. 

3. 

4. 

A Phase Ill Data Recovery (salvage excavation and architectural recording) will be 
conducted at four sites. 

JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Project related activities could disturb or destroy potentially significant sites. 

TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game _x_ 
State Land Commission _x_ 
State Department of Parks and Recreation _x_ 
California State University, Bakersfield _x_ 
OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 

Kem County Planning Department (Lead Agency) _x_ 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area _x_ 

MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kem County Planning Department and BLM 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A. Phase Ill Data Recovery (salvage excavatiorr and architectural recording) will be 
conducted at the four sites identified in Section 3. 7. 1. 1 of the EIR/EIS prior to the 
commencement of mining activity in those areas. 

B. A Phase Ill report shall be forwarded to the Lead Agency. 
C. Proof of any mitigation measures shall be submitted to the Lead Agency. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Prior to recommencement of work in affected areas, written verification of 
compliance shall be submitted to the Lead Agency by the project archaeologist. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By: ------

Prepared By: Date:--------

FORM78.PDS (1/94) 

07330010.31b 625 



MONITORING PROGRAM # 38 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

( Case Name and Number) 

Seven sites will have an archaeological monitor review the areas during grading 

activity. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Project related activities could disturb or destroy potentially significant sites. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 

Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kern County Planning Department and BLM 

_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 

5. - PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A. An archaeological monitor will be onsite during grading activity. 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

B. The archaeological monitor will record and collect any archeological data that may 
be uncovered. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. The archaeological monitor will report any information uncovered or mitigation 
measures developed to the Lead Agency in accordance with the procedures set out 
in mitigation measure #36. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ____ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By: ------

Prepared By: Date:---------
FORM?B.Pos (1/94} 

07330010 .31 b 626 
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• 

• 

MONITORING PROGRAM# 39 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

Surface disturbance will be minimized to that required for safe and efficient operation. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Minimizing surface disturbance will reduce the potential to affect visual resources. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) _x_ 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area _x_ 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kern County Planning Department and BLM 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

A. Areas of surface disturbance are delineated in the adopted Surface Mining & 
Reclamation Plan. Mining shall be performed in accordance with Section 
3503(a)(1) of SMARA. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Annual inspection performance by the Lead Agency will verify adherence to the 
approved plan and SMARA. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ___ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By:------

• Prepared By: Date:--------

FORM78.Pos (1/94) 

07330010.31 b 627 



MONITORING PROGRAM# 40 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

Historical mining disturbance will be reclaimed. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Reclamation of historical disturbance will reduce the potential to affect visual resources. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kem County Planning Department and BLM 

JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

_x_ 
_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A Areas to be reclaimed are delineated on the adopted Surface Mining & Reclamation 
Plan. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Reclamation of historical disturbance shall be verified by Lead Agency prior to 
deeming reclamation complete. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ____ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By:------

Prepared By: Date:---------

FORM78.P0S (1/94) 

07330010.31b 628 
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• 

• 

MONITORING PROGRAM# 41 

FOR 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP#41 Map#213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

Buildings and structures will be painted with nonreflective earthtone colors to blend with 
the predominant background. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS)) 

The landscape color consists of brown, tans and grays. Earthtone colors will mitigate 
effects to visual resources. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 

Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) _x_ 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area _x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kern County Planning Department and BLM 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A. Building and structures constructed by applicant will be painted with earthtone 
colors. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

7. 

8. 

A. Compliance shall be verified prior to finalizing of building permit or issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy. 

COMMENTS: 

Fees: Receipt#: ____ Date: ___ Rec'd By:------

Prepared By: Date: -------------- ---------
FORM78.P0S (1/94) 

07330010.31b 629 



MONITORING PROGRAM# 42 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

Outdoor lighting for the mine pit and other areas of nighttime activities will be shielded 
and directed downward to reduce fugitive light. Ught 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. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Fugitive light from the project area may be visible at night. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) _x_ 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area _x_ 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kern County Planning Department and BLM 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

A. Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed in accordance with the mitigation 
measure. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Lead Agency will verify adherence to measure during annual inspection conducted 
in accordance with SMARA requirements. 

B. Lead Agency shall file a Notice to Correct (Kern County Zoning Ordinance 
19.100.070) should the mitigation measure not be adhered to. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By:------

Prepared By: Date:--------
FORM78.PDS (1/94) 

07330010.31 b 630 
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• 
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• 

• 

• 

MONITORING PROGRAM# 43 

FOR 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP#41 Map#213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

Approximately 75 to 80 percent of construction activities will take place during daylight. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from Initial Study) 

Noise from the mining operations has the potential to cause significant impact to the 
level of noise in the area of the project. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department _x_ 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area _x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kern County Planning Department and BLM 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A. Construction schedule will be designed so the majority of activity is during daylight 
hours. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

7 . 

8. 

A. 30-days prior to commencement of construction, the applicant shall file a 
construction schedule with the Lead Agency for placement in case file. 

B. Lead Agency shall file a Notice to Correct (Kern County Zoning Ordinance 
19.100.070) should this applicant proposed mitigation not be adhered to. 

COMMENTS: 

Fees: Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By: _____ _ 

Prepared By: Date: -------------- ---------
FORM78.P0S (1/94) 

07330010.31b 631 



MONITORING PROGRAM# 44 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

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. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Noise from blasting has the potential to cause significant impact to the level of noise 
in the area of the project. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 

Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kem County Planning Department and BLM 

_x_ 
_x_ 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

A. The applicant shall provide the Lead Agency with a tentative schedule of blasting 
times prior to commencement of blasting operations. 

B. The applicant shall adhere to United States Bureau of Mines guidelines. 

6. COMPLIANCE ( each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. The Lead Agency shall file the blasting schedule in the case file. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ____ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By:------

Prepared By: Date:---------

FORM78.PDS (1/94) 

07330010.31 b 632 
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• 
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• 

• 

• 

MONITORING PROGRAM# 45 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

Golden Queen has committed to hiring from the local population. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

The project could increase growth, causing a shortage of housing and services. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game _x_ 
State Land Commission _x_ 
State Department of Parks and Recreation _x_ 
California State University, Bakersfield _x_ 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kem County Planning Department and BLM 

_x_ 
_x_ 

5. · PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project) 

A. Available positions will be published in local newspapers. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor) 

A. Copies of the newspaper publications will be submitted to the Lead Agency for 
insertion in the case file. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ___ Receipt#: ____ Date: ___ Rec'd By: ------

Prepared By: Date:--------

FORM78.P0S (1/94) 

07330010.31b 633 



MONITORING PROGRAM # 46 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP#41 Map#213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 
(Case Name and Number) 

Fences will be erected around potentially hazardous areas to discourage entry by 
unauthorized mine personnel or visitors. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from Initial Study) 

The project could create a potential health hazard or threat to public safety. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 

Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) _x_ 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area _x_ 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kern County Planning Department and BLM 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

A. Fences will be established to prevent public access to the mine, heap leach pads 
and working areas prior to the commencement of mining activity. 

6. COMPLIANCE ( each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. The existence of the fences shall be verified by the Lead Agency during 
performance of annual inspections. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ____ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By: -----

Prepared By: Date:--------

FORM78.PDS (1/94) 
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MONITORING PROGRAM# 47 

FOR 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

Historical mining operations will be removed or closed to the extent feasible. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from Initial Study) 

Historical mining sites may be a threat to public safety. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 

YES NO 

_x_ 
_x_ 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kern County Planning Department and BLM 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

A. Applicant will remove or close historical mining operations to the extent feasible. 
B. Prior to January 1, 1999, applicant shall submit a plan for the closure or removal of 

historical mining operations to the Lead Agency for review and approval. 

6. COMPLIANCE ( each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

7. 

8. 

A. Compliance shall be verified during performance of annual inspections by the Lead 
Agency. 

COMMENTS: 

Fees: Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By:------

Prepared By: Date: -------------- ---------
FORM78.POS (1/94) 

07330010.31 b 635 



MONITORING PROGRAM# 48 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

Former mine waste will be removed. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

Former mine wastes are a potential health hazard. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 

Kern County Planning Department _x_ 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area _x_ 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kern County Planning Department and BLM 

5 ... PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

A. Former mine waste will be removed and disposed of in an appropriate manner. 
Tailings piles will be used as liner material or be included with the ore and 
processed on the heap leach pad. Structures and old equipment will be sent to 
appropriate landfills. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Removal of former mine waste will be verified by the Lead Agency during 
performance of annual inspections. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ____ Receipt#: ____ Date: ____ Rec'd By:------

Prepared By: Date:---------
FORM?a.Pos (1/94) 
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MONITORING PROGRAM # 49 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP#41 Map#213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

Project design will be in accordance with a preconstruction design study. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from Initial Study) 

The project could create a potential health hazard or threat to public safety. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department _x_ 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area _x_ 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kern County Planning Department and BLM 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

A. Project design has been incorporated into adopted Lead Agency Surface Mining 
and Reclamation Plan and approved BLM Plan of Operations. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: Receipt#: Date: Rec'd By: 

Prepared By: Date: 

FORM78.P0S (1/94) 

07330010.31 b 637 



MONITORING PROGRAM # so 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP#41 Map#213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

(Case Name and Number) 

The entrance road from Silver Queen Road to the office area will be paved. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

The project will increase the level of traffic on roads in the vicinity of the project. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 
Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) _x_ 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area _x_ 
Kern County Roads Department _x_ 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

Kern County Planning Department 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

A. Applicant will pave the entrance road from Silver Queen Road to the office prior to 
the commencement of mining activities. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Proof of paving will be submitted to the Lead Agency. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: Receipt#: Date: Rec'd By: 

Prepared By: Date: 

FORM78.P0S (1/94) 
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MONITORING PROGRAM# s1 

FOR 

1. MITIGATION MEASURE: 

CUP #22 Map #214 
CUP #41 Map #213 

213-6 3 098 Streets & Highways 

( Case Name and Number) 

Provide a left-tum lane on Silver Queen Road at the entrance to the project site. 

2. JUSTIFICATION (from EIR/EIS) 

The project will increase the level of traffic on roads in the vicinity of the project. 

