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SUMMARY OF NOI RESPONSES Mesquite Mine Expansion EIS/EIR

A =  Already Addressed B = New Scoping Issue C = Not to be Included in this EIR/EIS

N/A = Not Applicable 1

Comment Commentor – Date of Letter
No. NOI Comment Category EIR/EIS Section / Remarks

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX – February 4, 1999

1. Provide baseline report regarding water resource status (chemical &
physical), and known impacts to biological resources, related to
current / past project activities.  Strive to determine to what extent
natural background conditions (non-mining related) influence the
above-mentioned resources and impacts.

A Chapters 3.2 &3.3

2. Demonstrate that all reasonable alternatives to proposed actions have
been examined.

A Chapter 2.2

3. Demonstrate appropriate mitigation measures have been thoroughly
considered and incorporated into the project.

A Chapter 4.1.X.3

4. Provide substantial detail on the means of implementing mitigation
measures.

A Chapter 4.1.X.3

5. Identify how monitoring would proceed to ensure compliance and
assess effectiveness of mitigation.

A Chapter 4.1.X.3

6. Provide information (preferably in table format) on all applicable
permits and responsible agencies.

A Chapter 1.7

7. Provide list of all used and generated hazardous materials. A Chapter 3.1.12
8. Include a mitigation & monitoring table organized by resource

category.
A MMRP

9. Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable
alternatives, including reasonable alternatives not within the
jurisdiction of the BLM.

A Chapter 2.2

10. Address potential water quality and resource issues, and related
biologic resources under description of affected environment, direct /
indirect effects, environmental consequences, and cumulative
impacts.  Discuss observable trends.

A Chapters 3.2 & 4.2.3.1

11. Describe potential impacts on groundwater and surface water,
estimating rates of water produced and / or consumed by the
proposed project and other related projects.

A Chapter 4.1.2.2

12. Identify direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to surface and
groundwater flow, water supply wells, springs and seeps, vegetation,
wildlife, and other groundwater-dependant resources as a result of
groundwater pumping and any mine water / process water discharge

A Chapters 4.1.2.2 & 4.2.3.1
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associated with the proposed project.
13. Discuss any expected adverse impacts to down-wash riparian

corridors from emplacement of diversion channels.
A Chapter 4.1.2.2

14. Provide a mitigation and monitoring plan if adverse impacts are
expected.

A Chapter 4.1.2.3

15. For each alternative, discuss the project’s compliance with state-
adopted, EPA-approved water quality standards.

A Chapter 4.1.2.2

16. Project planning should be fully coordinated with all appropriate
Federal and State offices to ensure water quality is protected and
beneficial uses are maintained.

A Chapters 1.7 and 6.0

17. Discuss whether a National Pollution Elimination System (NPDES)
permit would be required or exists for discharges to surface waters.

A Chapter 1.7

18. Note that under the Clean Water Act, any project disturbing a land
area greater than five acres requires a storm water discharge permit.

A Chapter 1.7

19. Document the project’s consistency with applicable storm water
permitting requirements.

A Chapter 4.1.2.2

20. Provide a storm water pollution prevention plan. C SWPPPs are prepared upon
completion of environmental

review and preparation of final
construction plans and

specifications; therefore, it is
premature to prepare a SWPPP
at this time.  Best Management
Practices to control stormwater
pollution will be identified in

Chapter 4.1.2.3 of this EIR/EIS.
21. Discuss specific mitigation measures that may be necessary. A Chapter 4.1.X.3
22. Describe the original (natural) drainage patterns in the project locale,

as well as drainage patterns of the area during project operations and
following reclamation.

A Chapters 2.1.5 & 3.2

23. Include hydrologic and topographic maps of the areas. A Chapter 3.2 & Appendix B
24. Discuss effects of the project on erosion potential and sedimentation. A Chapters 3.2.2 & 4.1.2.2
25. Identify whether any project components would fall within 50 or 100

year flood plains.
A Chapter 4.1.2.2

26. Discuss potential for flash floods to transport sediment from
disturbed areas to stream channels.

A Chapter 4.1.2.2

27. Discuss how accidental releases of hazardous materials, including A Chapters 2.1.8 & 4.1.2.2
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pipe rupture or overflow from ponds, would be handled and are being
handled.

28. Identify potential impacts resulting from failure of components of the
solution containment systems and leaching facilities, methods for
discovering such failures, and the degree to which impacts would be
reversible.

A Chapter 4.1.12

29. Include acid generation / neutralization potential and potential for
meteoric water to leach toxic constituents from wallrock, waste rock,
stockpiles, tailings, and backfill at the site, and appropriate mitigation
measures.

