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Abstract:

Omya, Inc. has submitted to the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service (Forest Service)
and the County of San Bernardino (County) an Amended Plan of Operations (POO) and
Reclamation Plan for the proposed Butterfield and Sentinel Quarries Expansion Project (Project).
The Project would be located approximately 7.5 miles south of the community of Lucerne Valley
and 5 miles north of Big Bear Lake within the SBNF in San Bernardino County, California. The
proposed quarry expansions would add an additional 40 years life to the Butterfield Quarry and an
additional 20 years to the Sentinel Quarry. The average ore production rates would be
approximately 680,000 tons per year compared to the 3-year average from 2004-2006 of
approximately 378,000 tons per year. The proposed expansions would include 30.6 acres of
disturbance at the Butterfield Quarry and 64.3 acres of disturbance at the Sentinel Quarry. Three
action alternatives and the No Action/No Project Alternative were analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS.
With Alternative 1 — No Action/No Project, Omya, Inc. would not develop the known limestone
ore resources in both quarries. The existing quarries would continue to operate under their current
POO and Reclamation Plan. Alternative 2 — Proposed Project would allow the expansion of both
quarries. With Alternative 3 — Partial Implementation, Omya, Inc. would expand only the
Butterfield Quarry and the Sentinel Quarry would continue to be mined under its current POO and
Reclamation Plan through the year 2035 and the B5 overburden pad would not be expanded from



its permitted area. Alternative 4 — Mixed Production with the White Knob Quarry would assume
that instead of the Butterfield and Sentinel Quarries providing all the ore (680,000 tons per year)
to the processing plant, a mixed production between the quarries would be evaluated to meet
OMY A’s processing plant capacity and purity requirements.

To ensure coordination between the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) processes, and to avoid duplication of effort, a joint
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) has been prepared. The
County will be the CEQA Lead Agency and the Forest Service will be the NEPA Lead Agency
for the EIR/EIS.

Reviewers should provide the Forest Service and the County with their comments during the
review period of the Draft EIR/EIS. This will enable the County and the Forest Service to analyze
and respond to the comments at one time and to use information acquired in the preparation of the
Final EIR/EIS, thus avoiding undue delay in the decision making process. Reviewers have an
obligation to structure their participation in the NEPA process so that it is meaningful and alerts
the agency to the reviewers’ position and contentions. Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v.
NRDC, 435 U.S. 519, 553 (1978). Environmental objections that could have been raised at the
draft stage may be waived if not raised until after completion of the final environmental impact
statement. City of Angoon v. Hodel (9" Circuit, 1986) and Wisconsin Heritages, Inc. v. Harris, 490
F. Supp. 1334, 1338 (E.D. Wis. 1980). Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS should be specific and
should address the adequacy of the statement and the merits of the alternatives discussed (40 CFR
1503.3).

Send Comments to: Maya Rohr
Sespe Consulting, Inc.
1565 Hotel Circle South, Suite 370
San Diego, CA 92108
(805) 667-8104 fax
mrohr@sespeconsulting.com

Date Comments Must Be Received: Comments are due 45 days after the Federal
Register notice is published.
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ES.O0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Forest Service, San Bernardino National Forest (SBNF) and the County of San Bernardino (County)
have prepared this joint Draft Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact Statement (Draft
EIR/EIS) in response to the Omya California (Omya) submittal of the following applications:

e An Amended Plan of Operations (POO) and Reclamation Plan to the Forest Service; and

e A Mining and Land Reclamation Plan Conditional Use Permit (CUP) application to the County.

Implementation of the Proposed Project / Proposed Action (Project) requires discretionary approvals from
Federal, State, and local agencies; therefore, this Project is subject to the environmental review
requirements of both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). To ensure coordination between the NEPA and CEQA processes, and to avoid
duplication of effort, this joint EIR/EIS has been prepared as recommended by CEQA Guidelines Title 14
California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 15222 and 40 CFR 1506.25. The Forest Service is the NEPA
Lead Agency and the County is the CEQA Lead Agency for the joint EIR/EIS.

ES.1 Project Summary

The Project is the expansion of the Butterfield and Sentinel (Butterfield-Sentinel) Limestone Quarries. The
quarries are located approximately 7.5 miles south of the community of Lucerne Valley and 5 miles north
of Big Bear Lake within the SBNF in San Bernardino County, California (see Figure ES-1). The existing
Butterfield and Sentinel limestone quarries as well as the Project expansions are and would continue to
be entirely within portions of approximately 954 acres of unpatented placer claims controlled by Omya
but located on public land administered by SBNF.

Known limestone ore resources within the proposed quarry expansion areas would add an additional 40
years life to the Butterfield quarry and an additional 20 years life to the Sentinel quarry. The Project would
allow continued mining of these reserves to be extended until approximately 2055. Disturbance proposed
for the Project includes expansion of existing Butterfield and Sentinel quarries, expansion of associated
overburden placement sites, additional internal access roads and ancillary facility areas, and minor
adjustments to existing disturbance boundaries. The Project does not include any new quarries, new haul
roads or new overburden sites.

The proposed expansion would include 30.6 acres of disturbance at the Butterfield Quarry, and 64.3 acres
of disturbance at the Sentinel Quarry area. The 64.3 acres of disturbance at the Sentinel Quarry includes
16 acres at the Sentinel Quarry, 27.8 acres at the Overburden Pad 5, 19.5 acres in the Central Area and 1
acre for a maintenance buffer at the Sentinel North Pad. The total area of disturbance associated with
the Project would be 94.9 acres. Quarry development and expansion would be phased and reclamation
would occur concurrently.
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Depending on market demand, the maximum combined Butterfield and Sentinel quarries average ore
production rates would be approximately 680,000 tons per year compared to the 3-year average from
2004 — 2006 of approximately 378,000 tons per year.

The existing operational hours currently in place at the quarries would not change with this Project.
Mining activities would vary through the year, and could occur 24 hours/day, 7 days/week depending on
operational requirements. Blasting would be restricted to daylight hours. Winter snowfall and ore
production requirements are and would be the major determining factors for scheduling of ore and waste
rock mining. Other factors such as market conditions and maintenance requirements would also affect
this schedule.

The quarries would be multi-bench open pit mines. Several working levels would be operated at any one
time to supply the quota of ore needed to meet production demands. The multi-working level concept
allows for greater selectivity and blending of rock qualities to meet stringent quality standards of
customers, and allows maximum utilization of the resource. Five grades of ore would be selectively mined.
The ore would be drilled and blasted, loaded into haul trucks and hauled to the crusher currently located
just southwest of the Sentinel Quarry. Crushed ore would be loaded into off-road haul trucks and
transported eight miles on the vested Crystal Creek Haul Road to the existing processing plant in Lucerne
Valley.

Waste rock, defined as limestone and other rock not suitable for the manufacture of Omya-produced
limestone products would be stockpiled within the planned overburden stockpiles and/or backfilled
within the quarries’ footprints to reduce the size of separate stockpiles, thereby reducing surface
disturbance and potential impacts to wildlife habitat, sensitive vegetation, and visual resources.

There would be no operational settling ponds on-site or new runoff diversion channels required. No
change in the number of blasts would be expected which is approximately one per week at each quarry.
Table ES-1 provides a summary of the Project. Figure ES-2 shows the existing mine plan and proposed
expansion areas.

The Proposed Action (Project) also includes a Project-specific forest plan amendment to reduce the Scenic
Integrity Objectives in the Project Area. The current Land Management Plan (LMP) Scenic Integrity
Objectives (SIOs) map, provided as Figure 3.1.2 — Existing SIOs in Section 3.1, identifies the regional setting
in which the Project is located as High. However, as discussed in Section 3.1, the existing and historic
landscape character of the region appears to be inconsistent with a SIO ranking of High. According to
Anita Bueno of the SBNF, the existing Project Area currently has baseline conditions that are more
consistent with scenic integrity levels ranging from Low to High, and a plan amendment should be made
by the Forest Service to address this inconsistency. The amendment would be subject to pre-decisional
administrative review under 36 CFR § 218, not the review process for forest plans under 36 CFR § 219.
When a plan amendment is made together with, and only applies to, a project or activity decision, the
analysis prepared for the project or activity may serve as the documentation for the preliminary
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identification of the need to change the plan (§219.13(b)(1)). This documentation is found within Section
3.1 — Aesthetics.

Table ES-1 Existing and Proposed Quarries’ Production and Operational Areas

Total Annual ——, Max.
. . .. Ore Average
Project Existing . Annual Average Depth
Limestone . Waste —
Proposed and Average Production | . . (feet
Quarry/Area Resources “ including
Area Proposed L Excavated - “ore to above
(millions of ” crusher
(acres) Area (tons) plant N ground
(acres) tons (tons) fines surface)
(tons)
Butterfield 30.6 52.3 7.6 356,500 162,500 194,000 200
Sentinel 16.0 75.6 24.4 1,131,000 517,500 613,500 600
B5 OB Pad 27.8 51.2
Central Area 19.5 47.8 -— -— - - -—
North Pad* 1.0 5.5
Totals 94.9 2324 32 1,487,500 680,000 807,500 -

Notes:  *Sentinel North Pad — Maintenance Buffer.
Volumes are estimated based on drilling data and computer modeling.
Area rounded to nearest tenth of an acre. Totals may be slightly different due to rounding.
In-situ or in-place limestone rock weight to volume ratio estimated at 2 tons per cubic yard.
Waste rock (interburden and overburden) excavated will vary annually depending on area being excavated.
LFines produced from primary onsite crushing estimated at 15% of ore crushed.

ES.2 Purpose and Need for the Project

The Project would allow the expansion of two existing limestone (calcium carbonate) quarries. Within the
United States, productive deposits of white, high purity limestone are found in only a few areas and the
Omya deposits are one of these sources. High calcium limestone can be used as whiting in the form of
nontoxic fillers and extenders in a large number of products ranging from paper products to
environmental cleanup, carpet backing, plastics, PVC, paint, paper and other building products. Limestone
can also be used as a substitute for other components in industrial processes and the manufacture of
consumer products.

Omya’s Lucerne Valley Processing Plant (LVPP) is located within the Omya property just north of the
Project Site. The LVPP operations require high brightness, high purity limestone ore (calcium carbonate)
of specific quantities and qualities to produce fine ground calcium carbonate for the numerous consumer
and industrial products discussed above. To meet current and future product demand, Omya requires
reliable and economic resources of high quality limestone ore. This has been achieved through the
development of three unique limestone deposits, the White Knob Quarry to the west of the LVPP, and the
Butterfield and Sentinel quarries located to the south of the LVPP. The Project would assure Omya that
the LVPP would have the raw limestone resources needed to meet consumer demand.
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Mineral Resource Zoning

Omya petitioned and received from the California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG) a Mineral
Resource Zone 2 status (MRZ-2) for the limestone deposits. Core drilling, detailed geologic mapping and
assay data proved the deposits are significant mineral resources (MRZ-2) and exceeded the MRZ-2 criteria
established by the CDMG. The MRZ-2 rating of the Butterfield and Sentinel Quarries limestone deposits
indicates that these quarries are an important mineral source and their value to mining and land use
planning is well recognized.

Economic Benefit

Long-term cumulative economic benefits of limestone mining along the north range front of the San
Bernardino Mountains have added to the County economy for decades including tax payments and jobs.
The limestone mining industry provides stable high paying jobs and professional careers for many people.
The Project would allow continued (up to 40 years) mining of the resource and provide long-term
employment for many employees.

Omya helps support Federal, State and local governments and schools through payment of property taxes,
excise, fuel and other taxes for the long term. Omya supports local economies through direct purchases
of equipment, materials, supplies, and services, and indirect turnover of these expenditures in the
economy. Omya also supports local communities through charitable contributions.

SBNF Land Management Plan

Under the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), the Forest Service is required to identify the best
use of forest land, including potential options such as mining, timber, range and recreation. The purpose
of the Land Management Plan (LMP) is to articulate the long term vision and strategic management
direction for the SBNF and to facilitate the development of activities that will contribute towards the
realization of the National Forests’ desired conditions. One of the FLMP’s fundamental requirements is
to determine the suitability and capacity of National Forest land for resource production (i.e., mining).
Therefore, part of the purpose and need for this Project is to facilitate the development of management
activities that will contribute towards the realization of the National Forests’ desired conditions as
identified in the LMP Southern California National Forest Vision.

As described above, there is a need for a site-specific amendment to the LMP. Per § 219.13(b)(3), the
LMP is to be amended consistent with Forest Service NEPA procedures. The plan amendment is narrow
in scope and, because the amendment applies to only this Project, it is not considered a significant change
to the plan for purposes of the NFMA (36 CFR 219.13(b)(5)). The environmental effects of the proposed
amendment on the pertinent resources include those effects on aesthetics as a part of § 219.10 — Multiple
use Planning Regulation Section, Part (a) — Integrated Resource Management for Multiple Use, Subpart
(1) — Aesthetic Values. These effects are discussed in more detail in Section 3.1 — Affected Environmental
Consequences; Aesthetics. The amendment conforms with all other substantive requirements of the
planning regulations including § 219.8 — Sustainability, § 219.9 — Diversity of Plant and Animal
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Communities, § 219.10 — Multiple Use, and § 219.11 — Timber Requirements Based on NFMA. This
amendment would not affect the relationship of the LMP to these requirements of the planning

regulations.
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ES.3 Purpose of the Environmental Impact Report / Environmental Impact Statement

The preparation of this Draft EIR/EIS is in response to Omya’s submittal of an Amended Plan of Operations
and Reclamation Plan and an application for a Mining and Land Reclamation Plan Conditional Use Permit.
The Draft EIR/EIS will be used to provide the lead agencies, the Forest Service and the County, with the
necessary information to make an informed decision regarding the submitted plans and application. An
EIS is the document required under NEPA for the Forest Service and an EIR is the document required by
CEQA for the County. The joint Draft EIR/EIS addresses both sets of regulatory requirements.

The Forest Service is analyzing this joint document (Draft EIR/EIS) in regards to the surface use of National
Forest System lands in connection with operations authorized by the United States mining laws (30 U.S.C.
21-54). The United States mining laws confer a statutory right to enter upon the public lands to search
for minerals, and require that these activities be conducted so as to minimize adverse environmental
impacts on National Forest System surface resources. The responsibility for managing mineral resources
is in the Secretary of the Interior.

The Forest Service administers exploration and development on National Forest System lands under
mining regulations defined in 36 CFR 228, Subpart A. These regulations direct the Forest Service to
prepare the appropriate level of NEPA analysis and documentation when proposed operations may
significantly affect surface resources. Mine operators planning mineral exploration and development
activities, which are likely to cause significant disturbances to surface resources, are required to submit a
Plan of Operation for review by the District Ranger (36 CFR 228.4(a)). Forest Service mining regulations
state that, “operations shall be conducted so as, where feasible, to minimize adverse impacts on National
Forest System surface resources” (36 CFR 228.8).

The County is analyzing this Draft EIR/EIS in regards to their discretionary decisions associated with the
CUP process. Inaccordance with the County of San Bernardino General Plan and the County Development
Code, the County regulates the uses of land and structures within unincorporated county areas. Through
the CUP process, the Project is evaluated for consistency with the County General Plan, County
development standards, compatibility with surrounding land uses, availability of public services and
potential environmental impacts. The County is also lead agency for SMARA. SMARA provides for
reclamation of mined lands with comprehensive reclamation policies and regulations that reduce the
adverse environmental effects of mining operations and to ensure that mined lands are reclaimed to a
usable condition.