3. TRUSTEE AGENCIES JURISDICTION 

YES NO 

State Department of Fish and Game 
State Land Commission 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
California State University, Bakersfield 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES 

Kern County Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area 
Kern County Roads Department 

4. MONITORING AGENCY/FIRM: 

_x_ 

_x_ 

Kern County Planning Department and Kern County Roads Department 

5. PROCEDURE - STEPS TO COMPLIANCE (unique to each project): 

_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 
_x_ 

_x_ 

A. Applicant will construct the left-turn lane prior to the commencement of mining 
activities. 

6. COMPLIANCE (each procedure step to be signed off and dated by monitor): 

A. Proof of the left-tum lane will be submitted to the Lead Agency. 

7. COMMENTS: 

8. Fees: ___ Receipt#: ____ Date: ___ Rec'd By: ------

Prepared By: Date:--------
FORM7a.Pos (1/94) 

07330010.31b 639 
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8.0 REPORT PREPARATION 

8.1 List of Preparers 

This document was prepared by Kem County Planning and SLM with the assistance of WZI Inc., a 

third party contractor. Other individuals and companies also made significant contributions. The 

following is a list of individuals responsible for preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Kem County Planning Department personnel include: 

Ted James, Director 

Glenn Barnhill, Special Projects Division Chief 

Scott Denney, Associate Planner 

Karen Northcutt, Contract Consultant 

Bureau of Land Management personnel include: 

Lee Delaney, Area Manger, California Desert District (COD) 

Linn Gum, Minerals Staff Chief, Project Lead, Ridgecrest Resource Area (RRA), COD 

Ahmed Mohsen, Resource Management Specialist, NEPA Coordinator, RRA, COD 

Jack Mills, Environmental Coordinator, Sacramento 

George Deverse, Geologist, COD 

Joyce Schlachter, Biologist, COD 

Larry M. Vredenburgh, Geologist, Caliente Resource Area 

Dan Fowler, Archaeologist, COD 

Glenn Harris, Natural Resource Specialist, COD 

WZI Inc. personnel include: 

Mary Jane Wilson, President, Chief Executive Officer, S.S., Petroleum Engineering, Stanford 

University, California Registered Environmental Assessor No. 00050. Environmental 

Professional with over 20 years experience in projects including Environmental Impact 

Statements, Environmental Impact Reports, Environmental Assessments, Waste Discharge 

Requirements and air quality permits. Areas of expertise include regulatory compliance and 

strategic planning. 
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Steve Muir, Manager - Geotechnical Services, M.S., Geology, California State University, • 

Northridge, 8.S, Geology, University of California, Los Angeles. State of California 

Registered Geologist No. 3769, State of California Certified Engineering Geologist No. 1224, 

State of California Registered Geophysicists 945, State of California Registered 

Environmental Assessor No. 01917. Twenty years experience in conducting and supervising 

surface and sub-surface engineering of geological and geophysical mapping projects for 

natural resource exploration, geotechnical and environmental engineering investigations. 

David Weiss, (currently with U.S. BORAX, Inc.), Manager - Mining Services, S.S. Mining 

Engineering, University of Missouri, State of Colorado Registered Professional Engineer No. 

14253. Twenty-four years experience in the mining industry in designing and operating 

mining projects. Regulatory compliance experience includes Prevention of Significant 

Deterioration Permits, Conditional Use Permits, Surface Mine Permits, Surface Mine 

Reclamation Plans, Permits to Operate, Health Risk Assessments, Reports of Waste 

Discharge, Plans of Operation and Environmental Impact Analyses. 

Laura Bazeley, Manager - Geology, M.S. Geology, University of Delaware, S.S., Geology, 

State University of New York at Binghamton. State of California Registered Geologist No. 

4340. Over 17 years geologic experience in geologic investigations for natural resource 

exploration, contamination investigations, groundwater investigation and land use planning 

issues. Regulatory compliance expertise in wastewater disposal, hydrogeologic 

assessments, site characterizations, Conditional Use Permits, Environmental Impact 

Reports, Environmental Impact Statements and Reports of Waste Discharge. 

Allen Waggoner, Senior Geologist, M.S., S.S. Geology, San Diego State University, State of 

California Registered Geologist No. 5719, State of California Certified Engineering Geologist 

No. 1818. Over 15 years experience as a geologist in geotechnical, environmental and 

natural resource industry. Experience in field investigations and geologic mapping for 

mineral exploration. 

Greg McNeish, Senior Engineer, S.S. Chemical Engineering, University of Kansas, State of 

California Registered Engineer P. E. Over six years experience in air quality permitting and 

air dispersion modeling together with 16 years experience in natural resource production and 

waste water disposal. Experience includes PSD permit applications, preparation of health 

risk assessments and compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act. 

Robert Langner, Projects Manager, M.8.A. California State University, Bakersfield, S.S. 

Management Information Science, California State University, Sacramento. California 

• 

Registered Environmental Assessor No. 5576. Eight years experience in air quality • 

permitting, air toxics, compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act and land use 

planning. 
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Steven S. Stillar, Technical Advisor, S.S. Chemical Engineering, Montana State University . 

Twenty-seven years in mining and mineral processing management, operations and 

engineering. Experience includes preparation of Environmental Impact Statements, 

Environmental Impact Reports, Environmental Assessments, Air Quality Permits, Mine 

Reclamation Plans, Plans of Operation and Conditional Use Permits. 

Elizabeth T. Kendall, Staff Geologist, M.S. Geology, Oregon State University, 8.S. Geology, 

Tufts University. Eight years experience in environmental and natural resource industry. 

Experience includes investigations for environmental assessments and geologic mapping 

for mineral development. 

Scott Weaver, Staff Engineer, 8.S. Chemical Engineering, University of California at Santa 

Barbara. Four years experience in air permitting, risk assessments and hazardous material 

handling. 

Companies and individuals providing specialized background investigations include: 

Archaeology 

W & S Consultants: 

David S. Whitley, Ph.D., Principal Investigator 

Joseph H. Simon 

Robert 8. Rechtman, Ph.D. 

Tamara K. Whitley, M.A. 

Biological Resources 

Bamberg Associates: 

Samuel A Bamberg, Ph.D., Senior Ecologist 

Ingrid Hanne, M.S., Ecologist 

Brown-Berry Biological Consulting: 

Patricia E. Brown, Ph.D., Wildlife Biologist 

J. Scott Altenbach, Ph.D., Biologist, University of New Mexico 

Engineering 

Glasgow Engineering Group, Inc.: 

Don Andrew Poulter, California Registered Professional Engineer 

John F. Abel, Jr., Ph.D., Mining Engineer 

Herb Osborne, Consulting Metallurgical Engineer 

Pincock, Allen and Holt: 
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Richard Addison, P.E. 

Greg Chlumsky 

Ken Meyer, P.E. 

Susan Poos, P. E. 

John Rozelle, P.G.E. 

Rick Williamson 

Internet Services 

Larry Czerwonka, Consultant 

Hydrology 

Water, Waste & Land, Inc. 

Noise 

Air Sciences, Inc.: 

Rodger G. Steen, Principal 

Jean Clawson 

Jeffrey N. Herring 

Hersh Acoustical Engineering, Inc.: 

Joseph W. Celano, P. E. 

PM10 and Meteorological Monitoring 

Air Sciences, Inc. 

Socioeconomics 

Weaver Hawley Mills Consultants: 

Susan Weaver, Principal 

Sedway Katin Mouchly Group: 

Thomas Jirovsky, Principal 

Carol Fredholm, Manager 
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8.2 Persons/Agencies Consulted 

The following persons/agencies were consulted during the preparation of this Environmental 

Review. 

State Agencies 

California Department of Fish and Game, Jeffrey Single, Ph.D. 

California Department of Transportation District 9, Katy Walton 

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board, Ted Evans 

Federal Agencies 

Edwards Air Force Base, Chris Rush, Kirk Buehler 

United States Geological Survey, Steve Phillips 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Kirk Waln 

Local Agencies 

Kem Council of Governments, Peter Smith 

Kem County Agriculture Commissioner's Office, Matthew Peete 

Kem County Air Pollution Control District, Mary Flynn, Will Lund 

Kem County Environmental Health Services Department, Lloyd Weese, Joe Canas 

Kem County Engineering and Survey Services, Aaron Leicht 

Kem County Fire Department, Dale Heineman 

Kem County Roads Department, Barry Nienke 

Antelope Valley-East Kem Water Agency, Russell Fuller 

Mojave Public Utilities District, Bruce Gaines 
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8.3 Distribution List for Draft EIR/EIS 

Federal Agencies 

Rosalie Faubion 
Bureau of Reclamation 
2666 North Grove Industrial Drive, Suite 106 
Fresno, California 93727-1551 

Ray Bransfield 
Fish & Wildlife Service, Department of Interior 
2493 Portola Road, Suite 8 
Ventura, California 93003 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
1601 New Stine Road, Suite 270 
Bakersfield, California 93309-3698 

U.S. Department of Interior - Bureau of Land 
Management I Ridgecrest Resource Area 
300 South Richmond Boulevard 
Ridgecrest, California 93555 

State Agencies 

Steve Hart 
Cal OSHA - Division of Mines and Tunnels 
2550 Mariposa, Room 4000 
Fresno, California 93721 

California Energy Commission 
11516 Ninth Street, Room 200 
Sacramento, California 95814 

California Highway Patrol 
Planning & Analysis Division 
Post Office Box 942898 
Sacramento, California 94298-0001 

California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board 
Lahontan Region 
2092 Lake Tahoe Boulevard, Suite 2 
South Lake Tahoe, California 96150 

California State University, Bakersfield 
Library 
9001 Stockdale Highway 
Bakersfield, California 93311-1099 

CalTrans - District 6 - Bishop 
Post Office Box 12616 
Fresno, California 93778 
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James Pompy 
Dept. of Conservation - Office of Mine 
Reclamation 
801 "K" Street MS 09-06 
Sacramento, California 95814-3529 

Vince Paul 
Integrated Waste Management 
8800 Cal Centre Drive 
Sacramento, California 95826 

Native American Heritage Commission 
915 Capitol Mall, Room 288 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Bob Penny 
Public Utilities Commission 
350 McAllister Street, Room 3230 
San Francisco, California 94102 

Southern San Joaquin Valley Archaeological 
Information Center 
California State University, Bakersfield 
9001 Stockdale Highway 
Bakersfield, California 93311-1099 

Barbara Fry 
State Air Resources Board-Stationary Res. 
Division 
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Post Office Box 2815 
Sacramento, California 95812 

State Department of Health Services 
5545 East Shields Avenue 
Fresno, California 93727 

State Department of Water Resources 
San Joaquin District 
3374 East Shields Avenue, Room A-7 
Fresno, California 93726 

State Fish and Game 
1234 East Shaw Avenue 
Fresno, California 93710 

State Fish and Game 
1416 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 

State Lands Commission 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South 
Sacramento, California 95825-8202 
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State Office of Planning & Research 
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 
Sacramento, California 95814 