A Chapter 2.1.2.2

30. Discuss whether or not sulfide ore or waste is recognized or
anticipated to be excavated in the future.

A Chapter 2.1.2.2

31. Describe applicable leach tests (e.g. meteoric mobility) to be
conducted on ore and waste rock and test data, including sample
locations.

A Chapter 2.1.2.2

32. Under cumulative impacts, describe the quality of waters at any other
mining sites nearby.

A Chapter 4.3.3.1

33. Include a Waste Rock Characterization and Disposal Plan or an
appropriate summary.

B Appendix D-2

34. Describe the proposed facility design and operation, and maintenance
and monitoring activities, to ensure integrity of facilities throughout
project.

A Chapter 2.1.2.2 &
Appendix B

35. Note locations of all points of compliance and monitoring wells on
site, including screening intervals, parameters to be monitored, and
monitoring frequencies.

A Chapter 2.1.2.4

36. Discuss if any of the open pits would extend below the existing water
table, and if so, whether a future pit lake would be likely to develop.

A Chapters 4.1.2.2

37. If any pit lakes are likely to develop, EPA encourages a reclamation
option to backfill above the water table.  If this is economically
unfeasible (demonstrate economic unfeasibility), then analyze
expected pit lake chemistry and potential adverse impacts to
beneficial uses, including biologic resources.

A Chapter 4.1.2.2 &
Appendix D-2

38. Consult the Army Corps of Engineers to determine if any component
of the proposed project requires a Section 404 permit under the
CWA.  (Section 404 of the CWA regulates the discharge of dredge or
fill material into waters of the U.S.)

A Chapters 1.6.1.5 & 2.4.5

39. EPA recommends avoidance of Waters of the U.S. and encourages A Chapters 2.4.1 & 2.4.5
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BLM to explore alternatives that avoid siting of project facilities in
waters of the U.S.

40. If a Section 404 permit is required, EPA will review the project for
compliance with Federal Guidelines for Specification of Disposal
Sites for Dredged or Fill Materials (40 CFR 230), promulgated
pursuant to Section 404(b)(10) of the Clean Water Act.

A Chapters 1.6.1.5 & 2.4.5

41. Pursuant to 40 CFR 230, any permitted discharge into waters of the
U.S. must be the least environmentally damaging practicable
alternative to achieve the project purpose.

A Chapter 2.4.5

42. If, under the proposed project, dredged or fill material would be
discharged into waters of the U.S., discuss alternatives to avoid those
discharges.

A Chapter 2.4

43. Rigorously discuss alternatives to show compliance with the CWA
404 Guidelines.

A Chapter 2.4

44. If a discharge into waters of the U.S. cannot be avoided, discuss how
remaining impacts would be minimized and mitigated.
Discussion should include:
1. Assessment of the area impacted by type, function, & habitat;
2. Acreage & habitat type & function of waters of the U.S. that

would be created or restored;
3. Water sources to maintain the mitigation area;
4. Revegetation plans including the numbers & age of each species

to be planted;
5. Maintenance & monitoring plans, including performance

standards to determine mitigation success;
6. Size & location of  mitigation zones;
7. Parties  that would ultimately be responsible for the plan’s

success; and
8. Contingency plans & financial assurance that would be enacted

to avoid habitat losses due to the lag time between occurrence of
the impact & successful mitigation.

A Chapters 4.1.2.2, 4.1.2.3,
4.1.3.3, 4.1.3.4 &

Appendix B

45. Work closely with U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service and the California
Department of Fish and Game to determine existing and future
impacts of the project on plant and wildlife species, especially
species classified rare, threatened, or endangered on either state or
federal lists.

A Chapter 4.1.3.3

46. Provide information on potential impacts to candidate species. A Chapter 4.1.3.3
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47. EPA encourages BLM to complete the consultation process with
FWS prior to completion of the Final EIS.

A Chapter 6.2.1

48. Particular attention should be paid to potential adverse impacts to
birds from cyanide-bearing solutions.

C All ponds/channels are covered.

49. Any history or case studies documenting previous adverse effects to
birds should be noted, and appropriate mitigation measures
discussed.

C All ponds/channels are covered.

50. Identify riparian habitat as well as other unique or important habitat
areas that could be affected by the project.

A Chapter 4.1.3.3

51. If applicable, discuss avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of
losses or modification of habitat and plant and animal species
composition, and include a detailed mitigation plan.

A Chapters 4.1.3.3 & 4.1.3.4

52. Address potential cumulative impacts to resources, considering the
proposed project in the context of past, current, and reasonably
foreseeable future mining and other activities in the project vicinity.

A Chapter 4.3

53. In the cumulative impact section, include discussion of impacts to
water and air quality, hydrology, soils, vegetation, wildlife,
biodiversity and human health.