ES.4 Project Objectives

The overall intent of the Project is to supply the LVPP with high brightness, high purity limestone ore of
specific quantities and qualities to produce fine ground calcium carbonate for numerous consumers and
industrial products.
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The Project was developed with these specific goals and objectives:

e Continue the mining and recovery of a rare calcium limestone resource;

e Supply the LVPP with sufficient quantities of reliable resources of high quality limestone for the
production of a wide range of calcium carbonate products;

e Enable the LVPP to meet consumer demands;

e Make available for consumer and industrial use a recognized valuable mineral resource as identified
by the MRZ-2 rating of the Butterfield and Sentinel limestone deposits;

e Provide long-term employment and economic benefits to the local community and County of San
Bernardino.

e Minimize additional land disturbance through the expansion of contiguous existing quarries and
minimal expansion of existing overburden stockpiles and haul roads;

e Limit the area of disturbance outside the quarries in order to reduce impacts on sensitive plant
habitats and viewsheds by developing internal waste rock stockpiles within the completed portions
of the quarries;

o Meet the SBNF regulations that require activities to cause no undue and unnecessary degradation;

e Meet the State’s and County’s requirements;

e Mitigate for impacts to carbonate plants consistent with the Carbonate Habitat Management Strategy
by relinquishing mining claims;

e Minimize impacts to sensitive plants and wildlife including bighorn sheep and raptors through quarry
design and conservation management programs;

e Reclaim the site for post-mining uses which will include open space habitat and be in compliance with
SMARA regulations;

e Contour mining features and revegetate disturbed areas to minimize aesthetic and erosion impacts;
and

e Reclaim and maintain the site as necessary to eliminate hazards to public safety.

ES.5 Summary of the CEQA and NEPA Process

As discussed above, because the Project requires discretionary approvals from Federal, State and local
agencies, the Project is subject to NEPA and CEQA. Therefore, this is a joint Draft EIR/EIS. A flow chart
summarizing the CEQA and NEPA processes is provided in Figure ES-3.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 contains the following standards of adequacy: “An EIR should be prepared
with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with information which enables them to
make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the
environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be
reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR
inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts
have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and good faith effort at full disclosure.”

According to the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA implementing regulations (40 CFR 1502),
an EIS should present the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action (Project), and all reasonable
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alternatives in comparative form, defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice by decision
makers and the public. The CEQ has stated that, “reasonable alternatives include those that are practical
or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint and using common sense rather than simply
desirable from the standpoint of the applicant.”

This Draft EIR/EIS is intended to serve as a document to inform public agency decision-makers (lead,
cooperating, responsible and trustee agencies) and the public of the potentially significant environmental
effects associated with the Project, identify ways to minimize or eliminate the significant effects, and
evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives that meet the major objectives of the Project but further
reduce or avoid significant environmental effects.

Scoping Process and Draft EIR/EIS

The involvement of the public during the CEQA/NEPA process is an integral part of the environmental
analysis. Public involvement helps to refine the proposed action, identify issues, explore possible
alternatives and identify interested and affected persons. The sections below describe the activities taken
to ensure that the public has been, and will be appropriately involved in this process.

The Forest Service published a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register on February 28, 2013. The
County distributed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial Study to the California State Clearinghouse
on February 22, 2013, and posted the NOP with the County Clerk. A joint NOP/NOI was mailed to the
agencies, organizations and individuals on the Forest Service and County mailing lists.

In order to ensure that the public agencies, organizations and individuals had access to the technical
documents supporting the Amended Plan of Operations and Reclamation Plan, the scoping period was
extended two times, once to April 16 and then again to June 6, 2013.

The joint NOP/NOI was also published in the local newspapers and copies of the scoping notices, the Initial
Study and the Amended Plan of Operations and Reclamation Plan were posted on the agency websites.

Two public scoping meetings were held to provide the public and government agencies the opportunity
to receive information on the CEQA/NEPA process and the Project as well as provide verbal and written
comments. Approximately 6 people attended the meeting in Big Bear and 7 people attended the meeting
in Lucerne Valley. Thirteen letters/emails were received, eight from governmental agencies and five from
organizations or individuals. Issues raised during the scoping process are summarized in Section ES.6.
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The Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement Process

Notice of Preparation for EIR filed at

Notice of Intent published in

County Clerk and State Clearinghouse Federal Register
Scoping Period Scoping Period
Prepare Draft EIR Prepare Draft EIS

l

Notice of Availability filed at County Clerk
and State Clearinghouse

|

Public Comment Period
(45 Days)

x

Prepare Final EIR
(Includes Responses to Comments)

EIR certification and decision on Project
by County Planning Commission

|

Notice of Determination filed at County
Clerk and State Clearinghouse

L

Statue of Limitations on Court Challenges

(30 Days)

|

Notice of Availability published in
Federal Register

|

Public Comment Period
(45 Days)

J

Prepare Final EIS
(Includes Responses to Comments)

Decision on Project by San Bernardino
National Forest Supervisor

Final EIR published in
Federal Register

l

Pre-Decisional, Administrative
Review
(i.e. objection)

Record of Decision published in
Federal Register

Source: RGP/Sespe Consulting, Inc.

Figure ES-3 CEQA and NEPA Process Flow Chart
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The Forest Service published the Draft EIR/EIS Notice of Availability in the Federal Register and the County
distributed the Draft EIR/EIS Notice of Completion to the California State Clearinghouse. In addition,
notices were sent to the agencies, organizations and individuals on the County and Forest Service mailing
lists and posted in the San Bernardino County Sun. Notice of the Draft EIR/EIS in the Federal Register
marks the beginning of a 45-day public review period.

Final EIR/EIS

Comments received in response to the Draft EIR/EIS will be addressed in a Response to Comment
document which together with the Draft EIR/EIS will constitute the Final EIR/EIS. The Forest Service and
County will prepare the Final EIR/EIS and a Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP). Copies of
the Final EIR/EIS and MMRP will be provided to other regulatory agencies, elected officials and/or other
interested organization or individuals. The documents will also be posted on the Forest Service and
County websites.

The Forest Service and the County will address objections and prepare the Record of Decision (ROD),
Notice of Determination (NOD), Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations (if
necessary). In accordance with 36 CFR 218, a project-level pre-decisional administrative review process
will be provided. This directs the Forest Service to issue a draft decision with the ROD to allow for an
objection process prior to the issuance of the ROD. This is in lieu of the Federal post-decisional appeal
process used since 1993. Upon approval of the Draft EIR/EIS by the County Planning Commission, there
will be a 30-day statute of limitations on court challenges to the approval under CEQA. (The determination
by the Planning commission is final unless appealed within 10 days.) A six year statute of limitations is
provided under the Administrative Procedure Act for NEPA.

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting

CEQA requires adoption of a reporting and monitoring program referred to as the Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program (MMRP) for those measures placed on a project to mitigate or avoid adverse
effects on the environment. A final MMRP shall be adopted for this Project by the County upon
certification of the Final EIR by the Planning Commission.

ES.6 Issues Raised and Areas of Known Controversy

Based on comments received during the NOP review period and scoping process the following represent
the primary areas of controversy for this Project:

e Aesthetics — Depending on the given location of a viewer, portions of the Project site may be visible
to the public. Considering that the Project is located in the SBNF, there is concern that impacts on
viewsheds from within the SBNF could be significant.

e Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions — Project operations, including excavation activities, plant
operations, and vehicle trips, have the potential to impact air quality. Potential impacts associated
with Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions are also a concern.
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e Biological Resources — There are listed, endangered and special status species as well as unique
habitats such as the carbonate soil habitat in the Project area. The mining operations potentially could
impact sensitive species and/or their habitat.

e Geology and Soils — The quarry slopes could present a hazard due to slope stability and seismic
activity.

e Hydrology and Water Quality — There is the potential that groundwater and surface water quality
could be affected by the mining operations. There are drainages adjacent to the quarries that connect
to jurisdictional Waters of the United States and the State.

ES.7 Environmental Issues Scoped Out of the Detailed Study

Based on the findings of the Initial Study and from the comments received during the scoping period, the
following environmental issues were determined not to be significant and were eliminated from detailed
study in this Draft EIR/EIS. However, due to some public interest in several areas that were eliminated
during scoping, brief discussions have been included in the Draft EIR/EIS (Forestry, Cultural,
Hazards/Hazardous Materials and Noise).

e Agriculture and Forestry;

e Cultural Resources;

e Hazards and Hazardous Materials;
e Land Use and Planning;

e Mineral Resources;

e Noise;

e Population and Housing;

e Public Service;

e Recreation;

e Transportation and Traffic; and
o Utilities and Service Systems.

ES.8 Summary of Alternatives

Reasonable alternatives were developed that respond to the significant issues, reduce potential
environmental impacts, address the purpose of and need for the Project and the Project objectives.
Alternatives that did not meet the purpose of and need for the Project or the Project objectives, that did
not resolve environmental conflicts and/or were not available or feasible were eliminated from detailed
consideration.

The following four alternatives were identified for detailed analysis in this Draft EIR/EIS and are
summarized in Table ES-2:
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Alternative 1: No Action — Continue Mining under Current Entitlements

Under this alternative, Omya would not expand the Butterfield and Sentinel Quarries. The existing mining
activities located on 137 acres within the 954 acres of unpatented placer claims controlled by Omya would
continue in accordance with the approved POO and Reclamation Plans and other Federal, State and local
regulations.

Alternative 2: Proposed Project

Alternative 2 is the Project. It reflects the activities identified in the Amended POO and Reclamation Plan
submitted to the Forest Service and the CUP application submitted to the County. Figure ES-2 shows the
existing quarry operations and the proposed operations under Alternative 2, the Project.

Alternative 3: Partial Implementation — Butterfield Quarry Expansion Only

Under Alternative 3 only the Butterfield Quarry would be expanded. The Sentinel Quarry would continue
to be mined under its current POO and Reclamation Plan and the B5 overburden pad would not be
expanded from its current area. In this alternative the Butterfield Quarry would have a shorter duration
of 20 years instead of 40 years as proposed in Alternatives 2 and 4. This alternative would also have a
smaller footprint than Alternative 2 by approximately 50 acres.

Alternative 4: Mixed Production with the White Knob Quarry to Meet Omya’s LVPP Capacity

This alternative would assume that instead of the Butterfield and Sentinel Quarries providing 100%
(680,000 tpy) of the ore to the LVPP, an alternative production mix between the quarries would be
evaluated. A key objective of this alternative is to minimize potential impacts associated with air
emissions. As determined by the air quality analysis discussed in Section 3.3.5, if the Butterfield Sentinel
quarries produced only 77% of the ore instead of 100% the ore going to the LVPP, the PM;o emissions
would be below certain significance levels, but this alternative would still require the same air quality
mitigations as the Project in order to stay under all the air quality significance thresholds.

In addition, this alternative would limit Omya’s operational flexibility and potentially prevent Omya from
meeting the market demand for high quality limestone. This is because the quality of limestone varies
between the ore deposits and often Omya is required to mix resources, or exclude resources from various
deposits/quarries in order to obtain a final product that meets the necessary purity levels. It is not possible
to predict when resources from one deposit/quarry would be required to “sweeten” the mix in order to
accomplish this. In addition, if White Knob were to shut down for some un expected reason, and
production limitations were imposed that rely on a certain ratio mix specified this alternative, it could
prevent Omya from meeting the market demand. As recently approved, the White Knob quarry is able to
provide 100% of the material to the LVPP and as such it would be consistent to allow 100% of the
Butterfield and Sentinel Quarries to as well (which would not be feasible in this alternative)
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ES.9 Summary of Potential Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Potentially significant impacts were evaluated in this Draft EIR/EIS. Table ES-3 provides a summary of
the potentially significant impacts, applicable mitigation measures, and the level of significance after
mitigation.

Table ES-2 Summary of Alternatives

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3
Partial

Alternative 4

Mixed Production to

Project Element i i
. No ACt_' on{ No Proposed Action Implemen-tatlon Meet Omya LVPP
Project Butterfield Canac
pacity
Expansion Only
Proposed New
0 94.9 30.6 94.9
Area (acres)
Total Area —
Existing and 137.5 2324 168.1 2324
Proposed (acres)
12 59.5 . .53
Total Material 25:5 295
(7.6 ore; (27.2 ore; (13.5 ore; (27.2 ore;

Excavated?

4.4 waste rock)

32.3 waste rock)

12 waste rock

32.3 waste rock)

Maximum Depth

(feet above
mean sea level

7,810 (Butterfield)
7,150 (Sentinel)

7,650 (Butterfield)
7,000 (Sentinel)

7,650 (Butterfield)
7,150 (Sentinel)

7,650 (Butterfield)
7,000 (Sentinel)

(amsl))
Life of Mine
Extension N/A 40 20 40
(years)
Years at 680,000
11 40 20 40
tons per year
Final
Reclamation Year 30 Year 50 Year 30 Year 50
Year
Notes: - With the No Action/No Project Alternative, Omya would not expand either quarry.
2_Ore to plant; waste rock and fines (millions of tons)
31t may not be feasible to excavate 59.5 MTPY in this Alternative due to the requirement for the production split
with White Knob and potential resource limitations such as required purity levels and operational logistics of quarries.
ES.10 Significant and Unavoidable Impacts (CEQA)

Under CEQA, an EIR must disclose the significant unavoidable impacts that will result from a proposed
project. There were no environmental effects that would have significant and unavoidable impacts
associated with this Project.
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ES.11 Cumulative Impacts

The lead agencies identified currently or reasonably foreseeable projects that could result in cumulative
impacts for the resource areas affected by the Project and these were evaluated in relation to this Project.
It was determined that the Project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to
environmental resources and that the Project’s cumulative impact would be less than significant.

ES.12 Preferred (NEPA) and Environmentally Superior (CEQA) Alternative

NEPA requires that the Lead Agency identify the preferred alternative (40 CFR 1502.14). CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that the Lead Agency identify the environmentally superior alternative.
The No Project Alternative is considered by the County as the CEQA environmentally superior alternative;
however, CEQA requires that an EIR further identify an alternative other than the No Project Alternative
as the environmental superior alternative. The County identified the CEQA environmental superior
alternative to be the Project (Alternative 2) because the other alternatives would not meet key Project
objectives and/or result in potentially greater impacts when compared to the Project. The NEPA preferred
alternative will be identified by the Forest Service following the public comment period.
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Table ES-3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures Summary

Impact

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level of
Significance

Aesthetics

Impact A-1 Substantial adverse
effect on a scenic vista. (CEQA
Guidelines Threshold Criteria (a),
Forest Service Criteria 2)

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant

Impact A-2 Substantially damage
scenic resources, including but not
limited to trees, rock outcroppings
and historic buildings within a state
scenic highway. (CEQA Guidelines
Threshold Criteria (b), Forest Service
Criteria 2)

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant

Impact A-3 Substantially degrade
the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its
surroundings. (CEQA Guidelines
Threshold Criteria (c), Forest Service
Criteria 1,2 and 3)

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant

Impact A-4 Create a new source of
substantial light or glare, which
would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area. (CEQA
Guidelines Threshold Criteria (d),
Forest Service Criteria 2)

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant

Impact A-5 Nonconformance to and
inconsistency with the Forest
Service Scenic Integrity Objectives
(SIQ’s). (Forest Service Criteria 1)

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant

Impact A-6 Nonconformance to and
inconsistency with the Forest
Service Scenic Values. (Forest
Service Criteria 2)

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant
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Level of Significance Resulting Level of

Impact Mitigation Measure
5 Without Mitigation & Significance

Impact A-7 Not meeting the Forest
Service reclamation requirements
for scenic resources. (Forest Service
Criteria 3)

Agriculture & Forestry

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance to non-agricultural use. No Impact None Required No Impact
(CEQA Guidelines Threshold Criteria
(a))

Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use or a Williamson Act No Impact None Required No Impact
contract. (b))

Conflict with existing zoning for, or
cause rezoning of, forest land,
timberland or timberland zoned Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant
Timberland Production. (CEQA
Guidelines Threshold Criteria (c))
Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant

e Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant
forest use. (CEQA Guidelines g q g
Threshold Criteria (d))
Involve other changes in the existing
environment, which due to their
location or nature, could result in N . N
Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant

conversion of forest land to non-
forest use. (CEQA Guidelines
Threshold Criteria (e))