County of Kem 

Kem County Administrative Office I Fiscal 1115 
Truxtun Avenue, 5th Floor 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Kern County Air Pollution Control District 
2700 "M" Street, Suite 290 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Carol Rush 
Kem County Air Pollution Control Dist. Field Off. 
1775 Highway 50 
Mojave, California 93501 

Kern County Engineering & Survey Services 
Department 
Floodplain Management Section 
2700 "M" Street, Suite 500 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Kern County Engineering & Survey Services 
Department 
Survey Department 
2700 "M" Street, Suite 300 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Kern County Environmental Health Services 
Department 
2700 "M" Street, Suite 300 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Kern County Fire Department 
5642 Victor Street 
Bakersfield, California 93308 

Kern County Health Department 
1700 Flower Street 
Bakersfield, California 93305 

Kern County Library, Beale Branch -
Administration 
1415 Truxtun Avenue 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Kern County Library, Rosamond Branch 
2646 Diamond 
Rosamond, California 93560 

Kern County Museum 
3801 Chester Avenue 
Bakersfield, California 93301 
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Kern County Parks Department 
1110 Golden State Avenue 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Kern County Planning Department - Special 
Projects 
2700 "M" Street, Suite 100 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Kern County Resource Management Agency -
Fiscal 
2700 "M" Street, Suite 350 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Kern County Roads Department 
2700 "M" Street, Suite 400 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Kem County Roads Department - Transit 2700 
"M" Street, Suite 400 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Kern County Sheriff's Department - Fiscal 
Analysis 
1350 Norris Road 
Bakersfield, California 93308 

Jon McQuiston 
District 1 Supervisor, Kern County 
1115 Truxtun Avenue, 5th Floor 
Bakersfield, California 93301 
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Steve Perez 
District 2 Supervisor, Kern County 
1115 Truxtun Avenue, 5th Floor 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Barbara Patrick 
District 3 Supervisor, Kern County 
1115 Truxtun Avenue, 5th Floor 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Ken Peterson 
District 4 Supervisor, Kern County 
1115 Truxtun Avenue, 5th Floor 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Peter Parra 
District 5 Supervisor, Kern County 
1115 Truxtun Avenue, 5th Floor 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Kern County Waste Management Dept. 
Liquid Waste 
2700 "M" Street, Suite 500 
Bakersfield, California 93301 



Kern County Waste Management Dept. 
Solid Waste 
2700 "M" Street, Suite 500 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Kern County Waste Management Dept. 
Special Districts 
2700 "M" Street, Suite 500 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Mojave Public Library 
16916-1/2 Highway 14, Space D2 
Mojave, California 93505 

Local Agencies 

Wallace Spinarski 
Antelope Valley East Kern Water Agency 
Post Office Box 3176 
Quartz Hill, California 93586 

Kern COG 
1401 19th Street 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Stephen Hartsell 
Kern County Superintendent of Schools 
1300 17th Street 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

LAFCO 
2700 "M" Street, Suite 302 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Mojave Public Utility District 
15844 "K" Street 
Mojave, California 93501 

Mojave Town Council 
Post Office Box 999 
Mojave, California 93502-0999 

Mojave Unified School District 
3500 Douglas 
Mojave, California 93501 

Rosamond Town Council 
Post Office Box 626 
Rosamond, California 93560 

City of Arvin 
Post Office Box 548 
Arvin, California 93203 

07330010.31 b 

City of Bakersfield Planning Department 
1715 Chester Avenue 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

California City Planning 
21000 Hacienda Boulevard 
California City, California 93515 

City of McFarland 
Post Office Box 1488 
McFarland, California 93250 

City of Ridgecrest 
100 West California Avenue 
Ridgecrest, California 93555 

City of Shafter 
336 Pacific Avenue 
Shafter, California 93263 

City of Tehachapi 
Post Office Bin 668 
Tehachapi, California 93561 

Counties 

Peter Chamberlin 
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County of Inyo Planning 
Post Office Drawer "L" 
Independence, California 93526 

Los Angeles County 
Department of Regional Planning 
320 West Temple Street, Room 1390 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

San Bernardino County 
Office of Planning 
385 North Arrowhead Avenue, 3rd Floor 
San Bernardino, California 92415 

San Luis Obispo County 
Planning and Building Department 
County Government Center 
San Luis Obispo, California 93408 

Tulare County 
Planning & Development Department 
County Civic Center, Room 105-111 
Visalia, California 93291-4503 

Jeff Godfrey 
All American Pipeline 
Post Office Box 40160 
Bakersfield, California 93389-0160 

• 
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• Eastern Kern Resource Conservation District Charles Clark Akin, Jr . 
Post Office Box 626 7630 Via Del Reposa 
lnyokern, California 93527 Scottsdale, Arizona 85258 

Kevin Shaw Cheryl Catherine Allen 
350 South Grand Avenue #2500 686-1/2 North Coast Highway 
Los Angeles, California 90071 Laguna Beach, California 92651 

Robert Gomez Douglas Michael Allen 
Kern River Paiute Council 18011 County Road #501 
2619 Driller Avenue Bayfield, Colorado 81122 
Bakersfield, California 93306-2505 

Mary Ann 8. Allen 
Mike Hinson 560 East Villa Street #1011 
Pacific Bell Engineering Pasadena, California 91101-1153 
5101 Office Park Drive, Room 300 
Bakersfield, California 93309 Scott Thomas Allen 

304 Clover Lane 
8. A. Karlovich Fort Collins, Colorado 80524 
Pacific States Land Company 
2423 Camino Del Rio South #203 Thomas & Jan Barrow 
San Diego, California 92108 5847 San Felipe, Suite 3830 

Houston, Texas 77057 
Chris Quigley 
1005 Colorado Charlie Beck 
Butte, Montana 59701 Soledad-Mojave Mining Syndicate 

932 Springwood Lane • Stan Haye Encinitas, California 92024 
Sierra Club - Owens Park Group 
230 Larkspur Avenue Virginia Bell 
Ridgecrest, California 93555 c/o J. Arthur Greenfield & Co. 

924 Westwood Boulevard, Suite 1000 
Jim Hammel Los Angeles, California 90024 
Southern California Gas Company 
Post Office Box 2300 Mary M. Benson 
Chatsworth, California 91313-2300 1702 Ninth Avenue 

Yuma, Arizona 85364 
Jose Mendez 
Southern California Gas Company Barbara Boyle 
1510 North Chester Avenue Kingsley Manor 
Bakersfield, California 93308 1055 North Kingsley Drive #201 

Los Angeles, California 90029 
L. L. Stacy 
Union Pacific Railroad Cecil Burton 
1200 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 100 Post Office Box 2 
Monterey Park, California 91754 La Grange, California 95329 

Linda Matise Terry Burton 
Post Office Box 1438 5800 Pioneer Road #1 
Tehachapi, California 93581 Mojave, California 93501 

Phil Wyman Louis G. Campbell, Jr. 
Post Office Box 665 821 Crater Camp Drive 

• Tehachapi, California 93581 Calabasas, California 91302 
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Richard Wardman 
3559 Lower Honapiilani Highway #716 
LaHaina, Hawaii 96761 

Joyce Cousins 
18717 Mill Villa Road #626 
Jamestown, California 95327 

Robert Daggs 
2038 Westwood Court #23 
Lancaster, California 93536 

Nancy Evans 
c/o Mary Slaughter 
2540 North Brimhall 
Mesa, Arizona 85203 

Alma Carolyn Fournier 
27 427 larch bluff Drive 
Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90274 

Don C. Frisbee 
1500 Southwest First Avenue, Suite 1005 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

Frank A. Ghezzi, Executor 
Estate of Margaret L. Ghezzi 
2914 21st Street 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Eric W. Godfrey 
531 Stephens 
Fillmore, California 93015 

Praveen Gupta, M.D. 
9435 Venice Boulevard 
Culver City, California 90232 

· John & Betty Stussy 
3010 North Skywood Street 
Orange, California 92865 

Teresa Gail Hanly 
26382 Mimosa lane 
Mission Viejo, California 92691-1924 

Alma A. Henry 
Post Office Box 1267 
Lyman, Wyoming 82937-1267 

Danny Hodges 
765 West 26th Street 
San Pedro, California 90731 

Ella Hodges 
24410 Crenshaw Boulevard #117 
Torrance, California 90505 
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John G. Hodges 
Post Office Box 216 
Alder Point, California 95511 

George I. Holmes II 
1515 East 27th Avenue #3 
Apache Junction, Arizona 85219 

Michael E. Holmes 
c/o Mary Slaughter 
2540 North Brimhall 
Mesa, Arizona 85203 

Raymond R. Holmes 
3581 Salgado 
Fort Bliss, Texas 79904 

Janice lten 
1010 Maple Drive 
Ukiah, California 95482 

Frank Kenton 
4911 Leeds St. 
Simi Valley, California 93063 

Virginia Knight 
540 South Arden Boulevard 
Los Angeles, California 90020-4 738 

Betty 8. Letteau 
9255 Doheny Road #3002 
Los Angeles, California 90069-3248 

Robert M. Letteau 
723 North Roxbury Drive 
Beverly Hills, California 90210 

William M. Lynn 
2100 El Molino Avenue 
San Marino, California 91108 

H. L. McMillen 
1427 Madera Way 
Millbrae, California 94030-2826 

Grace W. Meehl 
714 Valita Street 
Venice, California 90291 

John G. Meehl 
239 Kittery Place 
San Ramone, California 94583 

Caryll Mingst 
c/o J. Arthur Greenfield & Company 
924 Westwood Boulevard, Suite 1000 
Los Angeles, California 90024 
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• Gaston Moore & Wilhelmin Moore Gean A. Slayton 
6150 West Wagoner Road Post Office Box 1772 
Glendale, Arizona 85308-1151 St. John's, Arizona 85936 

Robert L. Moore Selma M. Smith 
235 El Molino Street 5272 Lindley Avenue 
Alhambra, California 91801 Encino, California 91316 

Robert S. Moore Cynthia E. Sprague 
590 Castano Avenue c/o J. Arthur Greenfield & Company 
Pasadena, California 91107 924 Westwood Boulevard, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, California 90024 
Mudd Estate 
c/o J. Arthur Greenfield & Company Elizabeth Mudd Sprague 
924 Westwood Boulevard, Suite 1000 c/o J. Arthur Greenfield & Company 
Los Angeles, California 90024 924 Westwood Boulevard, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, California 90024 
Harvey Mudd 
c/o J. Arthur Greenfield & Company Narman F. Sprague Ill 
924 Westwood Boulevard, Suite 1000 c/o J. Arthur Greenfield & Company 
Los Angeles, California 90024 924 Westwood Boulevard, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, California 90024 
Henry T. Mudd 
c/o J. Arthur Greenfield & Company George 0. Starke 
924 Westwood Boulevard, Suite 1000 9442 Mast Boulevard 
Los Angeles, California 90024 Santee, California 92071 

• John W. Mudd Royden W. Starke 
c/o J. Arthur Greenfield & Company 2010 Donahue Drive 
924 Westwood Boulevard, Suite 1000 El Cajon, California 92019 
Los Angeles, California 90024 

Thomas L. Stelzner 
Victoria K. Mudd 534 Selmart Lane 
c/o J. Arthur Greenfield & Company Petaluma, California 94954-2500 
924 Westwood Boulevard, Suite 1000 
Los Angeles, California 90024 George F. Thagard, Jr. 