A Chapter 4.3

54. According to the CEQ Report, Considering Cumulative Effects
Under the National Environmental Policy Act, the principles of
cumulative impacts analysis are: inclusion of past, present and future
actions; inclusion of federal, nonfederal, and private actions; focus
on each affected resource, ecosystem, and human community; and
focus on truly meaningful effects.  Determination of the affected
environment should not be based on a predetermined geographic
area, but rather on perception of meaningful impacts and natural
boundaries.

A Chapter 4.3

55. Discuss if the project is in an attainment area for priority air
pollutants.

A Chapters 3.8 & 4.1.8.5

56. Discuss the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) increments applicable
to air quality in the project area.  PSD increments exist for sulfur
dioxide, total suspended particulates, and oxides of nitrogen.

A Chapters 3.8 & 4.1.8.5

57. Discuss impacts to the NAASQ and PSD increments from estimated
emissions, considering the cumulative effects from all aspects of
mine excavation, construction, operation, and support activities, such
as vehicle traffic.

A Chapter 4.1.8.5
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58. Closely coordinate with the appropriate California air pollution
control district regarding regulatory requirements and controls.

A Chapters 1.4.2, 3.8.2 & 6.2

59. Discuss whether a PSD permit will be required for the project and
discuss and mitigation measures necessary to comply with NAASQ
and PSD.

A Chapter 4.1.8.5

60. PSD increments are highly protective of air quality in Class I areas
such as wilderness and national parks.  Identify and Class I PSD
areas located within at least 100 kilometers of the proposed project
site.

A Chapter 3.8.2.2

61. Class I areas further than 100 kilometers could potentially be affected
as well.  The BLM should consult with the U.S. Forest Service and
the National Park Service for a determination of which areas could
be adversely affected by the proposed action.

A Chapter 3.8.2.2

62. Potential impacts to Class I PSD areas, including visibility impacts,
should be discussed.

A Chapter 4.1.8.5

63. Since the Clean Air Act prohibits federal approval of a project for
which conformity with the State Implementation Plan (SIP) cannot
be assured, the EIS should explain how the proposed project is in
conformity with the California SIP.

A Chapter 4.1.8.5

64. Discuss the possibility of an air quality monitoring program that
would be implemented to ensure project compliance with all
applicable air quality standards and permits.

A Chapter 3.8

65. Discuss the following components of reclamation:
1. A detailed account of measures taken to decommission mine

operations, and neutralize or cap waste rock, tailings, and other
process facilities;

2. Identification (including estimated acreage) of the areas targeted
for reclamation, and clarification of the intended degree of
treatment in each area:

3. Estimation of any irrigation requirements;
4. Timing of reclamation relative to mining operations and duration

of reclamation treatment;
5. Standards for determining and means of assuring successful

reclamation;
6. Means of assuring that any maintenance required for reclaimed

areas would continue after operations cease or while operations
are suspended.

A Chapter 2.1.6 & Appendix B
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66. Recommend that BLM require revegetation be accomplished with
only native species indigenous to the area in order to restore the
ecosystem to as natural a state as possible after mine closure.

A Chapter 2 & Appendix B

67. Recommend that BLM monitor and enforce revegetation success for
at least five years following revegetation efforts.  First or second year
success in meeting the revegetation standards is not necessarily
indicative of long-term success.

A Chapter 2.1.7 & Appendix B

68. Discuss provisions that would be made for post-operation
surveillance to ensure that neutralization and / or stabilization of
mining waste sites has been effective.

A Chapter 2.1.7 & Appendix B

69. Describe the mitigation actions that would be taken should
destabilization or contamination be detected, and identify who would
be responsible for these actions.

A Chapters 1.6.2.1, 2.1.7, 4.1.2.2,
4.1.12.3 &

Appendix B
70. Specify the bonding requirements to ensure that appropriate funding

is available for reclamation should the mining company fail to carry
out all required reclamation activities and identify who would be
responsible for any post-closure cleanup actions should they be
necessary.

A Chapters 2.1.4.2 & 4.1.13.2

71. Recommend BLM review bonding requirements for early mine
closure contingency and handling of pit lakes.

A Chapters 2.1.4.2 & 4.1.13.2

72. In keeping with Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations” (EO 12898), the EIS should describe the measures
taken by the BLM to:
1. Fully analyze the environmental effects of the proposed federal

action on minority communities and low-income populations:
2. Present opportunities for affected communities to provide input

into the NEPA process.

C There would be no adverse
offsite impacts to such groups.

73. State whether the analysis meets requirements of your agency’s
environmental justice strategy.

C See Comment No. 72

74. Indicate efforts made by the BLM to enter into government to
government consultations with potentially affected Tribes,
particularly in regard to sacred sites and traditional cultural
properties.  Results of those consultations should be presented in the
EIS.