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Impact AQ-1 Conflict with or
obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan. (CEQA Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant
Guidelines Threshold Criteria AQ(a),
GHG (a) & (b); MDAQMD (1) & (3))
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Impact

Level of Significance

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level of

(including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors). (CEQA Guidelines
Threshold Criteria (c); MDAQMD
Criteria (2) & (3)

Without Mitigation Significance
Impact AQ-2: Emissions of air Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Dust Control — Unpaved
poIIut.ants rgsulting in violation of Significant Roads:.Unpaved roads shall be cqntrollec! by at least Less than Significant
any air quality standards or 80% using methods that are consistent with
contribute substantially to an MDAQMD guidance.
existing or projected air quality Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Dust Control — Grading:
violation. (CEQA Guidelines Significant Areas to be graded and where bulldozer operates Less than Significant
Threshold Criteria (b); MDAQMD shall controlled by at least 85% using methods that
Criteria (2) are consistent with MDAQMD guidance.
Impact AQ-3: Result in cumulatively
considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment
under an applicable Federal or State
ambient air quality standard Significant Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 Less than Significant

Impact AQ-4: Exposure of sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations. (CEQA Guidelines
Threshold Criteria (d); MDAQMD
Criteria 4)

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant

Biological Resources

See Below

See Below

See Below
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Impact

Level of Significance

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level of

Without Mitigation Significance
Impact BIO-1: Substantial adverse
effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, o'r special status'speues in See Below See Below See Below
local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. (CEQA
Guidelines Threshold (a))
Impact BIO-1a: Threatened and Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Relinquish Mining
Endangered Plants Species Claims: Omya shall relinquish through a quit-claim
process, the identified acreage located within the
unpatented mining claims as shown in Table 3.4-3.
These areas have been verified by the SBNF to
N contain habitat for the specified endangered or L
Significant threatened species pursuant to the CHMS. Table 3.4- Less than Significant
6 identifies the number of acres in the Project and
mitigation parcels for each T/E plant species.
Mitigation for affected T/E plants is a minimum of 3:1
based on conservation value (as described in the
CHMS). (SBNF Biological Report PDF CARB-1 and 2)
Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Non-native Species —
Inspections: Omya shall visually monitor the
occurrence of non-native invasive plants on-site by
visual inspection. The goal is to prevent non-native
invasive plants from becoming established and
L depositing seeds in areas to be re-vegetated at a L
Significant Less than Significant

later date. If inspections reveal that weeds are
becoming an issue or have established on-site, then
removal would be initiated by Omya in coordination
with the Forest Service botanist. Inspections shall be
made in conjunction with Project’s revegetation
monitoring. (SBNF Biological Report PDF NNS-1)
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Impact

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level of
Significance

Impact BIO-1a (continued)

Significant

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Non-native Species —
Equipment Cleaning: To reduce the risk of
introducing non-native invasive plants, insects, and
pathogens from off-site, all heavy mining equipment
(e.g., drill rigs, haul trucks and loaders) must be
thoroughly washed of all soil and vegetation debris
prior to being brought into the Project Area. (SBNF
Biological Report PDF NNS-2)

Less than Significant

Significant

Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Non-native Species —
Control and Eradication: Since the Project is
expected to last 40 years and new non-native
invasive plants and animals may become established
in the region, an adaptive management approach is
necessary. If any new non-native invasive plants,
animals, or pathogens are identified as having a
potential for establishment in the Project Area, the
Forest Service, CDFW and Omya will develop
measures for detection, control, and eradication as
necessary. Omya shall be responsible for funding
detection, control, and eradication efforts. (SBNF
Biological Report PDF NNS-3)

Less than Significant

Significant

Mitigation Measure BIO-5: Personnel Training —
Domestic and Feral Animals: Omya personnel will be
trained and will report sightings of domestic sheep,
goats, dogs, and cats on and near the facility to the
Forest Service and CDFW within two hours of the
observation. In the event of domestic or feral
animals being found, Omya shall employ a trained
trapper to catch and remove the animals following
County regulations. CDFW may assist
capture/removal efforts if available. (SBNF Biological
Report PDF NNS-4)

Less than Significant
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Impact

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level of
Significance

Impact BIO-1a (continued)

Significant

Mitigation Measure BIO-6: Wildlife and Plant
Awareness: Omya shall conduct wildlife/plant
awareness programs for employees (including new
employee orientation and annual refresher
trainings). The program will address bighorn sheep,
desert tortoise, raptors, other animals of the area,
and rare plants. This will include the importance of
avoiding harassment/disturbance, adherence to
speed limits, adherence to defined project
boundaries, reporting guidelines, etc. CDFW and
USFS will provide assistance in developing the
training program. (SBNF Biological Report GEN-2)

Less than Significant

Impact BIO-1b: Threatened and
Endangered Animal Species

See Below

See Below

See Below
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Impact

Level of Significance

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level of

Without Mitigation Significance

California Condor (Gymnogyps Mitigation Measure BIO-1, and the following:
californianus) Mitigation Measure BIO-7: Raptor Conservation

Strategy (RCS): A RCS shall be developed in

coordination with the Forest Service, USFWS, and

CDFW. Omya shall provide input to the

development/finalization of the RCS and shall follow

the guidelines put forth in the effort. The RCS will be

tailored for activities associated with mining activities

and effects. Upon approval of the Plan of Operations

and the Reclamation Plan by the County and the Forest

Service, Omya will participate in the implementation of

the strategy by contributing to specified survey and

monitoring efforts and by the following applicable

operation guidelines.

The RCS will cover the North Slope of the San

Bernardino Mountains from the White Mountain to

Significant Terrace Springs, and will address golden eagles, Less than Significant

California condor, peregrine falcon, and prairie falcon.
The RCS may be updated to include other raptors in the
future if concerns develop over their local population
status.

The RCS will be a dynamic document and will be
updated as new data and scientific understanding of
the aforementioned species become available. It will
include monitoring and information gathering and
measures to avoid, minimize, rectify, and reduce (or
eliminate over time) effects to raptors nesting on the
North Slope. The intent is to use systematic monitoring
or raptor nesting chronology and observed behavior to
develop site- and activity- specific measures to ensure
successful nesting and provide for adaptive
management opportunities. (SBNF Biological Report
PDF RAPTOR-1)
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Impact

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level of
Significance

California Condor (Gymnogyps
californianus) (continued)

Significant

Mitigation Measure BIO-8: Raptor Monitoring:

If an occupied raptor nest is located within 1.5 miles
of the active mining area, the mining company shall
provide a qualified biologist to monitor during
blasting for disturbance as a result of the mining
activities. Monitoring results will be provided to the
Forest Service biologist via email within 48 hours of a
blast. The Forest Service will coordinate appropriate
notification, as necessary, with USFWS and CDFW.
(SBNF Biological Report PDF RAPTOR-1)

Less than Significant

Significant

Mitigation Measure BIO-9: Raptor Nesting
Regulatory Coordination: If an occupied nest for a
Federally or State protected species is found within
1.5 miles of an active quarry operation, the SBNF
shall conduct an evaluation to determine the
appropriate course of action under applicable State
and Federal laws (e.g. “incidental take”
authorization, Endangered Species Consultation)
(SBNF Biological Report PDF RAPTOR-2)

Less than Significant

Significant

Mitigation Measure BIO-10: Raptor Nesting
Protection: If monitoring detects that blasting or
other mine activities are resulting in disturbance of
nesting raptors that could lead to mortality or nest
abandonment, the Forest Service, Omya, USFWS and
CDFW, as appropriate, shall evaluate the feasibility of
implementing measures to avoid or reduce the
effects. The RCS will contain some potential
methods for reducing or avoiding effects. (SBNF
Biological Report PDF RAPTOR-3)

Less than Significant
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Impact

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level of
Significance

Desert Tortoise (Gopherus agassizil)

Significant

Mitigation Measure BIO-11: Personnel Training —
Desert Tortoise: Omya shall work with the SBNF and
CDFW and incorporate desert tortoise education and
awareness into their training for employees,
customers, and contractors. This shall include how
to minimize impacts to desert tortoises and their
habitats. Information about penalties shall also be
included. These briefings shall include guidelines
about driving in desert tortoise habitat, handling
prohibitions, etc. Omya shall work with SBNF and
CDFW to develop other protective measures if
monitoring identifies a need. (SBNF Biological Report
PDF DETO-1)

Less than Significant

Significant

Mitigation Measure BIO-12: Desert Tortoise
Reporting: Any sightings of desert tortoises,
including dead tortoises, must be reported to the
Forest Service biologist. The report should include
photos if possible, location, date, time, cause of
death (if obvious), and any other pertinent
information. (SBNF Biological Report PDF DETO-2)

Less than Significant

Southern Rubber Boa (Charina

bottae umbratica)

Significant

Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-6

Less than Significant

Swainson’s Hawk (Buteo swainsoni)

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant

Impact BIO-1c: Other Special Status

Species — Plants

See Below

See Below

See Below
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Level of Significance . Resulting Level of
Impact ) .. Mitigation Measure o
Without Mitigation Significance

Coville’s Dwarf Abronia (Abronia
nana var. covillei), Crested Milkvetch
(Astragalus bicristatus), Bear Valley
Milkvetch (Astragalus
lentiginosusvar. sierra), Parish's
Rock Cress (Boechera parishii),
Shockley’s Rock Cress (Boechera
shockleyi), Parish’s Alumroot
(Heuchera parishii), Bear Valley
Phlox (Phlox dolichantha)

Impact BIO-1d: Other Special Status
Species — Amphibians and Reptiles

Significant Mitigation Measure BIO-1 Less than Significant

See Below See Below See Below
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Level of Significance . Resulting Level of
Impact ) .. Mitigation Measure o
Without Mitigation Significance

Southern Rubber Boa (Charina
bottae umbratica), Large-Blotched
Ensatina (Ensatina klauberi), Yellow-
Blotched Ensatina (Ensatina
eschscholtzii), Southern California
Legless Lizard (Anniella stebbinsi),
Northern Three-Lined Boa
(Lichanura orcutti), San Bernardino
Ringneck Snake (Diadophis Significant Mitigation Measure BIO-1 and BIO-6 Less than Significant
punctatus modestus), San
Bernardino Mountain Kingsnake
(Lampropeltis zonata parvirubra),
Two-Striped Garter Snake
(Thamnophis hammondii), Coast
Patch-Nosed Snake (Salvadora
hexalepis virgultea)
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Impact Le\-lel of Slgr‘u‘flca.nce Mitigation Measure Resgltlvg Level of
Without Mitigation Significance
Impact BIO-1e: Other Special Status Mitigation Measure BIO-1, BIO-6, and the following:
Species — Birds
Mitigation Measure BIO-13: Ground Clearing: During
the development of the quarry and associated
facilities, all initial ground clearing (vegetation
removal, grading, etc.) shall ideally occur outside the
avian breeding season, and potential nesting habitat
shall not be removed from February 1 through August
31, or appropriate dates based on on-site nesting
Significant phenology determined by a qualified biologist. Less than Significant

For initial ground clearing (vegetation removal,
grading, etc.) that is not feasible to be conducted
outside the nesting season, surveys shall be conducted
to locate active nests. Any active nest sites that are
located shall be buffered and no work shall be
conducted within those buffered areas until the nests
are no longer active. The buffer distances would be
determined by current species-specific standards.
(SBNF Biological Report PDF BIRD-1)
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Impact

Level of Significance

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level of

Without Mitigation Significance
Impact BIO-1e: Other Special Status Mitigation Measure BIO-14: Nesting Surveys:
Species — Birds (continued) Nesting bird surveys for passerine birds, as outlined
under MM BIO-13, guidelines area as follows:
e A qualified biologist shall be experienced and
familiar with robust nest-locating techniques or
comparable to those described by Martin and
Guepel (1993).
e Surveys shall be conducted in accordance with
the following guidelines:
0 Surveys shall cover all potential nesting
habitat to be disturbed and a 500 foot
buffer surrounding areas to be disturbed. .
. . Less than Significant
Significant 0 At least two pre-construction surveys,
separated by a minimum 10 day interval,
shall be completed prior to initial grading or
grubbing activity; the later survey shall be
completed no more than 10 days preceding
initiation of initial grading or grubbing
activity. Additional follow-up surveys shall
be required if periods of construction
inactivity exceed one week in any given
area, an interval during which birds may
establish a nesting territory and initiate egg
laying and incubation. (SBNF Biological
Report PDF BIRD-2)
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Level of Significance . Resulting Level of
Impact ) .. Mitigation Measure o
Without Mitigation Significance
Impact BIO-1e: Other Special Status Mitigation Measure BIO-15: Nesting Season —
Species — Birds (continued) Crystal Creek Well: To the greatest extent possible,

maintenance activities at the Crystal Creek well and
access road would be avoided during the nesting
season for California spotted owl and other nesting
birds (February 1 through August 15). Exceptions
Significant may be considered depending on planned activities
and associated noise levels, after coordination with
the Forest Service biologist or if protocol-level
surveys determine the territory is vacant. If
emergency repairs are required within the breeding
season, the company shall notify the Forest Service
within 24 hours. (SBNF Biological Report PDF CC-1)
Mitigation Measures BIO-6 and BIO-13 through BIO-

Less than Significant

California Spotted Owl (Strix

occidentalis occidentalis) Significant 15, Less than Significant

W|I.Io.\./v Flycatcher (Empidonax Significant Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-13 through BIO- Less than Significant

traillii) 15.

Vi Vi Mitigation M BIO-1 BIO-13 th h BIO-

Gray Vireo (Vireo vicinior) Significant itigation Measures O15 and BIO-13 through BIO Less than Significant

Bendire’s Thrasher (Toxostoma

bendirei), LeConte’s Thrasher

(Toxostoma leconteri), Yellow Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant

Warbler (Dendroica petechial

brewsteri)

Golden Eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) A Mitigation Measures BIO-1, BIO-6, BIO-7 through L
Significant BIO-10, BIO-13 through BIO-15. Less than Significant

| BIO-1f: Oth ial

mpact BIO-1f: Other Special Status See Below See Below See Below

Species — Mammals
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Impact

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level of
Significance

Long-eared Myotis (Myotis evotis),
Fringed Myotis (Myotis thysanodes),
Long-legged Myotis (Mytois Volans),
Small-footed Myotis (Myotis
ciliolabrum), Western Red Bat
(Lasiurus blossevillii), Spotted Bat
(Eucerma maculatum), Towsend’s
Big-eared Bat (Corynorhinus
townsendii), Pallid Bat (Antrozous
pallidus, Mexican Free-tailed Bat
(Tadarida brasiliensis),Pocketed
Free-tailed Bat (Nyctinomops
femorosaccus), Western Mastiff
(Bonneted) Bat (Eumops perotis),
Yuma Myotis (Myotis yumanensis),
Little Brown Myotis (Myotis
lucifugus)

Significant

Mitigation Measure BIO-1

Less than Significant

San Bernardino Flying Squirrel
(Glaucomys sabrinus californicus),
San Diego Pocket Mouse
(Chaetodipus fallax fallax), San
Diego Desert Woodrat (Neotoma
lepida intermedia)

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant

following:

American Badger (Taxidea taxus) Significant Mitigation Measure BIO-1 Less than Significant
Nelson’s Bighorn Sheep (Ovis - Mitigation Measures BIO-1, BIO-6, and the o
canadensis nelsoni) Significant Less than Significant
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Impact

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level of
Significance

Nelson’s Bighorn Sheep (Ovis
canadensis nelsoni) (continued)

Significant

Mitigation Measure BIO-16: Bighorn Sheep Foraging
Habitat: When trucks spray water on haul roads to
control fugitive dust, some overspray occurs on road
berms for a short distance beyond. Those watered
areas sometimes support vegetation that bighorn
sheep consume. Omya will not make an effort to
eliminate the overspray. The Project’s Revegetation
Plan shall focus on using native species that will help
enhance bighorn sheep habitat. (SBNF Biological
Report PDF BHS-1)

Less than Significant

Significant

Mitigation Measure BIO-17: Bighorn Sheep Reporting
of Mortality: Omya shall immediately report any
bighorn sheep mortalities, whatever the cause, to the
CDFW and Forest Service as soon as possible after the
observation. The bighorn sheep carcass shall be left in
place until the CDFW or Forest Service biologist can

examine it and determine the proper disposal method.