#60 Linda Isle 
. Roger E. Nicodemus Newport Beach, California 92600 
733 Briar Hill Circle 
Simi Valley, California 93065 Jeffery Howard Thompson 

c/o Thomas L. Stelzner 
Barbara C. Orr 534 Selmart Lane 
704 East Lehi Road Petaluma, California 94954-2500 
Mesa, Arizona 85203 

Lawrence Robert Thompson 
Marcus A. Pennington c/o Thomas L. Stelzner 
8322 Foothill Boulevard Post Office Box 134 
Sunland, California 91040 Oxnard, California 93032 

Marlowe Pennington Wilbur Walston 
Post Office Box 4667 8438 Venus Drive 
Palm Springs, California 92263-4667 Buena Park, California 90620 

• James P. Sig I & Ginny Sig I William J. Warner 
Karma Wegman Corporation Post Office Box 1363 
714 Valita Street Sugar Loaf, California 92386 
Venice, California 90291 
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Mary Jean Wafy James Bartlett & Bette Bartlett • c/o Thomas L. Stelzner Post Office Box 1423 
534 Selmart Lane Rosamond, California 93560 
Petaluma, California 94954-2500 

Carole L. Beatty 
William F. Wegmann 14337 Lear Street 
Post Office Box 16052 Mojave, California 93501 
South Lake, California 96151-6052 

Tracy Bedingfield 
Jack E. Wilson 2676 Westland Drive 
1727 Pavilion Drive Rosamond, California 93560 
Pomona, California 91768-2012 

Lois 0. Beechly 
W. L. Wilson Post Office Box 155 
Western Centennials, Inc. Rosamond, California 93560 
Post Office Box 2183 
Golden, Colorado 81502 Sandra S. Bettes 

2014 Panamint 
Barbara Alatalo & Crystal Alatalo Mojave, California 93501 
9073 Hull Street 
Mojave, California 93501 Walter Bevis, Margaret Bevis & Joan Bevis 

Post Office Box 218 
Danny Almon Rosamond, California 93560 
11665 New Eagle Road 
Mojave, California 93501 Glenn Beyer 

14331 Winchester Drive 
Ronald Alsobrook Mojave, California 93501 • 4390 Sonora Court 
Rosamond, California 93560 Early H. Bohannon 

1258 Rosamond Boulevard t#65 
Annie Anderson Rosamond, California 93560 
R. C. Goodwin, Jr. 
8938 Stagecoach Lane Betsy Booth 
Mojave, California 93501 2700 Westland Drive 

Rosamond, California 93560 
Linda R. Anton 
9082 42nd Street West Barbara Bredean 
Mojave, California 93501 15224 Shirley Street 

Mojave, California 93501 
Ralph Anton & Carole Anton 
9156 42nd Street West Larry Bridgford 
Mojave, California 93501 2136 Belshaw #4 

Mojave, California 93501 
Glen Arends 
19609 Lilac Charlie Browne 
Tehachapi, California 93561 14207 Winchester Drive 

Mojave, California 93501 
Chris Babcock 
Post Office Box 185 Penny Burgan 
Mojave, California 93502 7070 Backus Road 

Mojave, California 93501 
Kathleen Baker 
5711 West Avenue M Diane Cabrera • Lancaster, California 93534 Star Route 1, Box 441 

Rosamond, California 93560 
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• Geraldine Cameron Dewayn T. Currier 
Post Office Box 1212 11 Sharon Drive 
Rosamond, California 93560 Edwards AFB, California 93523 

Fred Celletti Charles Cusano 
14324 Somerset Drive 3125 Gregory Drive 
Mojave, California 93501 Mojave, California 93501 

Gerardo Cerda & Cecilia Cerda B. Deaver 
15900 Koch Street #8 Post Office Box 999 
Mojave, California 93501 Mojave, California 93501 

Jean P. Chavez Helen Dennis 
15303 Shirley Street 7798 Dogbane Avenue 
Mojave, California 93501 California City, California 93505 

Katie Christman Desert Construction Company 
2528 Backus Road Post Office Box Z 
Mojave, California 93501 Rosamond, California 93560 

Michelle Claus Sherri Durnin 
638 East Avenue G Post Office Box 1348 
Lancaster, California 93535 Rosamond, California 93560 

GuyM. Colley Keith Dyas 
14337 Lear Street Post Office Box 687 
Mojave, California 93501 Rosamond, California 93560 • Geary Lee Cook, Jr. Scott East 
9078 Nancy Street 14332 Lear Street 
Mojave, California 93501 Mojave, California 93501 

Doris Cook Martha D. Elzey 
11011 Sierra Highway 5783 Gerber Avenue 
Mojave, California 93501 Mojave, California 93501 

Steve Cooper Jason Epling 
Naval Air Weapons Station, C823EOO 9073 Hull Street 
China Lake, California 93555-6001 Mojave, California 93501 

Steven P. Corey & Patricia J. Corey Daniel Evans 
15859 Jean Drive 8047 Golden Crest Drive 
Mojave, California 93501 Mojave, California 93501 

Robert Corson Kenny Falconer 
Post Office Box 83 15921 Melva 
Rosamond, California 93560 Mojave, California 93501 

Jack D. Cote Barbara Fee 
Post Office Box 73 15958 O Street 
Mojave, California 93502 Mojave, California 93501 

Jana Crampton Linda Finch • 53542 Tanglewood Avenue 5442 Backus Road 
Rosamond, California 93560 Mojave, California 93501 
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Gary Fox Dor Hansen • 10614 Mojave-Tropico Road 3400 Oak Creek Road #1 
Mojave, California 93501 Mojave, California 93501 

Robert G. Friend Brett Hawkins 
2854 Encina Avenue 3348 Discovery 
Mojave, California 93501 Rosamond, California 93560 

Wally Galbraith Stan Haye 
3844 Camelot Boulevard Post Office Drawer W 
Mojave, California 93501 Independence, California 93526 

Reuben Garcia Betty Hereford 
14313 Winchester Drive Post Office Box 381 
Mojave, California 93501 Rosamond, California 93560 

Earlene Gearhart Napoleon Higuera 
15360 Blackfield 3234 Gregory Drive 
Mojave, California 93501 Mojave, California 93501 

John Geddie Kim Hitchen & Janet Hitchen 
8040 Bellamah Court NE 9200 Kemper Road 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 8711 O Mojave, California 93501 

Michael Genske & Jack Genske James A. Hooper & Sylvia Hooper 
15248 Shirley Street 3966 Backus Road 
Mojave, California 93501 Mojave, California 93501 • Carlos G. Gonzalez Marlene Hooper 
15900 Koch Street #B 21101 Windsong Street 
Mojave, California 93501 California City, California 93505 

Wayne Goodwin J. D. Hughes & Sibyl Hughes 
14333 Somerset Drive 2030 Cerro Gordo 
Mojave, California 93501 Mojave, California 93501 

Mike Graca L. M. Hughes 
Wyandotte Lane 14328 Winchester Drive 
Rosamond, California 93560 Mojave, California 93501 

David A. Graves Michelle Hull 
Post Office Box 901 3400 Oak Creek Road #1 
Rosamond, California 93560 Mojave, California 93501 

Jerry Greer Vernon R. Hunt 
3255 Gregory Drive Post Office Box 638 
Mojave, California 93501 Rosamond, California 93560 

Gerald Griffith Robert Hunter 
14338 Somerset Drive 8852 60th Street West 
Mojave, California 93501 Mojave, California 93501 

Don Hamilton Kevin M. Jensen • 1184 7 United Street 638 East Avenue G 
Mojave, California 93501 Lancaster, California 93535 
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Sandra J. Johnson Chris Manley & Darla Manley • Post Office Box 571 1908 Silver Queen Road 
Rosamond, California 93560 Mojave, California 93501 

Shelby Jones Mark Mashouri & Lily Mashouri 
Post Office Box 943 16060 L Street 
Rosamond, California 93560 Mojave, California 93501 

Clark Jordan Stephen Mathis & Susan Mathis 
1224 Reed Avenue 9201 Shirley Street 
Mojave, California 93501 Mojave, California 93501 

Barbara Joyce Russell McKee 
12272 Goldtown 3337 50th Street West 
Mojave, California 93501 Rosamond, California 93560 

Fred Kerpsie Deborah J. McVey 
Post Office Box 526 4400 Sonora Court 
Acton, California 93512 Rosamond, California 93560 

Louis D. Lang Richard M. Mierta II 
2630 Dixie Street #30 3265 Gregory Drive 
Rosamond, California 93560 Mojave, California 93501 

Richard G. Lapinsky Russell K. Miller 
2733 Summer 7494 Mojave-Tropico Road 
Rosamond, California 93560 Mojave, California 93501 

• Laser, Inc. Thomas A. Miller & Elizabeth A. Miller 
1490 Highway 99, Suite E Post Office Box 1588 
Gridley, California 95948 Rosamond, California 93560 

John Lesley Tina M. Miller 
HCR Box468 Post Office Box 1777 
Rosamond, California 93560 Rosamond, California 93560 

Suzy Ligon Jerry Mitchell 
2532 Dixie 15243 Carol Street 
Rosamond, California 93560 Mojave, California 93501 

Melissa L. Losey Tim Monahan 
15971 "I" Street 5884 Backus Road 
Mojave, California 93501 Mojave, California 93501 

Esther Lugo Audrey Morris 
14329 Somerset Drive 4058 Maxwell 
Mojave, California 93501 Mojave, California 93501 

Jess Mangus & Cassandra Mangus William J. Murphy 
5442 Backus Road Post Office Box 1116 
Mojave, California 93501 Rosamond, California 93560 

Jeannine Manka Don Murray & Terry Murray 

• 15224 Shirley Street 1841 West Avenue K-10 
Mojave, California 93501 Lancaster, California 
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Patricia Nehilla Nicano Reyes • 14233 Winchester Drive 14341 Lear Street 
Mojave, California 93501 Mojave, California 93501 