A Chapter 6.2.3

75. Discuss Federal trust responsibilities. A Chapter 1.5
76. Conduct a thorough archeological and paleontological survey. A Chapter 3.4 & 3.5
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77. Refer to appropriate BLM natural resource and land use plans and in
particular, identify any special uses that would be displaced by the
proposed project, and discuss the proposed project’s specific
potential impacts to these uses.

A Chapter 4.1.9.2

78. BLM and Newmont should note that on May 1, 1997, EPA added
metal mining to the list of industries that will be subject to the
reporting requirements of section 313 of the Emergency Planning
and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986 (EPCRA) and section
6607 of the Pollution Prevention Act of 1990.  (See 40 CFR Part 372,
Addition of Facilities in Certain Industry Sectors; Revised
Interpretation of Otherwise Use: Toxic Release Inventory Reporting;
Community Right-to-Know; Final Rule, Federal Register:  May 1,
1997, pages 23833-23892).  Reporting for mining facilities will be
effective beginning with the 1998 reporting year.  The first reports
from all metal mining facilities must be submitted to EPA and the
State by July 1, 1999.

C BLM and Newmont are aware
of these new regulations.  EPA

has not requested that this
information be provided in the
EIR/EIS; therefore, no further

action is warranted.

El Centro Chamber of Commerce and Visitors Bureau – February 8, 1999

1. El Centro Chamber of Commerce & Visitors Bureau registers its
official support for proposed expansion of the Mesquite Mine in
Imperial County.

C Support for the project is noted.
No further action is warranted.

2. Mine expansion will guarantee that up to 190 high paying jobs will
be secure in Imperial County at least through 2006.

A Chapter 4.1.13.2

3. Mine expansion will help stimulate our local economy. A Chapter 4.1.13.2
4. Newmont Gold Company is committed to thoroughly studying the

environmental impacts and will mitigate any impacts that may be
identified through the EIS.

C This comment is noted.  No
further action is warranted.

5. Mining has been an important and beneficial contributor to the
businesses represented by the Chamber for nearly 20 years.

A Chapter 3.13

6. The Chamber encourages the responsible development of the mineral
resources at the Mesquite Mine.

C Support for the project is noted.
No further action is warranted.

Steven L. Hartman – February 8, 1999

1. Newmont Gold Company must reclaim the viewshed so that the heap
leach and overburden piles blend into the mountainous terrain.

A Chapter 4.1.11.2
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Dr. Robert T. Fisher, Ed.D., J.D., Instructor San Diego State University

1. Appalled to learn of the proposed expansion of the Mesquite mine. C Opposition to the project is
noted.  No further action is

warranted.
2. The area into which the Mesquite Mine wants to expand has a long

historical tradition as the Mesquite “Diggins” and this historical
tradition will be lost to historians of mining history.

A Chapters 3.4, 4.1.4.3 &
Appendix F

3. There are many early man and pre-Columbian sites in the area,
Native American sleeping circles, shrines, trails, and petroglyphs on
the many rocks and boulders in the area.  All will be lost.

A Chapters 3.4, 4.1.4.3 &
Appendix F

4. Ecological and environmental concerns indicate destruction and
danger, increased noise, dust, destruction of flora and fauna, more
traffic, loss of open space and wilderness, and lowered water tables.

A Chapters 4.1.2.2, 4.1.3.3,
4.1.6.2, 4.1.7.2, 4.1.8.4, 4.1.9.2,

4.1.12.2 &
Appendix D-3

5. The mine currently has numerous problems that will be compounded
if the expansion is allowed.  For example, the mining operation
cannot dispose of its own waste.
1. Discarded oversized tires remain in gigantic piles on the site

because the mining operators have found no feasible way to
dispose of them.

2. Mountains of crushed rock, actually several stories high, which
remain after cyanide leaching, destroys the beauty of the area.

A Chapter 4.1.11.2 & 4.1.14.2

6. The mine proper is hemmed-in with high fences and razor wire,
under the pretense that the confines preserve the desert tortoise, a
species the workmen have never seen!  When driving along the
highway, the fencing reminds one of a state penitentiary, destroying
the beauty of the desert so loved by tourists and residents alike.

A Chapter 4.1.11.2

7. We do not need this destruction of one of California’s last
wildernesses, the great desert and the Mesquite “Diggins.”

A Chapter 4.1.4.3 & Appendix F

Frances Martin, North Hollywood, California – January 15, 1999

1. No, no more mining by anyone in the desert.  That land belongs to
us, the people, you and me.  There is no reason, other than greed, to
give our land away to private parties, for their gain, and our loss.  Get

C Opposition to the project is
noted.  No further action is

warranted.
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the Newmont Gold Company out of our land.
2. You are perfectly aware that the people want their land left alone.