In the event that mountain lion predation is occurring
at levels that compromise the viability of the
population, Omya shall cooperate fully by ensuring
access to Omya properties to determine the predator
involved or, in the event that an individual predator
has been identified, for removal of the predator.
(SBNF Biological Report PDF BHS-2)

Less than Significant
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Impact

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level of
Significance

Nelson’s Bighorn Sheep (Ovis
canadensis nelsoni) (continued)

Significant

Mitigation Measure BIO-18: Bighorn Sheep
Monitoring/Adaptive Management: Omya shall
monitor bighorn sheep use in and near their
operations and at water sources in and adjacent to
their operations. Monitoring shall consist of
maintenance of cameras stationed at water sources
and recording of data from cameras in a database
developed by CDFW, as well as collection of
observations by Omya employees. An annual
monitoring report will be provided to the Forest
Service and CDFW. (SBNF Biological Report PDF BHS-
3)

Less than Significant

Nelson’s Bighorn Sheep (Ovis
canadensis nelsoni) (continued)

Significant

Mitigation Measure BIO-19: North Slope Bighorn
Sheep Conservation Strategy: A Draft North Slope
Bighorn Sheep Conservation Strategy will be
developed by CDFW and the Forest Service which will
include:
e  Guidelines/thresholds for population status that
would trigger augmentation of the herd;
e Astrategy/guidelines for developing water
sources to respond to drought years;
e Herd monitoring methodology and objectives.
Omya will be a partner in the North Slope Bighorn
Sheep Conservation Strategy and will help support
the long-term management goals of maintaining a
sustainable population of bighorn sheep on the
North Slope. (SBNF Biological Report PDF BHS-4)

Less than Significant
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Impact

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level of
Significance

Nelson’s Bighorn Sheep (Ovis
canadensis nelsoni) (continued)

Significant

Mitigation Measure BIO-20: Future Conservation and
Management: Within one year after approval, Omya
shall begin contributing to a non-wasting endowment,
designated as the North Slope Bighorn Sheep
Conservation Fund (Fund). The amount of Omya’s
contributions shall be determined by CDFW in
coordination with Omya. The Fund shall be
administered by the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation as a sub-account of the California
Department of Fish and {Game} Wildlife Master
Mitigation Account. This sub-account shall be
managed as a long term endowment dedicated to
activities that aid in conservation and monitoring of
bighorn sheep both within the Cushenbury herd and
on proximate habitats, occupied or unoccupied,
including the Bighorn Mountains and San Gorgonio
Wilderness where immigration and emigration may
connect groups into a functional metapopulation.
(SBNF Biological Report PDF BHS-5)

Less than Significant

Significant

Mitigation Measure BIO-21: Bighorn Sheep Employee
Awareness Training: Omya will consult with the CDFW
to incorporate bighorn sheep education and awareness
into their training for employees and contractors.
Training will include how to minimize impacts to bighorn
sheep and include guidelines for driving, operation of
heavy equipment, general quarry operation, and blasting
in bighorn sheep habitat. (SBNF Biological Report PDF
BHS-6)

Less than Significant

Mountain Lion (Felis concolor
californica)

Significant

Mitigation Measure BIO-1

Less than Significant
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Impact

Level of Significance

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level of

Communities

Without Mitigation Significance

Impact BIO-2: Substantial adverse Mitigation Measure BIO-22: Jurisdictional Water
effect on any riparian habitat or and Agency Consultation: Prior to activities that
other sensitive natural community could impact Waters of the United States or the State
identified in local or regional plans, as identified in the Project JD, the ACOE, RWQCB-
policies, or regulations, or by the Lahontan Region and CDFW shall be consulted for
California Department of Fish and Significant concurrence with the findings of the JD and to Less than Significant
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife determine if regulatory permits or approvals (i.e.:
Service. Streambed Alteration Agreement, coverage under
(CEQA Guidelines Threshold Criteria the National Permit, Waste Discharge
(b)) Request/Section 401) would be required and if

considered necessary, the appropriate permits

and/or approvals shall be obtained.
Other Sensitive Natural Significant Mitigation Measure BIO-1 Less than Significant

Impact BIO-3: Substantial adverse
effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404
of the Clean Water Act (including,
but not limited to, marsh, vernal
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filing, hydrological
interruption, or any other means.
(CEQA Guidelines Threshold Criteria
(c)

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant

Impact BIO-4: Substantial
interference with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish
or wildlife species or with
established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites. (CEQA Guidelines
Threshold Criteria (d))

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant
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Level of Significance . Resulting Level of
Impact ) .. Mitigation Measure o
Without Mitigation Significance
Impact BIO-5: Conflict with any local
policies or ordinances protecting
biological h t
ological resources such as a tree Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant

preservation policy or ordinance.
(CEQA Guidelines Threshold Criteria
(e))

Impact BIO-6: Conflict with the
provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or
other approved local, regional or
state habitat conservation plan.
(CEQA Guidelines Threshold Criteria
()

Cultural

Carbonate Habitat Management Strategy:
Mitigation Measures BIO-1, PLANT-1 and PLANT-2,
CARB-1 and CARB-2

Significant Raptor Conservation Strategy: Mitigation Measures Less than Significant
BIO-6 through BIO-10

North Slope Bighorn Sheep Conservation Strategy:
Mitigation Measures BIO-6, BIO-16 through BIO-20

Cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in Section No Impact None Required No Impact
15064.5. (CEQA Guidelines Threshold
Criteria (a))

Cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to No Impact None Required No Impact
Section 15064.5. (CEQA Guidelines
Threshold Criteria (b))

Directly or indirectly destroy a
unique paleontological resource or
site or unique geological feature. No Impact None Required No Impact
(CEQA Guidelines Threshold Criteria
(c)

Disturb any human remains,
including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries. (CEQA Guidelines
Threshold Criteria (d))

No Impact None Required No Impact
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Impact

Level of Significance

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level of

Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction; or
landslides.

(CEQA Guidelines Threshold Criteria
(a))

Without Mitigation Significance
Geology & Soils
Impact GS-1: Expose people or Mitigation Measure GS-1: Inspect slope conditions
structures to potential substantial after seismic events and remove precarious rocks
adverse effects, involving the risk of from slopes: This mitigation measure requires that
loss, injury, or death involving (CEQA slope conditions in the Project Area be inspected
Guidelines Threshold Criteria (a)): after a seismic event exceeding 5.5 magnitude on the
e  Rupture of a known Richter Scale originating from an epicenter located
earthquake fault, as within 100 miles of the Project Area. Quarry
delineated on the most recent operations will be halted until a qualified
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake geotechnical engineer is retained to inspect slope
Fault Zone Map issued by the conditions for potential loose blocks or other unsafe
State Geologist for the area or or unstable conditions. Any required slope
based on other substantial stabilization measures must lead to achievement of a
evidence of known fault; minimum factor of safety of 1.5 before quarry
e  Strong seismic ground shaking; Significant operations continue. Less than Significant

Under this mitigation measure, the Project Area also
must be inspected for precarious rocks. Natural
weathering processes would result in accumulation
of talus on excavated benches. The talus can be left
on the slopes to facilitate revegetation and to give
reclaimed slopes a relatively natural appearance. It
is anticipated that any boulders resulting from
weathering processes would be angular and would
therefore be less likely to roll downhill. Any large
unstable rounded boulders on slopes steeper than
2:1 must be removed or stabilized where accessible.
Areas below loose rocks must be restricted from
entry and identified with proper signage.

Impact GS-2: Result in substantial
soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.
(CEQA Guidelines Threshold Criteria

(b))

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant
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Impact

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level of
Significance

Impact GS-3: Be located on a
geologic unit or soil that is unstable,
or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially
result in on- or off-site landslide,
lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse. (CEQA
Guidelines Threshold Criteria (c))

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant

Be located on expansive soil, as
defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to the life
or property. (CEQA Guidelines
Threshold Criteria (d))

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant

Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal
systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of waste
water. (CEQA Guidelines Threshold
Criteria (e))

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant

Hazards & Hazardous Materials

Create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through
routine transport, use or disposal of
hazardous materials. (CEQA
Guidelines Threshold Criteria (a))

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant

Create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into
the environment. (CEQA Guidelines
Threshold Criteria (b))

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant
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Impact

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level of
Significance

Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an
existing school. (CEQA Guidelines
Threshold Criteria (c))

No Impact

None Required

No Impact

Be located on a site which is
included on a list of hazardous
materials sites complied pursuant
Government Code Section 65962.5
and as a result, would it present a
significant hazard to the public or
the environment. (CEQA Guidelines
Threshold Criteria (d))

No Impact

None Required

No Impact

For a project located within an
airport land use plan or where such
a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the Project
Area. (CEQA Guidelines Threshold
Criteria (e))

No Impact

None Required

No Impact

For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the Project
Area. (CEQA Guidelines Threshold
Criteria (f))

No Impact

None Required

No Impact

Impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan. (CEQA
Guidelines Threshold Criteria (g))

No Impact

None Required

No Impact
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Impact

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level of
Significance

Expose people or structures to a
significant risk or loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are
adjacent to urbanized areas or
where residences are intermixed
with wildlands. (CEQA Guidelines
Threshold Criteria (h))

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant

Hydrology

Impact HWQ-1: Violation of any
water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade
surface or groundwater water
quality. (CEQA Guidelines Threshold
Criteria (a))

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant

Impact HWQ-2: Substantial
depletion groundwater supplies or
substantial interference with
groundwater recharge such that
there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table level (e.g.,
the production rate of preexisting
nearby wells would drop to a level
which would not support existing
land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted). (CEQA
Guidelines Threshold Criteria (b)

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant
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Impact

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level of
Significance

Impact HWQ-3: Substantial
alteration of the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course
of a stream or river, in a manner
which would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on-or off-site.
(CEQA Guidelines Threshold Criteria
(c)

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant

Impact HWQ-4: Substantial
alteration of the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course
of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on-or off-
site. (CEQA Guidelines Threshold
Criteria (d))

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant

Impact HWQ-5: Creation or
contribution to runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems, cause flooding
on-and off-site, or provide
substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff. (CEQA Guidelines
Threshold Criteria (e))

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant

Impact HWQ-6: People or structures
exposure to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the
failure of a levee or dam. (CEQA
Guidelines Threshold Criteria (h))

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant

OMO1_Executive Summary.docx

ES-45

March 2018




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Butterfield Sentinel Draft EIR/EIS

Impact

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level of
Significance

Impact HWQ-7: Inundation by
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. (CEQA
Guidelines Threshold Criteria (i)

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant

Noise

Exposure of persons to or generation
of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan
or noise ordinance or applicable
standards of other agencies. (CEQA
Guidelines Threshold Criteria (a))

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant

Exposure of persons to or
generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels. (CEQA
Guidelines Threshold Criteria (b))

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant

A substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without
the project. (CEQA Guidelines
Threshold Criteria (c))

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant

A substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project. (CEQA
Guidelines Threshold Criteria (d))

Less than Significant

None Required

Less than Significant

For a project located within an
airport land use plan or where such
a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project
expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise
levels. (CEQA Guidelines Threshold
Criteria (e))

No Impact

None Required

No Impact
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For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project
| idi King i
expose .peop € residing or.wor |.ng " No Impact None Required No Impact
the project area to excessive noise
levels. (CEQA Guidelines Threshold
Criteria (f))
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1.0 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

The United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, San Bernardino National Forest (SBNF) and
the County of San Bernardino (County) have prepared this joint Draft Environmental Impact Report and
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS) in response to Omya California (Omya) submittal of
the following applications:

. An Amended Plan of Operations (POO) and Reclamation Plan to the Forest Service; and
. A Mining and Land Reclamation Plan Conditional Use Permit (CUP) application to the County.

Implementation of the Proposed Project / Proposed Action (Project) requires discretionary approvals from
Federal, State, and local agencies; therefore, this Project is subject to the environmental review
requirements of both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). To ensure coordination between the NEPA and CEQA processes, and to avoid
duplication of effort, this joint Draft EIR/EIS has been prepared as recommended by CEQA Guidelines Title
14 California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 15222 and 40 CFR 1506.25. The Forest Service is the NEPA
Lead Agency and the County is the CEQA Lead Agency for the joint Draft EIR/EIS.

The Project is the expansion of the Butterfield and Sentinel limestone quarries and is located
approximately 7.5 miles south of the community of Lucerne Valley and 5 miles north of Big Bear Lake
within the SBNF in San Bernardino County, California (see Figure 1-1 and Figure 1-2). The existing
Butterfield and Sentinel limestone quarries are entirely within portions of approximately 954 acres of
unpatented placer claims controlled by Omya but located on public land administered by SBNF.

The Omya Lucerne Valley mining and reclamation operations consist of the Butterfield and Sentinel, White
Knob/White Ridge (White Knob), Cloudy, and Claudia Quarries. The Project only involves the Butterfield
and Sentinel Quarries. White Knob is an existing quarry located northwest of the Project. An expansion
to the White Knob Quarry was recently evaluated under a separate CEQA process and obtained approval
for the proposed activities. Cloudy and Claudia quarries are inactive and have either been successfully
reclaimed or are currently being reclaimed and/or monitored.

Known limestone ore resources within the proposed quarry expansion areas would add an additional 40
years of life to the Butterfield Quarry, an additional 20 years of life to the Sentinel Quarry, and would
allow mining at both quarries to be extended until 2055. Depending on market demand, the combined
Butterfield and Sentinel Quarries average ore production rates would be approximately 680,000 tons per
year compared to the 3-year average from 2004 — 2006 of approximately 378,000 tons per year.
Reclamation would occur concurrently with mining. The proposed expansion as shown on Figure 1-2
would include 30.6 acres of disturbance at the Butterfield Quarry, and 64.3 acres of disturbance at the
Sentinel Quarry area. The 64.3 acres of disturbance at the Sentinel Quarry includes 16 acres at the
Sentinel Quarry, 27.8 acres at the Overburden Pad 5, 19.5 acres in the Central Area and 1 acre for a
maintenance buffer at the Sentinel North Pad. The total area of disturbance associated with the Project
would be 94.9 acres. Quarry development and expansion would be phased. Disturbance proposed for
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the Project includes expansion of existing Butterfield and Sentinel Quarries, expansion of associated
overburden placement sites, additional internal access roads and ancillary facility areas, and minor
adjustments to existing disturbance boundaries. The Project does not include any new quarries, new haul
roads or new overburden sites.

1.1 Project-Specific Forest Plan Amendment

The SBNF has identified a need for change and a site-specific Project proposal to address the coarse-scale
Land Management Plan (LMP) designations for Scenery Integrity Objectives (SIOs). During the Project
environmental analysis, the interdisciplinary team determined that the initial Project proposal is not
consistent with the existing LMP. The information and evaluation that occurred at the Project level that
identified the need to change the SIO from High to Low in the Project Area is discussed in detail in the
Aesthetics evaluation in Section 3.1. As a result of this analysis, there is a need for a site-specific
amendment to the LMP.