Brandon T. Nielsen Dixie Richardson 
9081 58th West 16701 Koch Street 
Mojave, California 93501 Mojave, California 93501 

Otis Oliver & Claudia Oliver Barbara Rigg 
1318 Backus Road 5442 Backus Road 
Mojave, California 93501 Mojave, California 93501 

Fernando Padilla & Monica Padilla Kendell Risner 
14336 Winchester Drive 3152 Milton Drive 
Mojave, California 93501 Mojave, California 93501 

Joseph Paolinelli Warren E. Robinett 
42263 50th Street West #805 8133 Satinwood Avenue 
Quartz Hill, California 93536 California City, California 93505 

William R. Pengilley Candelaria Romero 
Post Office Box 952 Post Office Box 1544 
Rosamond, California 93560 Rosamond, California 93560 

Freda Penrod Carol Root 
3711 Gamet Avenue 3249 Arthur Avenue 
Rosamond, California 93560 Mojave, California 93501 • Roger Phillips Jeanna R. Rose 
9157 Hull Street 2800 Oak Creek Road #17 
Mojave, California 93501 Mojave, California 93501 

Ron Pinion Nellie Rothfuss 
17725 Lakesprings 15772 L Street 
Palmdale, California 93591 Mojave, California 93501 

Stephen Ponting Wayne Rowley & Alicia F. Rowley 
15320 Shirley Street 9049 Frontage Road West 
Mojave, California 93501 Mojave, California 93501 

James Prentice John Rydzik 
9261 Rubio Avenue 3600 Lime Street, Suite 722 
North Hills, California 9134 Riverside, California 92501 

Mike Quinn & Judy Quinn Steve Saathopf 
15243 Shirley Street Post Office Box 66 
Mojave, California 93501 Rosamond, California 93560 

Thurmon Quinton & Wanda Quinton Peter Sanfilipo 
5091 Backus Road 3525 Knox Avenue 
Mojave, California 93501 Rosamond, California 93560 

Resident James R. Saunders & Nancy L. Saunders • 9157 Hull Street 14300 Winchester Drive 
Mojave, California 93501 Mojave, California 93501 
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Jeffrey V. Schenck Kelly Vaughn-Kates • 3300 15th West #327 1608 Shenandoah Drive 
Rosamond, California 93560 Cedar Park, Texas 

Suzanne Schnas Robert J. Vondriska & Betty L. Vondriska 
Post Office Box 2522 15654 M Street 
Rosamond, Califo~ia 93560 Mojave, California 93501 

Tim Scott Martha Walden 
2717 Occidental Street 1201 Backus Road 
Bakersfield, California 93305 Mojave, California 93501 

Rod Sedam & Cathy L. Sedam Leon Warner 
9081 Soledad Road 15344 Shirley Street 
Mojave, California 93501 Mojave, California 93501 

Clarence Sheppard & Sandi Sheppard Pearl I. Washburn 
14339 Winchester Drive 3181 Milton Drive 
Mojave, California 93501 Mojave, California 93501 

Patsy Short William Watts II 
3300 15th Street West #55 3175 Gregory Drive 
Rosamond, California 93560 Mojave, California 93501 

Tony Smith Lannie Dean Webb 
21101 Brentwood Drive 1000 East Cuperton 
Tehachapi, California 935 Lancaster, California 93535 

• Mr. & Mrs. Richard A. Smith Rex Welker, Jr. 
4814 West Avenue L-14 4248 Backus Road 
Quartz Hill, California 93536 Mojave, California 93501 

Shirley M. Sterling Mary Westman, Eleanor Westman & 
15327 Shirley Street Dean J. Westman 
Mojave, California 93501 8105 Stagecoach Lane 

Mojave, California 93501 
David Stickel & Terri Stickel 
5826 Backus Road John N. Willey 
Mojave, California 93501 5909 Gerber Avenue 

Mojave, California 93501 
Christie Sullivan 
Post Office Box 2615 Jane Williams & Stormy Williams 
Rosamond, California 93560 3813 50th Street West 

Rosamond, California 93560 
Barbara Tate 
3276 Gregory Drive Valerie Wilson 
Mojave, California 93501 Mojave Desert News 

1431 Rosamond Boulevard 
Thomas Van Langenhoven Rosamond, California 93560 
14327 Winchester Drive 
Mojave, California 93501 Gretchen Winfrey 

Post Office Box 477 
Vicente Varela Rosamond, California 93560 

• 9867 United Street 
Mojave, California 93501 Joseph Wolfe, Jr. & Yvonne M. Wolfe 

9270 Shirley 
Mojave, California 93501 
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Darla K. Woodward 
3401 Gregory Drive 
Mojave, California 93501 

Gary Wright & Mary Wright 
14312 Winchester Drive 
Mojave, California 93501 

ldenia Yocum 
14343 Winchester Drive 
Mojave, California 93501 

Frances Younghusband 
8047 Golden Crest Drive 
Mojave, California 93501 
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8.4 Distribution List for Final EIR/EJS 

Federal Agencies 

Ray Bransfield 
Fish & Wildlife Service, Department of Interior 
2493 Portola Road, Suite B 
Ventura, California 93003 

David J. Farrel 
United States Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region IX 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, California 94105 

State Agencies 

James Pompy 
Department of Conservation - Office of Mine 
Reclamation 
801 "K" Street MS 09-06 
Sacramento, California 95814-3529 

Southern San Joaquin Valley 
Archaeological Information Center 
California State University, Bakersfield 
9001 Stockdale Highway 
Bakersfield, California 93311-1099 

Kenn Carter 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 
15428 Civic Drive, Suite 100 
Victorville, California 92392 

Antero A. Rivasplata 
The Governor's Office of Planning and 
Research 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 

George D. Nokes 
California Department of Fish and Game, 
Region 4 
1234 East Shaw Avenue 
Fresno, California 93710 

County of Kem 

Carol Rush 
Kem County Air Pollution Control Dist. Field 
Office 
1775 Highway 50 
Mojave, California 93501 
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Kern County Library, Beale Branch -
Administration 
1415 Truxtun Avenue 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Kem County Library, Rosamond Branch 
2646 Diamond 
Rosamond, California 93560 

Jon McQuiston 
District 1 Supervisor, Kern County 
1115 Truxtun Avenue, 5th Floor 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Steve Perez 
District 2 Supervisor, Kern County 
1115 Truxtun Avenue, 5th Floor 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Barbara Patrick 
District 3 Supervisor, Kern County 
1115 Truxtun Avenue, 5th Floor 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Ken Peterson 
District 4 Supervisor, Kem County 
1115 Truxtun Avenue, 5th Floor 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Peter Parra 
District 5 Supervisor, Kern County 
1115 Truxtun Avenue, 5th Floor 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Mojave Public Library 
16916-1/2 Highway 14, Space D2 
Mojave, California 93505 

Carola Rupert Enriquez, Museum Director 
Kern County Museum 
3801 Chester Avenue 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Michael T. Gnekow, Chief EHS 
Environmental Health Services Department 
2700 "M" Street, Suite 300 
Bakersfield, California 93301-2370 

Local Agencies 

Marilyn J. Beardslee, AICP 
Kern Council of Governments 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300 
Bakersfield, California 93301 



Mayor Larry Adams 
City Engineer 
21000 Hacienda Boulevard 
California City, California 93505 

Shirley J. Conrad, Secretary 
Rosamond Chamber of Commerce 
1449 Ridgecrest Court 
Rosamond, California 93560 

Mary Mary Shineflew 
Post Office Box 1384 
Rosamond, California 93560 

Dan Spoor, President 
Rosamond Chamber of Commerce 
Post Office Box 365 
Rosamond, California 93560-0365 

Pete Sturn, President 
Mojave Chamber of Commerce 
15836 Sierra Highway 
Mojave, California 93501 

Jeff Affenso 
6533 Rosedale Highway 
Bakersfield, California 93308 

Carl Allen 
360 Palos Verdes Drive West 
Palos Verdes Estates, California 90274 

Debby Badillo 
Post Office Box 2544 
California City, California 93504 

Mrs. James E. Bartlett 
Post Office Box 1423 
Rosamond, California 93560 

Jerry Boetsch, Jerry Boetsch, Jr., Pat Boetsch 
9548 Kemper Road 
Mojave, California 93501 

Charles Bauer 
19635 Draco Drive 
Monument, Colorado 

Jim Brady 
Post Office Box 399 
Challis, Idaho 83226 
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Mike Chioclo 
22855 15th Street 
Santa Clarita, California 91321 

Patrick Chiodo 
6777 Hollywood Boulevard #61 O 
Hollywood, California 90028 

Tim Collins 
1255 Erwin 
Ridgcrest, California 93555 

Daniel T. Cooper 
Post Office Box 1355 
Yucca Valley, California 92286 

Colorado State University Library 
Attn: Cara 
Ft. Collins, Colorado 90503-1019 

Bill Deaver 
Post Office Box 999 
Mojave, California 93502 

David K. Kiefer 
Post Office Box 1818 
Rosamond, California 93560 

Carlos C. Diaz 
1816 Orange Street 
Rosamond, California 93560 

Terri Doyle 
9265 Sierra Highway 
Mojave, California 93501 

Deric English 
24261 Sage Avenue 
Boron, California 93516 

David J. Farrel 
US EPA, Region IX 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, California 94105 

Gary A. Fox 
10614 Mojave Tropico 
Mojave, California 93501 

Sandy Gaeta 
825 Aspen Drive 
Tehachapi, California 93561 

Kern River Paiute Council 
2619 Driller Avenue 
Bakersfield, California 93306-2505 
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Carlos G. Gonzalez & Maria Gonzalez 
15900 Koch Street 
Mojave, California 93501 

Don Hamilton 
11847 United Street 
Mojave, California 93501 

Linda Harness 
3100 Myrtle Street 
Rosamond, California 93560 

Cynthia M. Hodgkinson 
3149 Jean Drive 
Mojave, California 93501 

Debbie Janz 
2067 Elm Street 
Rosamond, California 93560 

Randall B. Klotz, Esq. 
Branton, Wilson & Muns, APC 
701 •an Street, Suite 1255 
San Diego, California 92101 

Virginia Knight 
540 South Arden Boulevard 
Los Angeles, California 90020-4738 

Buford Land & Carole Land 
9433 California City Boulevard 
California City, California 93505 

Art Landsgaard 
Post Office Box 573 
Rosamond, California 93560 

Michael R. Madden, Manager 
All American Pipeline Company 
Post Office Box 40160 
Bakersfield, California 93384-0160 