Why don’t you follow their wishes?  But, no, you permit the land’s
ruination by private parties for profit.  Why?

C Opposition to the project is
noted.  No further action is

warranted.

Brubaker-Mann, Inc., Barstow, California, Julie Man, President – January 14, 1999

1. I strongly support the expansion of the Mesquite Gold Mine,
operated by Newmont Gold Company.  I recommend that the EIS
include the benefits to the economy that this project will provide.

A Chapter 4.1.13.2

Sierra Club, California / Nevada RCC Mining Committee, Independence, California  – December 31, 1998

1. We are most concerned that the DEIS evaluate the costs and other
environmental consequences of complete or partial backfill of the
existing new pits. We believe that a significant opportunity exists for
sequential backfilling, and believe this issue should be evaluated in
detail.

A Chapter 2.4.2.1 &
Appendix D-2

Sierra Club, Ocotillo, California – February 28, 1999

1. This proposal and other open pit operations and proposals have
necessitated a review of the SMARA regulations, BLM’s 3809
regulations, the adequacy of financial assurances and need for longer
term bonding to enable reclamation work to be done by an
independent third party contractors or by government employees.
Such precautions are good policy in the event an operator abandons
the mining operation or sells to another company which later
abandons the site without completing reclamation or completing
remediation to “clean-up” off-site adverse environmental impacts.
Reclamation and reclamation bonding should be consistent with at
least the minimum requirements of both SMARA and the anticipated
changes in BLM’s 3809 regulations.  There are numerous and well
known mining operations which have shown the inadequacies of
accessible financial assurances and bonding necessary for federal or
state clean-up.

A Chapter 2.1.4.2 & 4.1.13.3

2. The Draft EIS / EIR should contain a chronological history of the A Chapter 1.3.4
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Mesquite Mine and the associated permits, including dates granted
and expiration or renewal dates.  To which operator was each permit
issued?  Which, if any, of the existing permits will or may carry over
to cover the expanded mining operations and increased production
output without any changes or updates?  Which agencies have
jurisdiction over such permits, and what activities of the mine
expansion trigger the necessity for amending or modifying said
existing permits or approved Plans of Operation?

3. Does the mine expansion include:
1. Increased output from the Mesquite Mine (Both existing pits or

expansion of existing pit boundaries and a new pit site
physically not connected to the existing pits);

2. Transport of ore and waste rock from the pit(s) where extraction
will occur to a processing site or facility (heap-leach pile or ore
processing structure); and

3. The expanded or continued operations at the processing
structure(s) prior to transport away from company-owned and
operated structures in Imperial County, California?

A Chapter 2.1.2 & 2.1.3

4. Will the Newmont Mesquite Mine operations be reviewed as a single
project or will they be impermissibly piecemealed?  All operations
associated with the mining and processing of gold at the Imperial
County site should be considered as a single project and be the
subject of a joint single NEPA / CEQA review process.

A Chapter 1.1

5. All concerned and responsible public agencies should be provided
with the NEPA / CEQA documentation at the beginning of the
official comment period.

C All agencies that are known by
Imperial County and the BLM

to have jurisdiction over aspects
of the project or otherwise are
interested in the project will be
provided with the EIR/EIS at
the beginning of the official

comment period.
6. What is the pattern of land ownership?  Which lands are BLM

managed, state lands or patented lands?
A Figure 1.3-4

7. Please provide a chronology of land transfers of public lands
managed by BLM to either patented lands or State lands.

C BLM to provide.

8. What is the history of the state lands from early uses by native
Americans to early gold exploration, withdrawal for military uses

A Appendix F
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and transfer to the State?
9. Will Newmont be continuing with plans for exploratory drilling on

state lands now planned for development with the current expansion
plans?  If so, what is the time frame for that future exploration and /
or development?  Any such plans should be considered “reasonably
foreseeable” actions as part of a cumulative impacts analysis.

A Chapters 1.3.4, 2.1.1 & 2.1.3

10. What are the estimated proven and probable ore grades in the areas
proposed for mining?  It is assumed that the ore grade must be rich
enough for mining to be profitable with the anticipated 3:1 strip ratio
indicated in the BLM public Notice.

A/C Chapter 2.4.4/Proprietary
information that the company
provides if deemed necessary.

11. What is the break-even ore grade necessary for mining to be
profitable at today’s depressed gold prices and in compliance with all
the current environmental regulations of the various federal, state,
and local requirements?

A/C Chapter 2.4.4/Proprietary
information that the company
provides if deemed necessary.

12. If the open pit mine operations are to be conducted in association
with pits on BLM managed lands, will the claims pass a validity
examination, whether or not required by BLM at the present time of
patenting moratorium?  Are the waste rock and heap leach piles to be
located on existing patented lands?  If not, does Newmont hold mill
sites in the appropriate number and ratio to lode or placer claims to
meet the mill site requirement of the mining law as spelled out in the
recent Solicitor’s Opinion and BLM Instruction Moratorium?