The forest-wide scenery inventory included in the LMP (USDA Forest Service, 2006) was developed as a
coarse-scale overview, with the understanding that it would be refined and expanded via project-level
scenery analysis. Through the work produced on the Project scale, sufficient detail has been added to the
scenery inventory to more accurately establish SIOs that reflect and support the LMP’s desired conditions
for the Project Area. The LMP Part 2 outlines the desired Project Area landscape character as the
following: Desert Rim Place — is maintained as a modified to natural appearing landscape that functions
as a sanctuary for a large number of federally listed native plants and a highly valued area for limestone
production. The Project Area has a SIO of High and an existing scenic integrity level ranging from High to
Very High. LMP direction is to maintain the landscape as modified to natural appearing because of the
Project site’s long cultural history and the local and regional economic impacts associated with mining,
particularly mining for high-quality limestone mineral deposits. Forest plans are expected to be revised
every 10 to 15 years, and it would be expected that the SIOs would be further refined at that time.
According to LMP Aesthetic Management Standards — S10, temporary drops of more than one SIO level
may be made during and immediately following implementation of a project provided they do not exceed
three years.

With any action alternative, the SIO level in the Butterfield-Sentinel Quarry Project Area would be reduced
by more than one level, from High to Low during the first 10 years of implementation. Therefore, due to
this deviation from the LMP Aesthetic Management Standard — S10, a Project-specific forest plan
amendment to the SIO is being considered. The proposed SIO for those areas affected in the Butterfield-
Sentinel Project Area would be Low (see Figure 3.1.2 — Existing SIOs).
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1.2 Document Structure

This joint Draft EIR/EIS has been structured to address the requirements of both the most recent United
States Forest Service (USFS) NEPA and California CEQA guidelines. The document evaluates the potential
direct, indirect and cumulative environmental consequences that would result from the approval of the
submitted applications. This document also considers alternatives to the Project, including the No Action
alternative.

The Draft EIR/EIS has been organized into two Volumes. Volume 1 contains the Project Abstract, Executive
Summary and Chapters 1.0 — 7.0. Volume 2 contains the Appendices.

The following sections have been provided to meet CEQA and NEPA requirements.

Project Abstract

The Project abstract/cover sheet identifies the lead agencies, cooperating/responsible agencies and the
county and jurisdictions where the Project is located. Information is provided regarding the public
comment opportunities, including the deadline by which comments must be received and who to contact
for further information. This section also provides a summary of the joint Draft EIR/EIS.

Executive Summary

The Executive Summary provides a brief description of the Draft EIR/EIS. This includes the Project, the
potential environmental consequences associated with the Project and alternatives, and the level of
significance before and after mitigation measures were applied. It summarizes the major areas of
controversy, the issues to be resolved, any unavoidable adverse effects and identifies the environmental
preferred alternative.

Section 1.0 — Purpose of and Need for Action

Section 1.0 focuses on the underlying need to which the agencies are responding in proposing the action
and alternatives, the framework in which the decisions will be made and significant issues associated with
the Project. This section addresses several different key elements of the Draft EIR/EIS. It includes a
discussion of the document structure, the Project background, a description of the similarities and
differences between NEPA and CEQA, how the joint Draft EIR/EIS is prepared, the purpose and need for
the Project, a description of the Project, how a decision is made, a description of the required permits and
approvals that will be required, how related environmental requirements are integrated, a detailed
outline of how the public can be involved in the process and provide their comments, and key issues
associated with the Project and other alternatives.

OMO01_1.0 Purpose.docx 1-7 March 2018



1.0 PURPOSE OF & NEED FOR ACTION Butterfield-Sentinel Draft EIR/EIS

Section 2.0 — Alternatives, Including the Proposed Project

This section provides a detailed description of each of the alternatives, including the Project, no action
alternative, and the other two alternatives developed during the scoping process. Each alternative is
described in detail, and presented in a comparative form to show how they differ. The alternatives
considered and eliminated from detailed study are also provided. Finally, this section includes a
comparison of the potential environmental impacts associated with each alternative.

Section 3.0 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Section 3.0 describes the affected environment and the potential environmental consequences associated
with the Project and the alternatives considered in detail. It also includes a discussion of the regulatory
framework, methodology, significance criteria, mitigation measures, and cumulative effects/impacts. It
evaluates direct and indirect impacts, as well as possible conflicts between the Project and the objectives
of Federal, State, regional, local and Native American land use, policies and/or controls for the resource
areas that have been evaluated in this Draft EIR/EIS.

The Initial Study, prepared per CEQA Guidelines for the Project, identified that there was the potential for
a significant impact to the following environmental factors (also referred to as resource areas):

e Aesthetics e Geology and Soils Resources
e Air Quality e Greenhouse Gases
e Biological Resources e Hydrology and Water Quality

e Cumulative Impacts

The evaluation of the potential direct and indirect impacts to these resource areas, cumulative impacts,
and appropriate mitigation measures are discussed in Section 3.0. In addition, even though the Initial
Study concluded that there would be no impact or a less than significant impact associated with the
following areas, due to the potential for public interest, they are also briefly discussed in Section 3.0:

e Agriculture and Forestry e Hazards and Hazardous Materials
e Cultural Resources e Noise

Section 4.0 — Other NEPA and CEQA Considerations

This section addresses some of the additional considerations required by the NEPA and CEQA processes.
These include short term uses, long term productivity, significant unavoidable adverse impacts,
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources, identification of the environmentally
preferred/superior alternative, growth inducing effects, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRP), and CEQA finding of fact and statements of overriding considerations (if needed).
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Section 5.0 — Consultation and Coordination

This section lists all the Federal, State, local and Native American agencies that assisted in the preparation
of or contributed to the development of the Draft EIR/EIS. It lists the names of the persons who were
primarily responsible for preparing the Draft EIR/EIS and/or significant background or technical reports. It
also provides the names of the agencies, organizations and persons to whom the Draft EIR/EIS was sent
to and where the document was made available for public review.

Section 6.0 — References

Section 6.0 provides a list of references. The analyses conducted for this Project reflect the information
available at the time the document was prepared. In accordance with NEPA and CEQA, the Draft EIR/EIS
has incorporated technical studies and detailed documents by reference to streamline the Draft EIR/EIS.
Brief descriptions of the referenced material are provided in the appropriate sections of the Draft EIR/EIS.
Copies of these documents are provided either in the appendices, or are available on the agency or other
referenced websites and are included in the Administrative Record. The information provided in the Draft
EIR/EIS and the referenced documents is intended to provide adequate site-specific information for the
responsible agency officials to make reasoned decisions.

Section 7.0 — Acronyms

Section 7.0 provides a list of acronym:s.

Appendices

The appendices included with the Draft EIR/EIS are organized in the following manner. They may be
referenced in a different order in the document.

e Appendix A: Public Scoping Process
e Appendix B: Initial Study (February 2013)
e Appendix C: Plan of Operation/Reclamation (Lilburn, updated 2017)
e Appendix D: Reserved
e Appendix E: Air Quality, Health Risk & Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis (Sespe, updated 2017)
e Appendix F: Biological Resources
O Biological Report (SBNF, updated 2017)
Jurisdictional Delineation (Tetra Tech, 2016)
Bat Habitat Assessment (Tetra Tech, 2014)
Raptor Conservation Strategy (SBNF, updated December 2016)
North Slope Raptor Survey (BBI, August 2015) — RESERVED
0 CHMS/OMYA Agreement (April 2003)
e Appendix G: Cultural Reports

o
o
o
o

0 Cultural Resources Inventory (Michael K. Lerch & Associates, 1984)
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0 Archeological Survey (San Bernardino National Forest, 1998)
0 Archaeological Reconnaissance Report (USDA Forest Service, 2010)
e Appendix H: Geology & Soil Technical Reports
0 Slope Stability Investigation (CHJ, 2012 updated 2017)
O Geology & Soil Report (SLR, 2013)
e Appendix I: Hydrology & Water Quality Technical Report
0 Water Supply Assessment (Lilburn, June 2013)
0 Hydrology Technical Study (SLR, 2016, updated 2017)
0 Drainage Control Program, Crystal Creek Haul Road (Pluess-Staufer, 1992)
0 Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan (Webber & Webber Mining Consultants,
1997)
e Appendix J: Scenery Report (Lilburn Corporation, 2014)
e Appendix K: Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (Omya, 2017)
e Appendix L: Draft EIR/EIS Distribution List

13 Background

Mining on the properties now controlled by Omya and within which the Project would occur began by the
Sentinel Mining Company during the late 1950s and has been, more or less, continuous since 1958. The
Crystal Creek Haul Road was started in 1958 and was extended to the top of the mountain at that time.
Mining of the Sentinel deposit began by La Habra Products during the early 1970's and mining of the
Butterfield deposit began by Pluess-Staufer (later renamed Omya) during the late 1970's.

Omya acquired the mining and processing operation in 1976 at which time extensive geologic exploration
and quarry development programs were initiated. Omya has continuously mined these quarries since
that time. Geologic mapping, sampling and core drilling continue to the present day, and have
substantially increased limestone resources. According to geological assessments prepared for Omya, the
Butterfield and Sentinel resources are adequate to allow mining to continue until at least 2055 at present
and projected rates of mining.

The United States mining laws confer a statutory right to enter upon the public lands to search for
minerals, and require that these activities be conducted so as to minimize adverse environmental impacts
on National Forest System surface resources. The Forest Service administers exploration and development
on National Forest System lands under mining regulations. On January 11, 1988, the Forest Service
approved an Omya Umbrella Plan of Operations and Reclamation Plan which included the Sentinel,
Butterfield, Cloudy, and Claudia quarries and associated haul roads.

In 1975, the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) was enacted by the California Legislature to
address the need for a continuing supply of mineral resources and to prevent or minimize the negative
impacts of surface mining to public health, property and the environment. SMARA requires that a
Reclamation Plan be submitted to the designated SMARA lead agency for review and approval. The
current SMARA Plan of Operations and Reclamation Plan was approved by the County (SMARA lead
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agency) and the Forest Service in 1994. The site is designated with CA Mine ID# 91-36-0052 by the
Department of Mine Reclamation (DMR).

In 2002/2003 Omya submitted a Sentinel Quarry Area Expansion Plan of Operations and Reclamation Plan
and received approval for the expansion from the Forest Service. The 2003 Reclamation Plan includes a
site specific approved Revegetation Plan, including growth media salvage, organics placement, seeding
and revegetation, seed collection and propagation, irrigation, monitoring and maintenance plans and
bond release criteria. The Project would incorporate the conditions identified in the previously approved
Revegetation Plan.

1.4 Type of Environmental Document

As discussed in Section 1.2, because the Project requires discretionary approvals from Federal, State and
local agencies, the Project is subject to NEPA and CEQA. Therefore, this is a joint Draft EIR/EIS. A flow
chart summarizing the CEQA and NEPA processes is provided in Figure 1-3.

This Draft EIR/EIS is intended to serve as a document to inform public agency decision-makers (lead,
cooperating, responsible and trustee agencies) and the public of the potentially significant environmental
effects associated with the Project, identify ways to minimize or eliminate the significant effects, and
evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives that meet the major objectives of the Project but further
reduce or avoid significant environmental effects.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 contains the following standards of adequacy: “An EIR should be prepared
with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with information which enables them to
make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the
environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be
reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR
inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts
have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and good faith effort at full disclosure.”

According to the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA implementing regulations (40 CFR 1502),
an EIS should present the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action (Project), and all reasonable
alternatives in comparative form, defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice by decision
makers and the public. The CEQ has stated that “reasonable alternatives include those that are practical
or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint and using common sense rather than simply
desirable from the standpoint of the applicant.”
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1.5 Similarities and Differences between NEPA and CEQA

Although there are similarities between NEPA and CEQA, the two acts are not identical. The following
provides a brief description of some of the differences between NEPA and CEQA and how these
differences have been addressed in this joint document.

1.5.1 Terminology

NEPA and CEQA sometimes use different terms for similar concepts. Throughout this Draft EIR/EIS, NEPA
and/or CEQA terminology may be used interchangeably. Often the alternative terminology is provided in
parenthesis. For example, NEPA uses the term “Proposed Action” while CEQA uses the term “Proposed
Project.” To minimize confusion, the Draft EIR/EIR typically uses the term “Project” synonymously for both
the Proposed Action and Proposed Project. NEPA includes the Proposed Action as an alternative, whereas
CEQA separates the Proposed Project from the other identified alternatives. This Draft EIR/EIS includes
the Proposed Project as Alternative 2. The terms “effect” and “impact” are used synonymously, as are
“environmental factors” and “resources areas”.

1.5.2 Initial Study and Environmental Assessment

CEQA Guidelines Section 15063 and County Guidelines Ordinance 3040 state that an Initial Study should
be conducted to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the environment. However, if the
CEQA lead agency can determine that an EIR will clearly be required for a project, an Initial Study is not
required but may still be desirable. An Initial Study can provide the lead agency with information that will
assist in the preparation of the EIR by:

. Focusing the EIR on the issues determined to be potentially significant;
. Identifying the issues determined not to be potentially significant;
. Explaining the reasons for determining that potentially significant issues would not be

significant; and
. Facilitating environmental impact assessment early in the design of the project.

Based on the Initial Study conducted for this Project, the County determined that an EIR must be prepared.

Under NEPA an Environmental Assessment (EA) provides a similar evaluation as the Initial Study. The
Forest Service prepared an EA for a previous project proposed for the Sentinel Quarry. However, when
the Sentinel Quarry project was enlarged to include the Butterfield Quarry, it was determined that an EIS
was required for the currently proposed activities; therefore, eliminating the need for an EA for this
Project.

1.5.3 Levels of Significance and Mitigation Measures

NEPA is a procedural law requiring agencies to evaluate a range of reasonable alternatives, disclose
potential impacts, and identify feasible mitigations. CEQA, in contrast, is partly “substantive” in that it
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requires an agency to adopt “feasible” mitigation measures for any “significant effect on the
environment.”

Under NEPA, significance is used to determine whether an EIS, or some lower level of documentation, will
be required. NEPA requires that an EIS be prepared when the proposed Federal action (project) as a whole
has the potential to “significantly affect the quality of the human environment.” The determination of
significance is based on context and intensity of the environmental effects. Some impacts determined to
be significant under CEQA may not be of sufficient magnitude to be determined significant under NEPA
or vice versa. Under NEPA, once a decision to do an EIS is made, it is the magnitude of the impact that is
evaluated. NEPA does not require that a determination of significant impacts be stated in the
environmental documents.

CEQA, on the other hand, does require the lead agency to identify each significant impact on the
environment and to provide ways to mitigate these impacts, if feasible. In addition, CEQA requires that if
a significant impact has been identified, the lead agency must prepare written findings for each of the
significant impacts. This is referred to as the Findings of Fact. If an impact is considered significant and
unavoidable, the lead agency must also prepare a Statement of Overriding Consideration. There are no
types of actions under NEPA that parallel the findings of mandatory significance in CEQA.

Another important aspect of CEQA is the concept of “baseline”. Under CEQA, lead agencies must identify
the existing physical environment (i.e.; the baseline set of environmental conditions) against which to
compare a project’s expected impacts in order to determine whether project impacts are “significant.”
The lead agency does this by assessing the increment between the pre-project and likely post-project
environmental conditions.

Because of the obligation under CEQA to provide mitigation for significant effects on the environment
when feasible, the characterization of impacts as being either “significant” or “less than significant” is
important. For this reason, this Draft EIR/EIS has been written in a manner that identifies significance
thresholds and provides specific impact statements with corresponding impact analysis and significance
determinations for each impact statement.

NEPA documents identify “design criteria” to evaluate the effect an action may have on the environment.
Design criteria include the laws, the standards (36 CFR 219.11 (c) and 219.13 through 219.27) and other
applicable guidance that the Forest Service uses during project planning and implementation. Standards
are mandatory requirements that come into play as site-specific activities are planned for
implementation, and are designed to be consistent with achieving the objectives and desired conditions.
Design criteria act as thresholds or constraints for management activities or practices to ensure the
protection of resources.