David L. Markiewitz 
Post Office Box 116 
Tehachapi, California 93581 

Roger Martino 
18312 Claymine Road 
North Edwards, California 93523 

Stephen A. & Sue Mathis 
9201 Shirley Street 
Mojave, California 93501 

John Meily 
Post Office Box 776 
Mojave, California 93502 
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David Mills 
27 49 West Avenue L-4 
Lancaster, California 93534 

Roger Mirtino 
18312 Claymine Road 
North Edwards, California 93523 

Gene Muller 
SRK Development 
7175 West Jefferson Avenue 
Lakewood Colorado 80235 

Lorin Noble 
Post Office Box B 
Randsburg, California 93554 

Otis Oliver 
1318 Backus Road 
Mojave, California 93501-7302 

Roger Phillips 
9157 Hull Street 
Mojave, California 93501 

Michael Prather 
Drawer D 
Lone Pine, California 93545 

Barbara Rigg 
5442 Backus Road 
Mojave, California 93501 

Elaine Shneider 
Santa Ynez Indian Reservation 
Post Office Box 365 
Santa Ynez, California 93460 

Rodney & Cathy Sedam 
9081 Soledad Road 
Mojave, California 93501 

Glen A. Settle & Dorene 8. Settle 
6056 Burton Road 
Lancaster, California 93536 

David & Terri Stickel 
5826 Backus Road 
Mojave, California 93501 

FayVanHorn 
Native American Heritage Preservation Council 
Post Office Box 1507 
Bakersfield, California 93302 



Monna Wagner 
1008 West Avenue M-14, Suite G 
Palmdale, California 93551 

Dean Webb 
1000 East Capertan 
Lancaster, California 93534 

David Williams 
9205 Holl Street 
Mojave, California 93501 

Gretchen Winfrey 
Post Office Box 477 
Rosamond, California 93560 

Phil Wyman 
Post Office Box 665 
Tehachapi, California 93581 
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9.0 GLOSSARY AND REFERENCES 

9.1 Glossary of Technical Terms 

The definitions below are provided as clarification for terms used in this document. 

TERM 

Active fault 

Activated carbon 

Adsorb 

Adit 

Agglomeration 

Average daily trips 

Alluvium 

Alquist-Priolo Special 

Studies Zone 

Ancillary facilities 

Authority to Construct 

07330010.31 b 

DEFINITION 

Fault with recent seismic activity as to have displaced Holocene 

materials (up to 10,000 years old). 

A mostly pure carbon product that has been treated in a kiln to 

remove impurities and maximize its absorption capacity. 

A chemical process where a molecule attaches loosely to the 

surface of another phase, without becoming incorporated into 

that phase. 

A more or less horizontal surface opening to an underground 

mine . 

The process by which fine particles of crushed rock are bound to 

larger pieces of crushed rock so that fine particles within the 

heap leach pad do not inhibit percolation of leach solutions. 

The average number per day of vehicles passing a traffic count 

location. 

A general term for geologic materials deposited by running water 

(e.g., streams, rivers). The term applies to deposits of recent 

time that have not been consolidated and cemented into rock. 

Areas established around active faults as stated in the Alquist

Priolo Special Studies Zones Act, Chapter 75, Division 2 of the 

California Public Resources Code. 

Support structures and equipment. 

Written permit which must be obtained from the KCAPCD prior 

to construction, alteration or replacement of any article, machine 

or equipment which may emit air contaminants or affect in any 

way the emission of those contaminants . 
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TERM 

Barren solution 

Baseline data 

Bedding 

Beneficiation 

Berm 

DEFINITION 

Non-gold-bearing dilute sodium cyanide solution. 

Data gathered to describe the conditions that exist before an 

action is taken. 

Layered structure of geologic deposits. 

The preparation and treatment of ore for recovery of mineral 

commodities. Beneficiation includes, but is not.. limited to, 

crushing, sizing, drying and leaching. 

An elongated earthen structure, which acts as a barrier, for 

example, to make it difficult for a vehicle to cross, or to redirect 

the flow of water. 

California Desert A program established by Congress with the Federal Land 

Conservation Area Plan Conservation Policy and Management Act of 1976 which 

provides for the managed use of desert public lands and 

resources to safeguard the environmental, cultural and aesthetic 

values. 

California Environmental Legislation enacted in 1970 to protect the quality of the 

Quality Act environment for the people of California through requiring public 

agencies and decision makers to document and consider the 

environmental consequences of their actions. 

California Porter

Cologne Water Quality 

Control Act 

Candidate species 

07330010.31b 

Division 7 of the State of California Water Code which 

establishes a statewide program for water quality control. 

Federal: Those species for which the Fish and Wildl.ife Service 

has on file sufficient information on biological vulnerability and 

threat(s) to support issuance of a proposed rule, but issuance of 

the proposed regulation is precluded. 

State of California: A native California species which is formally 

under review by the Department of Fish and Game to determine 

whether listing as threatened or endangered is warranted. 
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TERM 

Carbon column 

DEFINITION 

A container in which the carbon absorption process takes place. 

Typically the column will be a cylindrical vessel five to six feet in 

diameter and up to 15 feet high, filled with activated carbon. The 

gold-bearing solution is introduced into the vessel, gold from 

solution absorbs onto the activated carbon and the barren 

solution exits the vessel. 

Constituents of Concern Any waste constituents, reaction products and hazardous 

Contrast 

Cumulative impacts 

Dore 

Drawdown 

Drip irrigation 

Dust palliative 

End-dumping 

07330010.31 b 

constituents that are reasonably expected to be in or derived 

from waste contained in a waste management unit. 

The effect of a striking difference in form, line, color or texture of 

a landscape's features. 

Two or more individual effects which, when considered together, 

compound or increase the impact. 

A French term used to describe metal bars comprised mostly of 

gold and silver, with some impurities . 

The lowering of the water table or potentiometric surface caused 

by extraction of groundwater. 

A process of distributing sodium cyanide solution across the top 

of the leach pile in order that gold may be leached from the ore. 

The process uses plastic tubing approximately one-half inch in 

diameter. A small opening about every 18 to 36 inches along the 

length of the tubing allows a small quantity of processing solution 

to drip out of the tube. 

A material, either water or chemical, used to suppress dust on 

unpaved surfaces. 

The process of dumping material from the back of a dump truck. 

Overburden piles are constructed by backing a dump truck on the 

top surface of a pile to the edge of the pile, and end-dumping the 

waste rock over the side of the pile . 
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TERM 

Effects 

Emergency response 

Endangered Species 

Act 

Endangered species 

Environment 

Environmental 

Assessment 

07330010.31 b 

DEFINITION 

Effect and impact are synonymous as used in this report. Direct 

or primary impacts are those caused by the project and occur at 

the same time and place. Indirect, or secondary, effects are 

those which result from the project which occur later in time or 

farther removed in distance or time, but are still reasonably 

foreseeable. 

A plan required under the EPA Risk Management Program Plan 

which contains procedures for informing employees, the public, 

and emergency response agencies about accidental releases; 

documents first aid procedures; defines the use, testing, 

inspection and maintenance of emergency response equipment; 

provides for training of employees in emergency response; and 

ensures the review and update of the emergency response plan. 

Federal legislation enacted in 1973, as amended, that extends 

legal protection to plants and animals listed as "threatened" or 

"endangered" and includes consultation with the FWS. 

An animal or plant species which is in danger of extinction 

throughout all or a significant portion of its range, as defined in 

the Endangered Species Act Amendments of 1982 and by the 

California Endangered Species Act of 1984. 

The physical conditions which exist within the area which will be 

affected by a proposed project or alternative, including, but not 

limited to, land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise 

and objects of historical or aesthetic significance. The 

environment includes both natural and man-made conditions. 

An analytical document prepared under the National 

Environmental Policy Act that outlines the potential 

environmental effects of the Proposed Action and its possible 

alternatives and leads to a decision to prepare an Environmental 

Impact Statement or a Finding of No Significant Impact. 
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TERM 

Environmental Impact 

Report 

Environmental Impact 

Statement 

Fault 

Feasible 

Fee land 

Geotextile 

Groundwater 

Growth media 

0733001 o .31 b 

DEFINITION 

A detailed report prepared under CEQA describing and 

analyzing the significant environmental effects of a project and 

discussing ways to mitigate or avoid the effects. An EIR is 

prepared for use by the public, public agencies and agency 

decision makers to weigh the environmental consequences of a 

proposed action. 

An analytical document prepared under NEPA that portrays 

potential impacts to the human environment of a particular 

course of action and its possible alternatives. An EIS is prepared 

for use by the public, public agencies, and agency decision 

makers to weigh the environmental consequences of a proposed 

action. 

A surface or zone along which there has been displacement of 

the geologic materials on either side relative to one another as 

a result of seismic activity. 

Capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 

reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, 

environmental, legal, social and technological factors. 

Land in which the United States government has conveyed the 

fee simple interest in the surface, and possibly the minerals, into 

private ownership. 

A filter fabric composed of a non-woven cloth of polypropylene 

monofilament fibers which, as part of the leachate collection and 

recovery system, provides continuous coverage for leaks within 

the liner system. 

Water found beneath the land surface, in the zone of saturation 

below the water table. 

Geological and organic materials, including soils, that are 

suitable for use in growing plants . 
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TERM 

Habitat 

Haul road 

Hazardous material 

Hazardous Materials 

Business Plan 

Head (static) 

Heap 

High density 

polyethylene 

Holocene 

Hydraulic conductivity 

Kem County Resource 

Management Agency 

Planning Department 

DEFINITION 

The place where an animal or plant normally lives, often 

characterized by a dominant plant and co-dominant form, such 

as creosote bush habitat. 

A road used by large (50- to 100-ton capacity) trucks to haul ore 

and waste rock from the open pit to other locations. 

A substance which, because of its potential for either corrosivity, 

toxicity, ignitability or chemical reactivity may cause injury to 

persons or damage to property. 

An inventory of hazardous materials handled on a project or 

business site, including name, quantity, physical state, physical 

health hazards and where stored. 

The height of fluid above a reference point (e.g., a plastic liner). 

The head is the driving force that exerts pressure and causes 

fluid to migrate. 

A pile of crushed ore underlain by a liner system engineered to 

collect the leach solutions. Care is taken during the placement 

of the crushed ore so as to avoid compaction, in order that the 

leach solutions can flow freely through the ore to extract the gold. 

A crystalline thermoplastic organic polymer which is used to form 

a "geomembrane," a flexible membrane liner resistant to 

ultraviolet radiation. The liner is used for solution containment. 

The epoch of the Quaternary period of geologic time from 10,000 

years ago to the present. 