A/C Chapter 1.1/If sensitive
resources would not potentially
be impacted by a mining plan,
BLM has no reason to conduct
a validity examination if they

are not exercising any rights or
interests in the land against the

claimant. Prior to the patent
moratorium, mining claimants

could seek patent on their
claims if they met certain
requirements. The patent

process is not done to determine
the validity of mining claims,

but is a distinct process to
transfer title of land to a private
entity, which is allowed under

the General Mining Law.
13. What was the original hydrological profile in these downgradient

washes and what is it today?
A Chapters 3.1.2, 4.1.1.2 &

4.1.2.2
14. Have downgradient and surrounding areas been dewatered by mining

in or in close proximity to the original washes?  If so, to what extent?
A Chapters 3.1.2 & 3.2.3 &

Appendix D-2
15. What was the original water quality (both in terms of TDS and A Chapters 2.1.2.2 & 4.1.2.2 &
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chemical profile) both under the various portions of the mining
operation and downgradient?

Appendix D-2

16. How has water quality been altered by the mining below the original
water table and as a result of the formation of pit lakes in each pit?

A Chapter 3.2.3.5 &
Appendix D-2

17. What is the water quality in each of the pit lakes and how does this
impact downgradient water quality?

A Chapters 3.1.2 & 3.2.3.5 &
Appendix D-2

18. How frequently are water quality / water chemistry analysis made of
water in the pit lakes in each of the pits?

A Chapters 2.1.2.4 & 3.1.2 &
Appendix D-2

19. To what extent does water quality in each of the pit lakes change
over time?

A Chapter 3.2.3.5

20. What are the impacts of altered water quality in pit lakes related to
water quality in monitoring wells off-site?

A Chapters 2.1.2.4 & 4.2.2

21. What are the long-term (30 to 50 years) consequences on
downgradient vegetation both in and out of the wash systems that are
the result of pit lakes in this area?

A Chapter 4.2.2

22. I recently learned that creosote roots have been found at a depth of
221 feet below surface.  This means that native vegetation in non-
wash areas may be impacted by both dewatering and by changes in
water quality at considerable depth.  Accordingly, it is extremely
important to monitor downgradient and surrounding water levels and
water quality.

A Chapters 4.1.2.2 & 4.1.3.3

23. Is off-site downgradient loss of mature microphyll woodland
vegetation related to diminished water table resulting from below
gradient mining and diversion of washes or more the result of
changed water quality resulting from existing Mesquite Mine
operations?

A Chapter 4.1.3.3 & Figure 4.1.3-
1 & Appendix E-2

24. Did Newmont assume all the liabilities of former mine operators or
can residual financial resources from bond requirements of previous
operators be used to minimize those off-site adverse impacts on
microphyll woodland vegetation?

A Chapters 2.1.4.2, 4.1.13.2 &
4.1.13.3

25. Reclamation for the mine expansion should include frequently
monitored and long-term monitored test plots of significant size and
in different locations to ascertain the most effective technique for
revegetation at this location.  So much terrain has already been
impacted that there seems to be considerable acreage available to
begin a revegetation test plot program at this time.

A Chapter 2.1.7 & Appendix B

26. For this site and its varying terrain and locations, which are the most A Appendix B
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effective techniques in conjunction with resoiling, ripping, pitting,
planting tall (32-48”) container grown trees and shrubs with deep
roots in thoroughly wetted augured pits, vertical mulching, or other
earlier customary attempts featuring mulching and hand broadcasting
seed, etc?  There should be annual written reports submitted with
independent review so that successes or failures of different
revegetation efforts can be shared.  Such is part of the mitigation
program at the Castle Mountain Mine in the East Mojave.

27. Reclamation must require stockpiling of topsoil by taking the
uppermost surface of the living microorganisms and the next several
inches of soil for resoiling.  Salvage soils and crusts should be stored
separately and kept completely dry so living material will remain
dormant until resoiling occurs.

A Chapter 2.1.7 & Appendix B

28. Will salvaged soil materials be covered with waterproof covering or
placed in white plastic buckets during the storage period?

A Appendix B

29. Will tall pot plants be grown from local or onsite collected seed at a
nursery on site or grown from local or onsite seed at another nursery
site?

A Chapter 2.1.7 & Appendix B

30. What is the definition of “local seed?”  How far does “local” mean
from the Mesquite site?

A Chapter 2.1.7 & Appendix B

31. Will supplemental deep watering of tall pot plants be required at
some test plots, if so with what frequency?  Will it be on a schedule
or determined by some monitoring criteria?  If based on monitoring
criteria, who determines the criteria?  There should be independent
third party or a BLM biologist monitoring for revegetation
reclamation success with specific, set criteria.