Under NEPA, the Forest Service is responsible for monitoring results and effects of the selected action.
They must ensure that any necessary measures to minimize or mitigate potential environmental
consequences identified in the EIR/EIS and Record of Decision (ROD) are addressed and implemented
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appropriately. Reviews are documented during and upon project completion. SBNF has drafted a Land
Management Plan (LMP) Monitoring Guide to assist in this process.

CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21081.6) requires adoption of a mitigation and monitoring program
referred to as the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP). The MMRP identifies the
requirements placed on a project (in addition to the project design features and environmental
minimization measures that were included as part of the project) to mitigate or avoid adverse effects on
the environment and the agency responsible for ensuring compliance with each requirement.

1.5.4 Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program

As discussed above, CEQA requires that projects include a MMRP for changes made to the project in order
to avoid or mitigate potential significant effects on the environment.

Throughout this Draft EIR/EIS, impact statements which address each of the identified thresholds of
significance are clearly provided and, if mitigation measures are determined necessary to mitigate
potential impacts to less than significant, the mitigations are presented in language that will facilitate
establishment of a MMRP. Each mitigation measure adopted by the Forest Service and the County will
be included in the MMRP. The MMRP will be used to verify compliance with the conditions of approval.
The MMRP will be provided in the Final EIR/EIS.

In addition to the identified mitigation measures, the Project contains “Project design features” which are
already being implemented as part of Omya’s mining operations, or will be implemented as part of the
Project. Many of the Project’s design features minimize or eliminate potential environmental impacts.
Project design features must be implemented as described in the Draft EIR/EIS or other referenced

documents.
1.6 Purpose and Need for Action
1.6.1 Purpose and Need for the Draft EIR/EIS

The purpose and need for this Draft EIR/EIS is in response to Omya’s submittal of an Amended Plan of
Operations and Reclamation Plan and an application for a Mining and Land Reclamation Plan Conditional
Use Permit. Primarily the purpose is to provide the lead agencies with the necessary information needed
to make an informed decision regarding the submitted plans and application.

The Forest Service is analyzing the Draft EIR/EIS in regards to the surface use of National Forest System
lands in connection with operations authorized by the United States mining laws (30 United States Code
Title 30 Chapters 21-54). The United States mining laws confer a statutory right to enter upon the public
lands to search for minerals, and require that these activities be conducted so as to minimize adverse
environmental impacts on National Forest System surface resources. The responsibility for managing
mineral resources is placed with the Secretary of the Interior.
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The Forest Service administers exploration and development of mineral resources on National Forest
System lands under mining regulations codified in 36 CFR 228, Subpart A. These regulations direct the
Forest Service to prepare the appropriate level of NEPA analysis and documentation when proposed
operations may significantly affect surface resources. Mine operators planning mineral exploration and
development activities, which are likely to cause significant disturbances to surface resources, are
required to submit a Plan of Operation for review by the District Ranger (36 CFR 228.4(a)). Forest Service
mining regulations state that, “operations shall be conducted so as, where feasible, to minimize adverse
impacts on National Forest System surface resources” (36 CFR 228.8).

The County is analyzing this Draft EIR/EIS in regards to their discretionary decisions associated with the
CUP process. In accordance with the County of San Bernardino General Plan and Development Code, the
County regulates the uses of land and structures within unincorporated county areas. The Project is
subject to the County’s CUP process, which is the application process the County uses to review the
proposed location and operation of certain land use types. Through the CUP process, the Project is
evaluated for consistency with the County General Plan, County development standards, compatibility
with surrounding land uses, availability of public services and potential environmental impacts. The
County is also lead agency for SMARA. SMARA provides for reclamation of mined lands with
comprehensive reclamation policies and regulations that reduce the adverse environmental effects of
mining operations and to ensure that mined lands are reclaimed to a usable condition.

1.5.2 Purpose and Need for the Project
Calcium Carbonate Resources

The Project would allow the expansion of two existing limestone (calcium carbonate) quarries. Within the
United States, productive deposits of white, high purity limestone are found in only a few areas and the
Omya deposits are one of these sources. High calcium limestone can be used as whiting in the form of
nontoxic filers and extenders in a large number of products ranging from paper products to environmental
cleanup, carpet backing, plastics, PVC, paint, paper and other building products. Limestone can also be
used as a substitute for other components in industrial processes and the manufacture of consumer
products.

Omya’s Lucerne Valley Processing Plant (LVPP) operations require high brightness, high purity limestone
ore (calcium carbonate) of specific quantities and qualities to produce fine ground calcium carbonate for
the numerous consumer and industrial products discussed above. To meet current and future product
demand, Omya requires reliable and economic resources of high quality limestone ore. This has been
achieved through the development of three rare limestone deposits, the White Knob Quarry to the west
of the LVPP, and the Butterfield and Sentinel Quarries located to the south of the LVPP. The Project would
assure Omya that the LVPP would have the raw limestone resources needed to meet consumer demand.
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Mineral Resource Zoning

Omya has petitioned and received from the California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG) Mineral
Resource Zone 2 status (MRZ-2) for the limestone deposits on the Omya claims. The Mineral Resource
Zone Boundaries for MRZ-2 involve “areas where adequate information indicates that significant mineral
deposits are present, or where it is judged that a high likelihood for their presence exists” (California
Geological Survey, 1984). Core drilling, detailed geologic mapping and assay data proved the deposits are
significant mineral resources (MRZ-2) and exceeded the MRZ-2 criteria established by the CDMG (Joseph,
1984). Figure 1-4 shows the MRZ zoning of the Omya claim area.

The MRZ-2 rating of the Butterfield and Sentinel Quarries limestone deposits indicates that these quarries
are an important mineral source and their value to mining and land use planning is well recognized.

SBNF Land Management Plan

Under the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), the Forest Service is required to identify the best
use of forest land, including potential options such as mining, timber, range and recreation and prepare
Land Management Plan (LMP), as discussed in Section 1.9.1. The purpose of the SBNF LMP is to articulate
the long term vision and strategic management direction for the SBNF and to facilitate the development
of activities that will contribute towards the realization of the National Forests’ desired conditions.
Therefore, part of the purpose and need for this Project is to facilitate the development of management
activities that will contribute towards the realization of the National Forests’ desired conditions as
identified in the LMP Southern California National Forest Vision.

The Forest Service is proposing a Project-specific plan amendment due to inconsistencies with the SIO
identified in the Project Area. The proposed amendment is analyzed to ensure conformity with the 2012
planning regulations. See the Aesthetics evaluation in Section 3.1 for more details.
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Economic Benefit

Long-term cumulative economic benefits of limestone mining along the north range front of the San
Bernardino Mountains have added to the County economy for decades including tax payments and jobs.
The limestone mining industry provides stable high paying jobs and professional careers for many people.
The Project would allow continued (up to 40 years) mining of the resource and provide long-term
employment for many employees.

Omya helps support Federal, State and local governments and schools through payment of property taxes,
excise, fuel and other taxes for the long term. Omya supports local economies through direct purchases
of equipment, materials, supplies, and services, and indirect turnover of these expenditures in the
economy. Omya also supports local communities through charitable contributions, and employee
involvement in various community affairs.

1.7 Project Objectives (CEQA)

The overall intent of the Project is to supply the LVPP with high brightness, high purity limestone ore of
specific quantities and qualities to produce fine ground calcium carbonate for numerous consumers and
industrial products.

The Project was developed with these specific objectives/goals:

e Continue the mining and recovery of a rare calcium limestone resource;

e Supply the LVPP with sufficient quantities of reliable resources of high quality limestone for the
production of a wide range of calcium carbonate products;

e Enable the LVPP to meet consumer demands;

e Make available for consumer and industrial use a recognized valuable mineral resource as identified
by the MRZ-2 rating of the Butterfield and Sentinel limestone deposits;

e Provide long-term employment and economic benefits to the local community and County of San
Bernardino.

e Minimize additional land disturbance through the expansion of contiguous existing quarries and
minimal expansion of existing overburden stockpiles and haul roads;

e Limit the area of disturbance outside the quarries in order to reduce impacts on sensitive plant
habitats and viewsheds by developing internal waste rock stockpiles within the completed portions
of the quarries;

e Meet the SBNF regulations that require activities to cause no undue and unnecessary degradation;

e Meet the State’s and County’s requirements;

e Mitigate for impacts to carbonate plants consistent with the Carbonate Habitat Management Strategy
by relinquishing mining claims;

e Minimize impacts to sensitive plants and wildlife including bighorn sheep and raptors through quarry
design and conservation management programs;
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e Reclaim the site for post-mining uses which will include open space habitat and be in compliance with
SMARA regulations;

e Contour mining features and revegetate disturbed areas to minimize aesthetic and erosion impacts;
and

e Reclaim and maintain the site as necessary to eliminate hazards to public safety.

1.8 Proposed Action/Proposed Project (Project)

The Project includes the expansion of quarry and overburden areas, increased operational years and
production, additional internal access road area, and minor adjustments to existing boundaries. The total
existing approved operational area is approximately 137.5 acres. The Project would add approximately
94.9 acres for a total operational area of approximately 232.4 acres. The two quarries are adjacent to
each other, utilize the same mining equipment, and share overburden stockpiles, haul and access roads.
They both provide sized limestone ore to Omya’s LVPP. Depending on market demand, average ore
production rates to the LVPP would increase to approximately 680,000 tons of ore to the LVPP per year
compared to the 3-year average from 2004 — 2006 of approximately 378,000 tons per year of ore to the
LVPP. However, the production rate of product being generated at the processing plant and transported
off-site to Omya’s costumers would not be significantly increased by this Project. The LVPP is not part of
the Project.

The following provides a summary of the proposed changes associated with the Project:

e Anincrease of 30.6 acres at the Butterfield Quarry;

e Anincrease of 16 acres at the Sentinel Quarry (mostly in-fill);

e Anincrease in Sentinel Quarry depth by 150 feet;

e Anincrease of 27.8 acres at the B5 Pad;

e Modifications to existing and planned overburden stockpile areas and haul roads in the Central Area
(19.5 acres);

e Addition of a maintenance access buffer around the Sentinel North Pad (1.0 acres);

e Anincrease in average production from an average of 378,000 tons per year to an average of 680,000
tons per year (ore to the LVPP);

e Anincrease in the length of operations of 40 years at Butterfield Quarry;

e Anincrease in the length of operations of 20 years at Sentinel Quarry; and

e Anincrease in the length of use of the Crystal Creek Haul Road of 10 years until 2068 followed by 10
years for reclamation.

The existing operational hours currently in place at the quarries are not changing with this Project. Mining
activities would vary through the year, and could occur 24 hours/day, 7 days/week depending on
operational requirements. Blasting would be restricted to daylight hours. Winter snowfall and ore
production requirements are the major determining factors for scheduling of mining. Other factors such
as market conditions and maintenance requirements also may affect the operating schedule.
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The quarries would be multi-bench open pit mines. Several working levels would be operated at any one
time to supply the quota of ore needed to meet production demands. The multi-working level concept
allows for greater selectivity and blending of rock qualities to meet stringent quality standards of
customers, and allows maximum utilization of the resource. Five grades of ore would be selectively mined.
The ore would be drilled and blasted, loaded into haul trucks and hauled to the crusher currently located
just southwest of the Sentinel Quarry. Crushed ore would be loaded into off-road haul trucks and
transported eight miles on the vested Crystal Creek Haul Road to the existing LVPP.

Waste rock, defined as limestone and other rock not suitable for the manufacture of Omya-produced
limestone products would be stockpiled within the planned overburden stockpiles and/or backfilled
within the quarries’ footprints to reduce the size of separate stockpiles, thereby reducing surface
disturbance and potential impacts to wildlife habitat, sensitive vegetation, and visual resources.

There would be no operational settling ponds on-site or new runoff diversion channels required. No
change in the number of blasts is expected. Blasting occurs approximately once per week at each quarry.

Table 1-1 summarizes the existing and proposed production and operational areas.

Table 1-1 Existing and Proposed Quarries’ Production and Operational Areas

Total Annual Annual
Project .. Ore Average Max.
Existing . Annual Average
Proposed Limestone . Waste — Depth
and Average Production . .
Quarry/Area Area Resources “ including (feet
Proposed - Excavated —“ore to
(acres) (millions ” crusher above
Area (tons) plant N
e of tons (tons) fines ground
(tons) surface)
Butterfield 30.6 52.3 7.6 356,500 162,500 194,000 200
Sentinel 16.0 75.6 24.4 1,131,000 517,500 613,500 600
B5 OB Pad 27.8 51.2
Central Area 19.5 47.8 - --- --- --- -
Sentinel L0 .
North Pad ’ ’
Totals 94.9 2324 32 1,487,500 680,000 807,500 -

Notes:  Sentinel North Pad — Maintenance Buffer.
Volumes are estimated based on drilling data and computer modeling.
Area rounded to nearest tenth of an acre. Totals may be slightly different due to rounding.
In-situ or in-place limestone rock weight to volume ratio estimated at 2 tons per cubic yard.
Waste rock (interburden and overburden) excavated will vary annually depending on area being excavated.
1 - Fines produced from primary on-site crushing estimated at 15% of ore crushed.
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The typical equipment list is included as Table 1-2 below. As operations progress, alternate equipment
may be required to optimize operations and these are also listed in the table below. The alternate
equipment would not substantively change the process described above. Required compliance with air
quality regulations and permits would be obtained prior to placing equipment into operation.

Table 1-2 Typical Quarry Equipment

Tvpical Net Increase
Equipment NZr‘;ber of Additional Purpose
Equipment
Removal of topsoil and waste rock. Construction and
Dozer 1 0 . .
maintenance of the haul road, and quarry bench grading.
50 to 100 Ton 3 Transportation of excavated material to the primary
Off-Road Haul 2 crusher and to overburden stockpiles onsite and
Trucks transportation of crushed sized ore to the LVPP.
Drill Rig 1 0 Drill holes for placement of explosives.
Water Truck 1 0 Water spray haul roads, active quarry areas, oyerburden
stockpiles, and general dust control onsite.
Loading of excavated materials into haul trucks at the
Front-End Loaders 2 1 ng xcav I . ! u
quarry and at the primary crusher.
Mobile . . .
! . Potential future replacement for existing stationary
Crusher/Screening 1
crusher.
System
Potential future replacemen in pl f
Surface Miner 1 otential future replacement to be used in place o
crusher.
Currently limited use for special projects and boulder
Excavator - 1 breaking. Potential future replacement to be used in
place of front-end loader.
35to 45-Ton . . . . .
Haul Trucks Varies Varies Limited use for special projects.
Ancillary . . . . .
. Varies Varies Maintenance vehicles, bobcats, backhoe, pick-ups, etc.
Equipment

Notes:  Similar equipment may be used during the life of the Project.

There are no new structures proposed to be constructed on-site. The existing or new primary crusher
would be moved to a pad on the top of completed overburden storage areas approximately 1,000 feet
south of its present location to facilitate the southward expansion of the Sentinel Quarry. Alternatively,
the existing stationary crusher may be replaced with a mobile crushing/screening system. The on-site
structures and facilities currently include the following:

e Truck dump hopper and vibrating feeder;
e Primary screen;
e Jaw crusher;
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e Belt conveyors and radial stacker;

e One 40'van trailer and one 50' railroad boxcar containing electrical switchgear, spare parts, tools,
and lunchroom;

e Two metal buildings;

e Portable toilets;

e One 10,000 gallon diesel fuel tank (double-walled) for mobile equipment; and

e One 10,000 gallon skid mounted non-potable water tank.