Ratio of flow velocity to driving force for viscous flow under 

saturated conditions of a specified liquid in a porous medium. 

Local Lead Agency responsible for implementing the California 

Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 and the California 

Environmental Quality Act and approving a Conditional Use 

Permit with the accompanying Reclamation Plan subject to 

conditions. 
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TERM 

Lahontan Regional 

Water Quality Control 

Board 

DEFINITION 

The California Regional Agency responsible for protection of the 

waters of the state in the Lahontan Region. This agency is 

responsible for implementing California regulations, through the 

issuance of Waste Discharge Requirements, Waste Discharge 

Orders and National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 

permits, which regulate discharges to the waters of the state. 

Leachate Collection and A system installed within the liner system to provide a detection 

Recovery System method for leaks in the upper liner and to remove any liquid 

Leaching 

Lead Agency 

Lysimeter 

Miocene 

Mitigation 
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which may pass through the upper liner to prevent it from 

potentially passing through the lower liner. 

A process by which gold is extracted from ore using a dilute 

sodium cyanide solution. 

The public agency which has the principal responsibility for 

carrying out or approving a project (Title 14 CCR, 15367). The 

agency or agencies preparing or having taken primary 

responsibility for preparing the environmental impact statement 

(40 CFR, 1508.16). 

A device placed below the liner of the heap leach pad for 

sampling any fluid which may be found in the vadose zone. 

The epoch of the Tertiary period of geologic time encompassing 

the period between five and 23 million years before present. 

A method or procedure which may: 1) avoid an impact 

altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; 2) 

minimize impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the 

action and its implementation; 3) rectify the impact by repairing, 

rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment; 4) reduce or 

eliminate the impact over time by preservation and maintenance 

operations during the life of the action; and 5) compensate for 

the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 

environments . 
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TERM DEFINITION 

Mojave Desert Air Basin An area designated by the Air Resources Control Board as a unit 

based on similar meteorological and geographical conditions for 

the purpose of adopting standards of ambient air quality. This 

area includes that portion of eastern Kem County encompassing 

the project area. 

Monitoring well 

Multiple use 

National Environmental 

Policy Act 

07330010.31 b 

A well drilled and completed in a specific area relative to a 

potential groundwater contamination source to allow periodic 

checks on the groundwater quality. 

The management of the public lands and their various resource 

values so that they are utilized in the combination that will meet 

the present and future needs of the American people; making the 

most judicious use of the land for some or all of the resources or 

related services over areas large enough to provide sufficient 

latitude for periodic adjustments in use to conform to changing 

needs and conditions; the use of some land for less than all of 

the resources; a combination of balanced and diverse resource 

uses that takes into account the long-term needs of future 

generations for renewable and nonrenewable resources 

including, but not limited to, recreation, range, timber, minerals, 

watershed, wildlife and fish and natural scenic, scientific and 

historical values; and coordinated management of the various 

resources without permanent impairment of the productivity of 

the land and the quality of the environment, with consideration 

being given to the relative values of the resources and not 

necessarily to the combination of uses that will give the greatest 

economic return or the greatest unit output. 

Legislation enacted in 1969 that requires agencies to include in 

the decision-making processes: 1) appropriate consideration of 

all environmental effects; 2) procedures to avoid or minimize 

adverse effects; and 3) restore and enhance environmental 

quality as much as possible. 
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TERM 

Notice of Intent 

Notice of Preparation 

Open pit mine 

Ore 

Overburden 

Ozone 

DEFINITION 

A notice that an environmental impact statement will be prepared 

and considered. This is the NEPA-equivalent to a Notice of 

Preparation. 

A brief notice sent by the public agency with principal 

responsibility for carrying out or approving a project to notify 

other agencies that an EIR is being prepared under CEQA. 

The area from which ore and overburden materials are removed. 

Rock that can be mined for extraction of a mineral commodity 

under conditions that allow a profit to be made. 

Rock which contains either no gold or gold in quantities that 

cannot be economically extracted. Because such rock either lies 

on top of ore or is mixed in with the ore, overburden must be 

removed in advance of or at the same time as the mining of the 

ore. 

An end product of complex reactions between reactive organic 

gases (or non-methane hydrocarbons) and Oxides of Nitrogen in 

the presence of ultraviolet radiation. 

Prevention of Significant A term used to describe an air quality permitting process that is 

Deterioration triggered by any project that emits certain pollutants above 

Patented claims 

Permeability 

Pregnant solution 

Process facilities 

07330010.31 b 

levels prescribed by law. 

Mining claims for which the United States government has 

conveyed the fee simple interest in the surface and minerals into 

private ownership. 

A measure of the relative ease with which a porous medium can 

transmit a liquid under a potential gradient. 

A gold-bearing, water-based dilute sodium or calcium cyanide 

fluid which contains sufficient quantities of gold that it can be 

sent to the processing plant to recover the gold. 

As used in this document, generally means the stationary 

equipment and facilities used to prepare the ore for the leaching 

and extraction of gold . 
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TERM 

Project 

Public land 

Quaternary 

Rare species 

Recharge 

Receiving water 

Report of Waste 

Discharge 

Reserve 

Resource 
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DEFINITION 

The whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in a 

physical change in the environment. 

Any land and interest in land owned by the United States within 

the several states and administered by the Secretary of the 

Interior through the SLM, without regard to how the United States 

acquired ownership, except: 1) lands located on the Outer 

Continental Shelf and 2) lands held for the benefit of Indians, 

Aleuts and Eskimos. 

The period of the Cenozoic Era of geologic time between 1.8 

million years ago and the present. The Quaternary period 

includes the Pleistocene and Holocene epochs. 

A species which, although not presently threatened with 

extinction, is in such small numbers throughout its range that it 

may become endangered if its present environment worsens . 

Process by which water infiltrates and is added to an aquifer, 

either directly or indirectly by way of another rock formation. This 

term can also be used in reference to the water itself. 

The waterbody to which a surface waterbody is a tributary or a 

contributor. 

A report submitted to the Regional Board containing information 

on waste characteristics and geologic and climatologic 

characteristics of the unit and surrounding region and other 

information as requested in Title 23 CCR, Chapter 15, Article 9 

§2590 leading to an issuance of Waste Discharge Requirements. 

The tonnage or volume of material which can be mined under the 

economic and technological conditions prevailing at the time of 

appraisal. 

The entire mineralized tonnage or volume of material which has 

been identified and quantified through the use of a sampling 

campaign. 
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TERM 

Responsible Agency 

DEFINITION 

The organization that has the legal duty to ensure that a project 

complies with the appropriate rules and regulations. 

Secondary containment A method of preventing spills from established tanks, pipes and 

Seismicity 

Sensitive species 

Significant effect 

Site Drainage Plan 

Sodium cyanide 

Specific Plan 

Tertiary 

Threatened species 
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other holding areas from contacting the ground surface. 

Oscillation of the ground resulting from shifting of the earth's 

crust. 

Generic term for any plant or animal species which is recognized 

by the government or conservation group as being depleted, 

rare, threatened or endangered. 

A substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any 

of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project 

including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise 

and objects of historical or aesthetic significance (Title 14 CCR, 

15382). Requires consideration of both context and intensity. 

Under the federal definition, there may be a significant Beneficial 

impact (40 CFR, 1508.27). 

A report, including drainage, erosion control, engineered fills and 

the heap leach pad; showing elevations, dimensions, location, 

extent and slopes in application of a grading permit from Kem 

County. 

A chemical compound comprised of carbon, nitrogen and 

sodium. Sodium cyanide is water-soluble and is used in ore 

processing solutions to extract gold from crushed rock. 

Specific Plan for Soledad Mountain - Elephant Butte and Vicinity

South of Mojave: adopted by the Kem County Board of 

Supervisors as Resolution 73-485. 

The period of the Cenazoic Era of geologic time between 1.8 and 

65 million years before present. 

Species which, although not presently threatened with extinction, 

are likely to become endangered in the foreseeable future in the 

absence of special protection and management efforts . 
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TERM 

Uniform Building Code 

Vadose Zone 

Visual Resource 

Management 

Waste Discharge 

Requirements 

Wick Drain System 
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DEFINITION 

The most widely adopted model building code in the United 

States, published by the International Conference of Building 

Officials. 

The unsaturated zone which occurs above the water table where 

the soil pores are only partially filled with water (the moisture 

content is less than the porosity). The fluid pressure is less than 

atmospheric. This zone is limited above by the land surface and 

below by the surface of the zone of saturation, that is, the water 

table. 

The systematic means to identify vis~al values, establish 

objectives which provide the standards for managing those 

values, and evaluate the visual impacts of proposed projects to 

ensure that the SLM objectives are met. 

A permit issued by the California Regional Water Quality Control 

Board which governs the construction, operation and closure of 

the heap leach pad and the precious metals recovery plant. 

Part of the leachate collection and recovery system located 

within the heap leach pad liner system, consisting of 

polypropylene drains spaced SO feet apart and overlain by a 

polypropylene monofilament fiber filter fabric. 
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9.2 Acronyms 

The definitions below are provided as clarification for abbreviations and acronyms used in this 

document. 