A Chapter 2.1.7 & Appendix B

32. Would Newmont consider making different terrain and locations at
the Mesquite Mine available for researchers or university students to
study revegetation techniques and to determine the best / most
successful techniques for reclamation and restoration of low
elevation, hot desert areas?

C Making terrain and locations
available for research may be
considered by Newmont. This
activity would not mitigate any

impacts associated with the
proposed project/action; and

therefore, will not be addressed
in this EIR/EIS.

33. There must be meaningful criteria for density, diversity, and cover to
conclude that reclamation is successful

A Chapter 2.1.7 & 4.1.3.3 &
Appendix B

34. Have the baseline vegetation studies been conducted, at the A Chapter 2.1.7 & Appendix B
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appropriate time of year and during both wet and dry years?
35. There must be independent monitoring for revegetation success and

the monitoring should continue for up to 30 years, estimated to be
long enough to assure survival through several cycles of drought to
be determined successful enough for bonding release.

B Chapters 2.1.7 & 4.1.3.3 &
Appendix B

36. If revegetation efforts do not survive a drought cycle, then another
technique should be tried with continuing monitoring.  Bonding
should not be released for 30 years, so if company efforts fail,
revegetation efforts can be continued by government contract.

B Chapter 2.1.7 & 2.1.8 &
Appendix B

37. Where will baseline vegetation and wildlife surveys be conducted? A Chapters 2.1.7 & 3.3
38. Will surveys of the area be compared with surveys of comparable

undisturbed off-site habitat nearby?
A Chapters 2.1.7 & 3.3 &

Appendix B
39. What are the cumulative impacts of this and other mining operations

in or adjacent to designated Critical Habitat of the threatened desert
tortoise in Southern California?

A Chapter 4.3.3.2

40. What is the success of desert tortoise mitigation measures, especially
relocation of individual tortoises?  What is the survival or mortality
rate for relocated tortoises?

C The appropriate agency is
currently reviewing this issue.

41. Have relocated tortoises displaced tortoises already in habitat?  Have
the social interactions and health or survival of tortoises in the site of
relocation been monitored?  With what results?

C The appropriate agency is
currently reviewing this issue.

42. What are the criteria upon which U.S. Fish and Wildlife makes its
decision for jeopardy or non-jeopardy opinion for tortoise
populations within an identified portion of Critical Habitat?

C The appropriate agency is
currently reviewing this issue.

43. What is the health status of the tortoise population within the
Chuckwalla Bench Critical Habitat?

C The appropriate agency is
currently reviewing this issue.

44. Are overall desert tortoise numbers increasing or decreasing? C The appropriate agency is
currently reviewing this issue.

45. What is the health status of the population within the Chuckwalla
Bench Critical Habitat?

C The appropriate agency is
currently reviewing this issue.

46. If decreasing, what are the suspected causes of the decline and what
is the potential effect of expanding mining operations into Critical
Habitat?

C The appropriate agency is
currently reviewing this issue.

47. What are the potential impacts of increased dust deposition on both
vegetative growth and wildlife forage in such a dry area where rain
seldom rinses the dust off of the vegetation?

A Chapter 4.1.3.3

48. Does increased dust deposition reduce photosynthetic capability such A Chapter 4.1.3.3
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that the quality of wildlife forage and density of cover or shelter for
wildlife, including migratory birds, is adversely impacted?

49. With what frequency and at what locations are air quality monitoring
conducted?

A Chapter 3.8

50. Are these adequate, or will additional monitoring stations need to e
sited to monitor the expansion of operations?

A Chapter 3.8

51. What are the background air quality monitoring levels? A Chapter 3.8.2
52. How does background air quality change during times of heavy off-

road vehicle (ORV) use in the nearby South Algodones Dunes during
winter holiday periods?

A Chapter 3.8.4.3

53. Where are additional ORV monitoring stations located and who is
responsible for that monitoring?  Is such data available for public
review?  It should be included in the upcoming DEIS / EIR because
ORV activity is a major contributor to cumulative air quality
impacts, even if such activity is not regulated.

B Chapter 3

54. Which agency has regulatory authority or jurisdiction over air quality
impacts of the ORV activity in Imperial County?

B Chapter 3

55. Does increased particulate matter from agricultural operations,
including soil preparation, travel on unpaved farm roads, and
agricultural burning impact background air quality monitoring at the
Mesquite Mine site?  If so, what is the percentage of impact
attributed to agricultural operations in general and to agricultural
burning specifically?

C Irrelevant to this document.

56. Is background ambient air quality noticeably different at the mine
site on agricultural burn versus non-burn days?

B Chapter 3

57. How many days per month are mine operations shut down because of
high wind conditions?

C Not part of their permit.