Quarry and overburden stockpile development and expansion would be phased. Concurrent quarry
development and reclamation of equipment-accessible mined out portions of the quarries would be
included in the phased expansion. Once the final outer limit and bottom of the ore is reached, the quarries
would be partly backfilled as the remainder of the quarries are mined out. The Project allows for
substantial backfill to be placed in the mined out portions of the quarries, and also provides for an efficient
mining plan, minimum disturbance of new ground, phased incremental disturbance of new ground, and
concurrent reclamation of the quarries and overburden stockpiles.

The previously approved SMARA 2003 Reclamation Plan includes a site-specific approved Revegetation
Plan that identifies growth media salvage, organics placement, seeding and revegetation, seed collection
and propagation, irrigation, site cleanup, public safety, rock and fill slope stability, drainage and erosion
controls, a monitoring and maintenance plan, and bond release criteria. No changes in the approved
Revegetation Plan for the Butterfield and Sentinel quarries are proposed other than increased acreage
and timing changes as discussed in detail in Section 2.4.

The Proposed Action (Project) includes a proposed Project-specific amendment to the SBNF Land
Management Plan. There is a need for the amendment to address inconsistencies with the SIOs identified
in the Project Area. The proposed amendment is analyzed to ensure conformity with the 2012 planning
regulations in the Aesthetics evaluation presented in Section 3.1.

1.9 Decision Framework

Given the Project purpose, need and objectives; the Forest Service (Forest Supervisor) and County will
review the Project, the issues identified during the scoping process, the alternatives, and the
environmental consequences of implementing the Project and other alternatives. They will decide
whether to adopt the Project; adopt a different strategy that will still meet the purpose, need and
objectives; or take No Action. The following aspects of the Project form the basis (decision framework)
for the agencies to make their determinations:

e Compliance with applicable Federal, State and local laws, regulations, guidelines, plans and policies;

e Possible conflicts between the Project and the objectives of Federal, State, Tribal and local land use
plans, policies and controls;

e The purpose, need and objectives of the Project;

e Significant environmental effects (direct, indirect and cumulative);
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e Significant environmental effects which cannot be avoided;

e Significant irreversible environmental effects;

e  Growth-inducing impacts;

e Mitigation measures proposed to minimize the significant effects;

e Alternatives to the Project;

e Whether or not the information in this analysis is sufficient to implement the proposed activities;
and/or

e The Forest Supervisor will also decide whether to approve a Project-specific amendment to the SBNF
LMP for a reduction in the SIOs for the Project Area in the Desert Rim Place.

1.10 Management Direction (NEPA)
1.10.1 Design Criteria

This section provides an overview of the management direction and design criteria applicable to the
Project. It identifies some of the main laws, regulations, executive orders, plans and polices that direct
the agencies’ decisions. More detailed discussions of the applicable regulatory requirements are provided
in Chapter 3 for each environmental resource being evaluated.

USDA Forest Service Administration of the General Mining Law of 1872

Mining on public lands is authorized under the 1872 Mining Law (as amended) (30 USCA 21-42), the
Mining and Minerals Policy Act 1970 (30 USCA 21a), Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of
1976 (as amended) (43 USCA 1701-84), and the National Materials and Minerals Policy, Research and
Development Act of 1980 (30 USCA 1601-05). The Forest Service’s regulatory responsibilities for oversight
of mining activities on Federal lands are set forth in the Forest Service Surface Use Regulations (36 CFR
228 Subpart A — also known as the 228 Regulations), which provides rules and procedures for use of the
surface of National Forest System lands in connection with mineral operations. These regulations direct
the Forest Service to prepare the appropriate level of NEPA analysis and documentation when proposed
operations may significantly affect surface resources. These regulations do not allow the Forest Service
to deny entry or preempt the miner’s statutory rights granted under the 1872 Mining law. The regulations
state that an operator is entitled to access in connection with the operation, and that access must be
approved in writing before use can begin. Mine operators planning mineral exploration and development
activities which are likely to cause significant disturbance to surface resources are required to submit a
Plan of Operations for review by the District Ranger (36 CFR 228.4(a)). The regulations also require the
Forest Service to develop mitigation measures to minimize adverse impacts on National Forest resources
and include requirements for reclamation.

1897 Organic Administration Act

This Act grants the Secretary of Agriculture the authority to regulate the occupancy and use of the
National Forest System lands. It provides the public with continuing rights to conduct mining activities
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under general mining laws and in compliance with rules and regulations applicable to National Forest
lands. It also recognizes the rights of miners to access National Forest System lands for prospecting,
locating and developing mineral resources.

Multiple-Use Mining Act of 1955

This Act confirms the ability to conduct mining activities on public lands, locate necessary facilities and
conduct reasonable and incidental uses to mining on public lands, including National Forest System lands.
Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960

This Act requires that the National Forest System lands be administered in a manner that includes
consideration of relative values of various resources as part of management decisions. Furthermore, it
specifies that nothing in the act be construed to affect the use of mineral resources on National Forest
Service lands.

1970 Mining and Minerals Policy Act

This established the Federal Government’s policy for mineral development “to foster and encourage
private enterprise in the development of economically sound and stable industries and in the orderly
development of domestic resources to help assure satisfaction of industrial, security and environmental
needs.”

Forest Service Regulations for Mining (36 CFR 228)

These regulations provide direction on the administration of locatable mineral operations on National
Forest Service Lands. The regulations direct the Forest Service to prepare the appropriate level of NEPA
analysis and documentation when proposed operations may significantly affect surface resources. These
regulations do not allow the Forest Service to deny entry or preempt the miner’s statutory rights granted
under the 1872 Mining Law. The regulation state that an operator is entitled to access in connection with
the operation and that access must be approved in writing before use can begin. The regulations also
require the Forest Service to develop mitigation measures to minimize adverse impacts on National Forest
resources and include requirement for reclamation. 36 CFR 228.8 states that, “operations shall be
conducted so as, where feasible, to minimize adverse impacts on National Forest System surface
resources”.

Forest Service Manual (FSM) 2800

The FSM discusses specific responsibilities and considerations for dealing with mining activities and
associated Plan of Operations. It states that the Forest Service should minimize or prevent adverse
impacts related or incidental to mining by imposing reasonable conditions that do not materially interfere
with operations.
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National Forest Management Act (NFMA) of 1976

The NFMA is the primary statute governing the administration of National Forests and was an amendment
to the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act (RPA) of 1974, which called for the
management of renewable resources on National Forest lands. NFMA changed the LMP by obliging the
Forest Service to use a systematic and interdisciplinary approach to resource management. It also
provided for public involvement in preparing and revising LMPs. It expanded upon the land and resource
management plans (L/RMPs) outlined in the RPA, and started by requiring the Forest Service to do an
inventory of all its lands, followed by a zoning process to see what uses land was best suited for - dubbed
the "suitability determination." These plans required alternative land management options to be
presented, each of which has potential resource outputs (timber, range, mining, recreation) as well as
socio-economic effects on local communities.

San Bernardino National Forest Land Management Plan (LMP)

The Land and Resource Management Plans (LMPs) for the Southern California National Forests describe
the strategic direction at the broad program-level for managing its resources. The SBNF LMP is part of the
LMP Part 1 Southern California National Forest Vision. The LMPs were prepared according to the
requirements of the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), NEPA, and other laws and regulations. The
NFMA requires that each LMP be revised every 10 — 15 years. The current LMP for Southern California
was revised in 2006.

The purpose of the LMP is to articulate the long-term vision and strategic management direction for each
southern California National Forest and to facilitate the development of management activities that will
contribute towards the realization of the national forests’ desired condition. The LMP defines the
parameters (limits) for management, but offers the flexibility to adapt decisions to accommodate rapidly
changing resource conditions. The LMP makes six fundamental requirements:

e Establishment of forest-wide multiple-use goals and objectives.

e Determine the suitability and capability of national forest land for resource production.

e |dentification of and recommend to, Congress areas as wilderness and wild and scenic rivers.
e Establishment of forest-wide and forest-specific standards.

e Identification of management area prescriptions.

e Establishment of monitoring and evaluation requirements for plan implementation.

The LMPs are completely strategic. They do not make project level decisions nor do they compel
managers to implement specific actions or activities. They do contain design criteria and resource specific
standards as well as a listing of relevant statutes, regulations, Executive Orders and Memorandums and
other management direction applicable to the Forest Service. Together, these provide overreaching
management direction for the southern California revised land management plans.
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The 2012 planning rule guides amendments of the LMP, including the proposed Project-specific
amendment. The analysis must document that the amendment conforms with the substantive
requirements of the planning regulations including § 219.8 — Sustainability, § 219.9 — Diversity of Plant
and Animal Communities, § 219.10 — Multiple Use, and § 219.11 — Timber Requirements Based on NFMA.

San Bernardino National Forest Land Management Monitoring Guide

The SBNF LMP describes monitoring and evaluation as essential for the success of an adaptive approach
to national forest management. Monitoring and evaluation provide knowledge and information to keep
the forest plan viable. Appropriate selection of indicators and monitoring and evaluation of key results
helps the Forest Service determine if the desired conditions identified in the forest plan are being met.
Monitoring and adaptive management lead to improved implementation and resource conditions.

Implementation of monitoring is conducted on both a program and project level. For a selected project,
monitoring is conducted by a review team who evaluate the effectiveness of applying the design criteria
and mitigation measures to the project. If problems in implementation are detected, then the team will
identify corrective actions.

To facilitate the implementation of monitoring, SBNF has drafted a Land Management Monitoring Guide.
Specific environmental indicators or reference values from the LMP are found in the LMP Monitoring
Guide. These include Goal Code 4.1a: Administer mineral and energy resources development while
protecting ecosystem health; and Goal Code SBNF Carbonate Habitat, as well as other monitoring criteria
and evaluation tools that are relevant to the Project. In 2016 revisions to the Southern California National
Forests LMPs were made which added or adjusted monitoring questions. For example, there is now a
guestion that addresses non-native grasses.

National Forest Transportation System Roads - Travel Management Decisions

National Forest Transportation System Roads 3N87, 3N88, 3N88A, and 3N88B occur within the analysis
area. All of these roads are currently designated as Administrative Use Only and closed to public
motorized access. All the action alternatives (Project and Alternatives 3 and 4) would result in changes
in the status of these roads. The Forest Service decision to approve any of the action alternatives would
include Travel Management Decisions.

California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act

In 1975 SMARA was enacted to address the need for a continuing supply of mineral resources and to
prevent or minimize the negative impacts of surface mining to public health, property and the
environment. SMARA provides a comprehensive surface mining and reclamation policy with the
regulation of surface mining operations to assure that adverse environmental impacts are minimized and
mined lands are reclaimed to a usable condition. SMARA also encourages the production, conservation,
and protection of the State’s mineral resources. Public Resources Code Section 2207 provides annual
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reporting requirements for all mines in the State, under which the State Mining and Geology Board is also
granted authority and obligations. SMARA requires that a Reclamation Plan be submitted and approved
by the lead SMARA agency.

By way of a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), the Department of Conservation, the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) and the USFS, have agreed that the statutes and regulations of SMARA are applicable
to lands regulated by BLM and USFS. Under the terms of the MOU, the local lead agency (in this case the
County) for SMARA remains the lead agency and has the main responsibility to enforce the requirements
of SMARA. The local lead agency works cooperatively with the Federal agencies to assure that the
requirements of the local ordinances, State statutes and regulations and Federal requirements are met.

County of San Bernardino General Plan (2012)

The County of San Bernardino General Plan includes goals and policies directed towards protecting the
community and natural resources within the County. One of the eight elements of the General Plan states
that “the Economic Development (ED) Element establishes policies to encourage and guide economic
development within the County.” (County of San Bernardino General Plan, 2012).

San Bernardino Carbonate Habitat Management Strategy (CHMS)

As discussed in Section 3.4, an intensive collaborative effort between the resource agencies and mining
operations in the area led to the development of the CHMS in 2003. The strategy is designed to provide
long-term protection for the carbonate endemic plants and also provide for continued mining. Carbonate
habitats are protected from mining impacts in perpetuity within the carbonate habitat reserves dedicated
and managed as described in the CHMS.

Other Federal, State and Local Laws and Regulations

There are numerous other Federal, State, and local law, regulations, executive orders, guidelines, policies
and plans that are part of the design criteria that directs the agency’s decision. The following list identifies
some but not all of the additional regulations that are relevant to the Project. As mentioned above, more
detailed discussions are provided in the Regulatory Framework Sections of Chapter 3.

e National Environmental Policy Act

e (California Environmental Quality Act

e Endangered Species Act

e (Clean Water Act

e Federal Water Pollution Control Act

e C(Clean Air Act

e Resource, Recovery and Control Act (RCRA)
e National Historic Preservation Act

e American Indian Religious Freedom Act
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e Native American Graves and Repatriation Act

e Archeological Resource Protection Act

e Executive Order 11593 (cultural resources)

e Executive Order 13186 (Migratory Bird Treaty Act)

e Executive Order 13175 (Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments)
e Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District Rules and Regulations
e Federal Conformity

e Federal Land Manager Air Quality Related Values

e Greenhouse Gas Regulations

e (California State Water Resources Control Board Rules and Regulations
e Regional Water Quality Control Board Rules and Regulations

e Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

1.10.2 Regulatory Agency Roles

Where a project needs approval by more than one public agency, typically one agency will be responsible
for preparing the environmental review document for the project. This agency is referred to as the lead
agency. Because the Project requires Federal and State/local approvals, there are two lead agencies for
this Project. The Forest Service is the lead agency under NEPA and the County of San Bernardino is the
lead agency under CEQA. Other agencies involved in the process are cooperating, responsible or trustee
agencies.

The roles of the agencies involved in evaluating the Draft EIR/EIS include the following:

e United States Forest Service (San Bernardino National Forest): Lead agency under NEPA.

e County of San Bernardino: Lead agency under CEQA.

e Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District: Cooperating agency under NEPA, responsible
agency under CEQA.

e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service-Section 7 Consultation Carbonate Habitat Management Strategy Plan:
Cooperating agency under NEPA, responsible agency under CEQA.

e (California Department of Fish and Wildlife — 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement: Cooperating
agency under NEPA, trustee agency under CEQA.

e Regional Water Quality Control Board, Colorado River and Lahontan Regions — 401 Water
Quality Certification: Cooperating agency under NEPA, responsible agency under CEQA.

e Government to Government/Native American Heritage Commission.

Forest Service

The SBNF is the co-lead agency for this Project under NEPA. The Forest Supervisor of the San Bernardino
Nation Forest determined that the preparation of an EIS was required because approving the Amended
Plan of Operations and Reclamation Plan could have significant impacts on the environment. The Forest
Supervisor will consider the beneficial and adverse impacts of each alternative in deciding whether to
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approve this Project or a different alternative and what reasonable measures to impose for the protection
of the SBNF surface resources. However, the Forest Supervisor’s decision is limited by the regulation
governing locatable mineral activities on National Forest System lands (36 CFR 228 Subpart A).

The Forest Service may reasonably regulate mining activities to protect surface resources, but there are
statutory and constitutional limits to its discretion when reviewing and approving a Plan of Operation.
The Forest Service may reject an unreasonable Plan of Operation but cannot categorically prohibit mining
or deny reasonable and legal mineral operations under the mining laws.

In addition, the Forest Supervisor will decide whether to approve a proposed forest plan (also referred to
as the LMP) amendment regarding the inconsistencies in the SIO for the Project Area.

County of San Bernardino

The County of San Bernardino is the co-lead agency under CEQA. As defined in CEQA Guidelines Section
15051, the lead agency is the public agency with the greatest responsibility for supervising or approving
the Project as a whole. The County, acting as the lead agency under CEQA, determined that there was
substantial evidence that the Project could either individually or cumulatively cause a significant effect on
the environment; therefore, the County required that an EIR be prepared. CEQA does not require
technical perfection in an EIR, but rather adequacy, completeness, and a good-faith effort at full disclosure
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15003). Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15042 and within the limits of Section
15040, the lead agency has authority to require feasible changes in any or all activities involved in the
project in order to substantially lessen or avoid significant effects on the environment, consistent with
applicable constitutional requirements. After considering the Final EIR, the lead agency may decide
whether or how to approve or carry out the proposed project. As discussed above, the County is also the
local lead agency for SMARA.