ABBREVIATION DEFINITION 

A-1 Limited Agriculture Zone 

AB2588 Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Information and Assessment Act, California 

ADT average daily trips 

AP acid generating potential 

ASME American Society of Mechanical Engineers 

ATF Bureau of Alchol, Tobacco and Firearms 

BACT Best Available Control Technology 

SLM United States Bureau of Land Management 

CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Cal OSHA California Occupational Health and Safety Administration 

CAPCOA California Air Pollution Control Officers Association 

CARS California Air Resources Board 

CCR California Code of Regulations 

CDA California Desert District 
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ABBREVIATION DEFINITION 

COFG 

CEQ 

CEQA 

CESA 

CFR 

co 

CUP 

dB 

OHS 

DMG 

DOT 

DSDD 

E 2-1/2 

EA 

EIR 

EIS 
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California Department of Fish and Game 

Council of Environmental Quality 

California Environmental Quality Act 

California Endangered Species Act 

Code of Federal Regulations 

carbon monoxide 

Conditional Use Permit 

decibel 

California Department of Health Services 

California Division of Mines and Geology 

United States Department of Transportation 

California Department of Water Resources Division of Safety of Dams 

Estate Residential Zone, minimum parcel size two and one-half acres 

Environmental Assessment 

Environmental Impact Report 

Environmental Impact Statement 
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• ABBREVIATION DEFINITION 

EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 

EPCRA Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act 

Of degrees Fahrenheit 

. 
FCC Federal Communication Commission 

gpd gallons per day 

gpm gallons per minute 

HCN hydrogen cyanide 

HOPE high density polyethylene 

• KCAPCD Kem County Air Pollution Control District 

KOP key observation point 

~n day-night noise level 

LCRS leachate collection and recovery system 

LOS level of service 

MCL maximum contaminant level 

MOU Memorandum of Understanding 

mph miles per hour 

• 
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ABBREVIATION DEFINITION • 
MPUD Mojave Public Utility District 

MSHA Federal Mine Safety and Health Administration 

MSL mean sea level 

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

NEC National Electric Code 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NESHAPS National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 

NFMS (or NMFS) National Marine Fisheries Service • 
NFPA National Fire Protection Association 

NIOSH National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health 

N02 nitrogen dioxide 

NOX oxides of nitrogen 

NOi Notice of Intent 

NOP Notice of Preparation 

NP neutralization potential 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System • 
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ABBREVIATION DEFINITION 

NPPA 

NRHP 

NSR 

03 

OEHHA 

OHV 

OSHA 

pH 

ppm 

PRC 

PSO 

PSM 
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Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 

National Register of Historic Places 

New Source Review 

ozone 

California Office of Environmental Health Hazards Assessment 

off-highway vehicle 

Federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

The negative logarithm of the hydrogen ion activity used in expressing both 

acidity and alkalinity on a scale whose values run from O to 14 with 7 

representing neutrality. 

suspended particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in aerodynamic diameter. 

suspended particulate matter less than 1 O microns in aerodynamic diameter. 

parts per million 

Public Resources Code 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration 

Process Safety Management 
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ABBREVIATION DEFINITION • 
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

Regional Board California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

RMP Risk Management Program 

RMPP Risk Management and Prevention Plan 

RRA Ridgecrest Resource Area 

SBBM San Bernardino Baseline and Meridian 

scs United States Soil Conservation Service 

Service United States Fish and Wildlife Service • SIC Standard Industrial Classification 

SMARA Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 

S02 sulfur dioxide 

SPCC Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure Plan 

SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board 

TRI toxic chemical release inventory 

TSP total suspended particulates 

UBC Uniform Building Code • 
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• ABBREVIATION DEFINITION 

voe volatile organic compound 

VRM Visual Resource Management 

WAD weak acid dissociable 

WDR Waste Discharge Requirements 

• 

• 
07330010.31b 681 



9.3 References 

Blake, Thomas, EQSEARCH, Version 2.01, Computer Program, 1996. 

Blake, Thomas, EQSEARCH, Version 2.20, Computer Program, 1996. 

Bloyd, R. M., Jr., Water Resources of the Antelope Valley - East Kem Water Agency Area, 

California, United States Geological Survey, Water Resources Division, Open File Report 

67-21, 1967, 69 p. 

California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), CAPCOA Air Toxics "Hot Spots" 

Program Revised 1992 Risk Assessment Guidelines, Santa Barbara, California, 1993. 

California Air Resources Board, California Air Quality Data, Summary of (Year) Air Quality Data, 

Gaseous and Particulate Pollutants, Annual Summaries, 1988 to 1994. 

• 

California Air Resources Board, Aerometric Data Division, California Surface Wind Climatology, • 

1992. 

California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, 1980, Geothermal 

Resources of California Map. 

California Department of Water Resources (DWR), Groundwater Occurrence and Quality, 

Lahontan Region, Bulletin No. 106-1, 1964. 

California Publications, CEQA Handbook, A Practical Guide to Implementing the California 

Environmental Quality Act, 1994. 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Lahontan Region, Water Quality Control Plan 

for the Lahontan Region, 1994. 

Cornerstone Engineering, Inc., Final Environmental Impact Report, Camelot Specific Plan-Phase 

VI Billig Amendment, May 1994. • 

07330010.31 b 682 



• 

• 

• 

Dibblee, T. W., Jr., Aerial Geology of the Western Mojave Desert, California: United States 

Geological Survey, Prof. Paper 522, 1967, 153 p. 

Dibblee, T. W., Jr., Geology of the Willow Springs and Rosamond Quadrangles, California, 

United States Geological Survey, Bulletin 1089-C, 1963, 253 p. 

Duell, Lowell, F. W., Jr., Geohydrology of the Antelope Valley Area, California, and Design for 

a Groundwater Quality Monitoring Network, United States Geological Survey, Water 

Resources Investigations Report 84-4081, 1987, 72 p. 

DuPont, Facts About Sodium Cyanide. 

EIP Associates, Draft Environmental Impact Report West Mojave Project, April 1991. 

Environmental Protection Agency, Gold/Silver Heap Leaching and Management Practices that 

Minimize the Potential for Cyanide Re/eases, EPA Document 600/2-88-002, January 1988 . 

Environmental Protection Agency, Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, Volume /: 

Stationary Point and Area Sources, EPA Publication No. AP-42, Fifth Edition, GPO Stock 

No. 055-000-00251-7, January 1995; Section 13.2.3, Heavy Construction Operations. 

Environmental Protection Agency, Gold/Silver Heap Leaching and Management Practices that 

Minimize the Potential for Cyanide Releases, EPA Document 600/2-88-002, January 1988. 

Environmental Protection Agency, Workbook for Plume Visual Impact Screening and Analysis, 

EPA Document 450/4-88-015, September 1988. 

Federal Emergency Management Agency, Flood Insurance Rate Map, Kem County, California, 

Panel 1825 of 2075, 1995. 

Hernandez, Jennifer, William S. Ziebron, Terence O'Hare, Suzanne Ness and Nancy Darkin, 

CEQA Handbook, a Practical Guide to Implementing the California Environmental Quality 

Act, California Environmental Publications, 1994 . 

07330010.31b 683 



Hutchinson, Ian P. G. and Richard D. Ellison, Mine Waste Management, California Mining 

Association, 654 p. 

Jennings, Charles W., Fault Activity Map of California and Adjacent Areas: California 

Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, 1994. 

Kem Council of Governments, 1990 Census, plus yearly updates through July 1994. 

Kem Council of Governments, 1991 Kem Data Book. 

Kem Council of Governments, Population and Housing, July 1994. 

Kem County, Annual Traffic Census 1994: Kem County, California, 1995. 

• 

Kem County Air Pollution Control District, 1991 Air Quality Attainment Plan: Southeast Desert • 

Kem County, July 1991, amended June 1992. 

Kem County Air Pollution Control District, 1994 Attainment Demonstration, October 31, 1994. 

Kem County General Plan, Circulation Element, 1992. 

Kem County General Plan, Noise Element, December 1989. 

Kem County Planning Commission, Specific Plan for Soledad Mountain - Elephant Butte and 

Vicinity- South of Mojave, 1973. 

Kem County Planning Department, Staff Report for CUP 20, Map 214. 

Kem County Planning Department, Staff Report for CUP 21, Map 196. 

Kem County Planning Department, Staff Report for CUP 20, Map 214, 1994. 

07330010 .31 b 684 

• 



• 

• 

• 

Kem County Department of Planning and Development Services, EIR Cunningham Specific Plan 

& Jamason Ranch Specific Plan, February 1992. 

Kem County Planning Department and Bureau of Land Management, Rand Project, Randsburg, 

Kem County, California, Final Environmental Impact Statement! Environmental Impact 

Report: Bakersfield, California and Ridgecrest Resource Area, Ridgecrest, California, 

1995. 

Kem County Public Works Department, Kem County Mean Annual Precipitation: Kem County, 

California, 1985. 

Mabey, Don R., Gravity Survey of the Western Mojave Desert - Galifomia: Geological Survey, 

Professional Paper 316-0, 1960. 

Munger, Averill H., Editor, Munger Map Book, 1994. 

National Research Council, Surface Mining of Non-Coal Minerals, prepared by the Committee 

on Surface Mining and Reclamation, Report No. ISBN-0-309-02942-2, November 1979. 

Nickells, H. R., C. F. Johnson and W. I. Duvall, Blasting, Vibration and Their Effects on 

Structures: United States Department of Interior, Bureau of Mines, Bulletin 656, 1971. 

Owenby, James R. and D.S. Ezell, Monthly Station Normals of Temperature, Precipitation and 

Heating and Cooling Days, 1961-1990, California: United States Department of 

Commerce, National Climatic Data Center, January 1992. 

Parks, William H., Seismic Hazard Atlas, Soledad Mountain Map, prepared for Kem County 

Council of Governments. 

Slade, Richard C. and Associates, Perennial Yield Assessment of Chaffee Subunit in the 

Fremont Valley Groundwater Basin, unpublished draft report prepared for Mojave Public 

Utilities District and California City, 1994 . 

07330010.31b 685 



Smith, Adrian and J.B. Barton-Bridges, Some Considerations in the Prediction and Control of • 

Acid Mine Drainage Impact on Groundwater from Mining in North America, proceedings 

from EPPIC Conference, Johannesberg, South Africa, 1991. 

Sebek, A. A., W. A. Schuller, J. R. Freeman and R. M. Smith, Field and Laboratory Methods 

Available to Overburdens and Minesoils-. United States Environmental Protection Agency, 

EPA Document 6001 Z-78-054, )j:@:7§.] 203 p. 

United States Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, Soil Survey of Kem County, 

California, Southeastern Part, 1981. 

United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, California Desert District, 

Needles Resource Area, Castle Mountain Project, San Bernardino County, California, Final 

EIRIEIS Master Summary and Response to Comments, 1990. 

United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, National Environmental 

Policy Act Handbook, SLM Handbook H-1790-1, Release 1-1547, October 25, 1988. • 

United States Department of the Interior, Geological Survey, Mojave Quadrangle, 7.5 Minute 

Series, 1973. 

United States Department of the Interior, Geological Survey, Soledad Mountain Quadrangle, 7 .5 

Minute Series, 1973. 

United States Department of Transportation and State of California Department of 

Transportation, Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report, 

State Route 58 - Mojave Freeway, March 1994. 

Wartenweiler, Otto, The New Mill of the Golden Queen: Engineering and Mining Journal, July 

1936. 

Yelverton, Chartes, Groundwater Resources Investigation, Tract 3554, Kem County, California, 

unpublished. 

07330010.31 b 686 

• 



• 

• 

• 



,. ~t:.; 

.. 

·• 
,, 

,, ( 

.' 

) 

,,:,' ,,, 

,f: •· 

.. 

. ~.'''I. .: f" 
• 

l. 

., 

l\· 

I .:t', 
'• 

., 

.,~ 
"· ,. J 
'i 

·1. 

i·\_, 

·' 

..... >· ~· .. r· .. ;~ ··. 
. .' .. <1: 