58. Are there any special measures taken to reduce airborne entrainment
of dust from the waste rock piles and surrounding disturbed lands
during high wind times?  Are these measures deemed adequate to
prevent off-site deposition of particulates and dust on off-site
vegetation?

A Chapter 4.1.8.6

59. What is the depth of the proposed pit expansion? A Chapter 2.1.4
60. How will this expansion impact drainages and groundwater beneath

the project site?
A Chapter 4.1.2.2 and

Appendix D-2
61. Should there be reconsideration of diversion patterns for  major

washes?
A Chapters 2.1.4.3 and 4.1.2.2
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62. What, if anything, can be done to stop the loss of off-site down
gradient mature microphyll woodland vegetation?

A Chapter 4.1.3.3 & Figure 4.1.3-
1 & Appendix E-2

63. Has the loss of this vegetation and associated cover had an adverse
impact on the local deer population using the area?  If so, how?

B Chapter 3.1.3.2

64. Will expansion of the existing pits exacerbate the existing problems
associated with disruption of the wash system and the subsurface
groundwater flow?

A Appendix D-2

65. What is the estimated depth to groundwater in the various washes
and upland habitat?

A Chapter 3.2.3

66. The reclamation plan for the mine expansion should include attempts
to reclaim and restore the off-site microphyll woodland vegetation
that has been impacted by the existing Mesquite Mine.

A Chapter 2.1.7 and Appendix B

67. New, higher levels of bonding should be included and a more
realistic revegetation and reclamation program should be part of the
Mesquite Mine expansion.

A Chapter 2.1.7 & Appendix B

68. Additional off-site groundwater level and quality monitoring should
be added.  Monitoring should be continued for 30 years because it
may take a long time before off-site groundwater impacts are
detected.  Groundwater moves so slowly and patterns of groundwater
movement through wash systems will be different from groundwater
movement through the fractured bedrock both under the site and off-
site.

A Appendix D-2

69. I specifically recommend that BLM request an independent analysis
of groundwater issues by Tom Myers, Ph.D., a Nevada groundwater
geologist who specializes in mining impacts on groundwater
systems.  It is my understanding that Dr. Myers has done consulting
work for BLM in Nevada, and he has reviewed the groundwater
analysis for the nearby, proposed Imperial Project.

A/C Appendix D-2/Issue reviewed
by professional staff at the

appropriate agency.

70. Waste rock piles and leach piles should be recontoured after
operation cease.  It is critically important to require long-term
monitoring for revegetation survival success of heap leach piles after
cessation of use.  To date there is no such long-term monitoring data
available from any mine.  Initially there is likely to be good success
after rinsing and breakdown of the leached cyanide solution and
saturated piles. What happens after moisture has evaporated and this
extremely porous substrate no longer has a residual high moisture
content and residual nitrogen from the breakdown of cyanide?  What

A Chapter 2.1.7 and Appendix B
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vegetation will survive over the 30-year monitoring period?
71. To what depths will pits be backfilled to ensure they do not become

the breeding grounds for tamarisk in this part of the desert?
A Chapters 2.4.2.1 & 2.1.7

72. What efforts will be required to monitor for accidental introduction
of invasive weed species in the pits and at the bases of abandoned
piles of waste rock or leached ore?

A Chapters 2.1.7 & 4.1.3.3

73. How will the expanded mining operations impact the nearest
designated wilderness areas and any nearby proposed wilderness
areas?

A Chapter 4.1.10.2

74. Please prepare a visual resources impacts analysis using view points
from several locations abutting the Mesquite Mine perimeter fence
on Highway 78, not simply sites many miles away.  What will be the
view for those traveling along Highway 78?

A Chapter 4.1.11.2

75. Are there important archaeological and cultural resource values that
will be impacted by the planned mine expansion?

A Chapter 4.1.4.3

76. Will there be off-site trail systems or other spiritual or cultural
resource values that will be potentially impacted by the planned
mine? What mitigation is possible and how effective will it be?

A Chapter 4.1.4.3

77. Will consultation with Native Americans, including the nearby
Quechans or other tribes along the Colorado River be necessary?  If
so, please learn from the mistakes that were made in handling the
consultation process at the proposed Imperial Project site.

A Chapter 6

78. What are the planned hours of operation? A Chapter 1.3.2.2
79. Please make sure that employees are not working such long periods

that drivers fall asleep when driving large vehicles or while loading
up on fuel at the mine site.  These types of employee actions have
been the cause of a number of accidents related to the handling of
hazardous materials and spills that have been documented by BLM
offices and at the Regional Water Quality Board files for a number of
mines in Southern California.

A Chapter 4.1.12.2