Cooperating, Responsible and Trustee Agencies

In addition to the lead agencies under NEPA and CEQA, there are a number of other agencies that have
discretionary authority over the Project. A responsible (CEQA) or cooperating (NEPA) agency means a
public agency other than the lead agency, which has technical expertise and permitting authority or
approval power over some aspect of the overall project. A trustee agency is a State agency having
jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by the project.

A responsible or cooperating agency has more limited authority than the lead agency. They may comment
on and require changes to project activities which are within the agency’s area of expertise or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Comments from responsible agencies must be as
specific as possible (CEQA Guidelines Section 15096, NEPA Handbook Chapter 10 Section 11.31).
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Native American Consultation

To comply with the Executive Order regarding Government-to-Government actions and when a proposed
project may have an effect on a reservation, notice and opportunity to comment must be provided to the
Native American agencies. This is often accomplished by contacting the Native American Heritage
Commission.

In September 2014 Assembly Bill (AB) 52 was signed by the Governor. The law went into effect on July 1,
2015. The CEQA Guidelines Checklist Appendix G is required to be updated accordingly by July 1, 2016.

As discussed in Section 3.5, AB 52 establishes a consultation process with all California Native American
Tribes on the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) list (Federal and Non Federal recognized
tribes). A new class of cultural resources was established, Tribal Cultural Resources, which takes into
consideration Tribal cultural values in determination of project impacts and mitigations. It also requires
meaningful Tribal consultation. A Tribal cultural resource includes:

e Asite feature, place, cultural landscape, sacred place or object which is of cultural value to a Tribe;
and

e Eligible for the California Historic Register or a local historic register or the lead agency, at its
discretion, chooses to treat the resource as a Tribal cultural resource.

Within 14 days of a decision to undertake a project or determination that a project application is
complete, the lead agency must provide written notification to the Tribes that requested placement on
the Agency’s Notice List. The Tribes have 30 days to request consultation.

Although AB 52 was not law when the NOP for this Project was provided, a notification was provided to
the NAHC. The lead agencies did not receive any requests for consultation from the NAHC or Native

American Tribes.

1.11 Required Permits, Licenses, and Other Entitlements

The Project must comply and in some cases obtain permits and/or approvals associated with Federal,
State and local regulations, as applicable. These are summarized in Table 1-3.

Table 1-3 Anticipated Agency Approvals, Permits or Compliance Reviews

Agency Name Permit/Approval/Compliance

Federal

NEPA/EIS

General Mining Law of 1872 (Mining Act)

USFS
Forest Service Regulations for Mining (36 CFR 228)

SBNF Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP)
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Agency Name Permit/Approval/Compliance

Endangered Species Act (1973)

National Historic Preservation Act (amended 1992)

American Indian Religious Freedom Act

US EPA Federal Water Pollution Control Act

Clean Water Act
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit

Clean Air Act
US Fish and Wildlife Services Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation
US Army Corp of Engineers Clean Water Act Section 404 Nationwide Permit

State
California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA)
Surface Mining Permit
Department of Mine Reclamation Reclamation Plan
(DMR) FACE
California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 14, Division 2, Chapter 8,
Subchapter 1, Article 9 0 Reclamation Standards
Department of Conservation (DOC) Review of Reclamation Plan and FACE

Hazardous Waste Generator Regulations CCR Title 22, California
Cal EPA - DTSC Health and Safety Code, Hazardous Materials Business Plan
(implemented by CUPA)

Mojave Desert Air Quality Management

District Permit to Operate, Air Quality Prohibitory Regulations

Colorado River Basin Regional Water ) ]
Porter Cologne Water Quality Act, Clean Water Act, National Pollutant

] ) Discharge Elimination Systems Permit, Report of Waste Discharge
Lahontan Regional Water Quality (WDR)

Control Board

Quality Control Board and

California Department of Fish and Section 1600, Streambed Alteration Agreement, State Endangered
Wildlife Species Consultation, Incidental Take Permit (ITP)

State Historic Preservation Office

(SHPO) National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Consultation

Local

CEQAV/EIR Lead Agency

Mining and Land Reclamation Condition Use Permit

County of San Bernardino, Land Use

Service Department SMARA Lead Agency

Development Code, Land Use Zoning

General Plan
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Agency Name Permit/Approval/Compliance

County of San Bernardino, Fire . .
¥ Hazardous Materials Business Plan, Emergency Response

Department
City of Lucerne Valley Community Plan
1.12 Integration of Related Environmental Review Requirements

As identified above in Table 1-3, numerous other agencies have regulations and requirements that affect
the Project. These additional environmental review processes are integrated into the evaluations,
assessments and determinations of potentially significant impacts and mitigation measures identified in
this Draft EIR/EIS.

1.13 Public Involvement

The involvement of the public during the NEPA/CEQA process is an integral part of the environmental
analysis. Public involvement helps to refine the proposed project, identify issues, explore possible
alternatives and identify interested and affected persons. The following describes the activities taken to
ensure that the public has been appropriately involved in this process.

1.13.1 Initial Scope of the Analysis

The public scoping process provided a mechanism for focusing and clarifying the issues to be addressed
in the Draft EIR/EIS by actively obtaining input from the public and interested Federal, State, Tribal, and
local agencies. Information received during the scoping assisted the Forest Service and the County in
identifying potential environmental issues, impacts, project alternatives, and mitigation measures
associated with the Project.

The Forest Service published a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register on February 28, 2013. The
County distributed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial Study to the California State Clearinghouse
on February 22, 2013, and posted the NOP with the County Clerk. A joint NOP/NOI was mailed to the
agencies, organizations and individuals on the Forest Service and County mailing lists.

In order to ensure that the public agencies, organizations and individuals had access to the technical
documents supporting the Amended Plan of Operations and Reclamation Plan, the scoping period was
extended two times, once to April 16 and then again to June 6, 2013.

The joint NOP/NOI was also published in the following local newspapers:

e Lucerne Valley Reader,
e Big Bear Grizzly, and
e San Bernardino County Sun.
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The notices provided supplementary Project information, Forest Service and County contact information
for commenting, dates and locations for scoping meetings, a list of the potential environmental impacts
and environmental protection measures. Copies of the scoping notices and the Initial Study are provided
in Appendices A and B, respectively. The Initial Study and the Amended Plan of Operations and
Reclamation Plan were posted at the following locations:

e San Bernardino National Forest website at:
http://www.fs.fed.us/nepa/fs-usda-pop.php/?project=32613;

and/or;
e County of San Bernardino website at:
http://cms.sbcounty.gov/lus/Planning/Environmental/NoticesDeterminations/Desert.aspx.

The following two public scoping meetings were held:

e March 11, 2013 at the Big Bear Discovery Center, 40971 North Shore Drive (Highway 38),
Fawnskin, California 92333 from 5:00 PM to 7:00 PM PST; and

e March 12, 2013 at the Lucerne Valley Community Center, 33187 Highway 247 East,
Lucerne Valley, California 92356 from 5:00 PM to 7:00 PM PST.

The scoping meetings provided the public and government agencies the opportunity to receive
information on the CEQA/NEPA process and the Project and to provide verbal and written comments.
Approximately 6 people attended the meeting in Big Bear and 7 people attended the meeting in Lucerne
Valley. Thirteen letters/emails were received, eight from governmental agencies and five from
organizations or individuals. Table 1-4 provides the list of commenters and their affiliations.

Table 1-4 Commenters and Affiliations

Commenter Affiliation Date
Alan J. De Salvio Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District March 5, 2013
Annesley Ignatius County of San Bernardino, Department of Public Works March 7, 2013

Jeff Brandt California Department of Fish and Wildlife April 16,2013

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region

Jeanne Geselbracht March 26, 2013

IX
lan MacMillan South Coast Air Quality Management District March 28, 2013
Daniel Kopulsky California Department of Transportation, District 8 April 15, 2013
Tom Browne Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board June 7, 2013
Dave Singleton Native American Heritage Commission February 26, 2013
Chuck Bell Lucerne Valley Economic Development Association March 12, 2013
Ed LaRue Desert Tortoise Council, Ecosystems Advisory Committee March 20, 2013
lleene Anderson Center for Biological Diversity June 4, 2013
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Commenter Affiliation Date
Steve Loe Biological Consultant April 15,2013
Richard Wright Resident of Big Bear March 18, 2013

Comments received during the scoping period are part of the Administrative Record for this Draft EIR/EIS.
A Scoping Report was prepared that summarizes the notification process, meetings and comments
received during the scoping period. A copy of the Scoping Report is provided as Appendix A.

1.13.2 Opportunities for Public Involvement with the Draft EIR/EIS

A Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIR/EIS was published in the Federal Register and San Bernardino
County Sun, which mark the beginning of a 45-day public review period. The comment period provides the
public and government agencies the opportunity to review the Draft EIR/EIS and to provide verbal and written
comments. In addition, notices were sent to the agencies, organizations and individuals on the San Bernardino
County and Forest Service mailing lists. A copy of the NOA is provided in Appendix A.

All comments may be submitted to Maya Rohr at Sespe Consulting, Inc. at the following location:

e Sespe Consulting, Inc.
Attn: Maya Rohr
1565 Hotel Circle South, Suite 370
San Diego, CA 92108
Email: mrohr@sespeconsulting.com
Phone: (619) 894-8669
Fax: (805) 667-8104

Copies of the Draft EIR/EIS were distributed to other regulatory agencies, elected officials and/or other
interested organizations or individuals. The document has been made available on both the Forest Service
and County websites for the project:

e San Bernardino National Forest website at: http://www.fs.fed.us/nepa/fs-usda-

pop.php/?project=32613; and/or,

e County of San Bernardino website at:
http://cms.sbcounty.gov/lus/Planning/Environmental/NoticesDeterminations/Desert.aspx.

1.13.3 Final EIR/EIS

Comments received in response to the Draft EIR/EIS will be addressed in a Response to Comment
document which together with the Draft EIR/EIS will constitute the Final EIR/EIS. The Forest Service and
County will prepare the Final EIR/EIS and a MMRP. Copies of the Final EIR/EIS and MMRP will be provided
to other regulatory agencies, elected officials and/or other interested organization or individuals. The
documents will also be posted on the Forest Service and County websites.
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The Forest Service and the County will address protests and prepare the ROD, Notice of Determination
(NOD), Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations (if necessary). In accordance with 36
CFR 218, a project-level pre-decisional administrative review process will be provided. This directs the
Forest Service to issue a draft decision with the ROD to allow for an objection process prior to the issuance
of the ROD. This is in lieu of the Federal post-decisional appeal process used since 1993. Upon approval
of the Final EIR/EIS by the County Planning Commission, there will be a 30-day statute of limitations on
court challenges to the approval under CEQA (The determination by the Planning commission is final
unless appealed within 10 days). There is a six year statute of limitations under the Administrative
Procedure Act for NEPA.

This Project is subject to comment and pre-decisional administrative review pursuant to Forest Service
Regulations 36 CFR § 218 and appeal under 36 CFR § 214. Only those who submit timely Project-specific
written comments during a public comment period are eligible to file an objection during the objection
filing period. Individuals or representatives of an entity submitting comments must sign the comments
or verify identity upon request. Comments on this Project will be accepted for 45 days following
publication of the NOA in the Federal Register and the San Bernardino County Sun, which is the exclusive
means for calculating the comment period. It is the commenter’s responsibility to ensure timely receipt
of comments. The Proposed Action (Project) also includes a Project-specific forest plan amendment to
reduce the SIOs in the Project Area. The review process under 36 CFR § 218, not the review process for
Forest Plans (36 CFR § 219), applies to this amendment.

1.134 Scoping Comments

This section provides a brief summary of the written and verbal comments received during the scoping
period and the public meetings. In order to fully identify the issues raised, copies of the letters/emails are
provided in the Scoping Report (Appendix A).

Biological Resources

Several commenters expressed concerns regarding potential impacts to biological resources. The
following list summarizes the key concerns:

e The need to conduct a survey of desert tortoises.

e The need to update the outdated studies provided on the web pages.

e Surveys and studies should be conducted within one year of submittal.

e Work closely with the appropriate agencies and ensure the studies are reviewed and approved by
these agencies (i.e.; USFS, USFWS, CDFW).

e Conduct adequate surveys (e.g.: more than one season or late in the season).

e Follow applicable protocols and guidelines referenced in comments.

e List all petitioned, listed, threatened, endangered, and/or sensitive species and habitats.

e Conduct surveys (include maps) and bio assessments for the identified species/habitats.

e Address the lead agency obligations under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.
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Identify migratory wildlife and potential impacts.

Identify non-jurisdictional riparian and wetland habitats.

Identify the carbonate habitat and describe the details of the CHMS.

Discuss the consistency/compliance that the project has had and will have with the CHMS.

Assess the effectiveness of the CHMS.

Reliance on CHMS mitigation strategy is not adequate since CHMS was never “jumpstarted”.

Do not defer mitigation measures.

Discuss whether there is a need for an Incidental Take Permit.

Unavoidable impacts to ephemeral, intermittent and perennial streams must be compensated with
the creation of a restoration in-kind habitat with a minimum 3:1 replacement to impact ratio
(potentially 5:1 ratio).

Support for the quit claim of acreage under the CHMS but it must address recent survey results and
appropriate replacement ratios.

Conduct a thorough jurisdictional delineation (JD) and reference “A Review of Stream Processes and
Forms in Dryland Watersheds.”

Address potential impacts on Big Horn Sheep, mule deer and other native mammals and reptiles.
Address potential impacts on Golden Eagle, Spotted Owl and other raptors and avian species.
Prepare a raven/raptor protection plan.

Map cryptobiotic soils.

If necessary, provide off-site compensation for unavoidable impacts through acquisition and
protection of habitats.

Address potential concerns with domestic dogs.

Contact the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB).

Host a site visit for the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) staff.

Air Quality

Several commenters expressed concerns regarding potential impacts to air quality. The following list

summarizes the key concerns:

Ensure that the CEQA guidelines are followed.

Address all phases of the Project (construction and operations).

Include stationary, area, fugitive, and vehicular sources.

Include direct and indirect sources.

Quantify PM 2.5 per the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) recommended
methods.

Address regional and local impacts.

Compare localized impacts to the SCAQMD Localized Significance Thresholds (LST).

If project generates emissions from heavy duty trucks, conduct a health risk assessment (HRA).
If there are significant impacts, use all feasible mitigation measures.

Describe the existing air quality and the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS).
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Conduct model for comparison to the NAAQS.

Discuss consistency with the Federal Conformity requirements — General Conformity de-minimis
thresholds and provide a General Conformity Determination made between the lead agency and the
MDAQMD (Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District).

Describe any required air permits.

Address all Wilderness Areas (class | and Il), Nitrogen deposition and visibility impacts.

Conduct air quality monitoring.

Calculate emissions for Hazardous Air Pollutant (HAPs).

Address contributions to Greenhouse Gases (GHG) mitigation measures.

Describe the air quality baseline.

Consider using chemical suppressants to control dust on the roads in order to conserve water.

Water Resources

Several commenters expressed concerns regarding potential impacts to water resources. The following

list summarizes the key concerns:

Note that the Project crosses regional water board boundaries and is within areas of the Lahontan
Water Board and Colorado Water Board.

Describe all existing water resources in the Project vicinity and the cumulative impact area.
Describe the baseline for groundwater and surface water in regards to quantity and quality.
Address groundwater adjudication.

Describe and assess drainage patterns for pre-mining, current operations, proposed operations and
post-closure.

Include hydrologic and topographic maps.

Address erosion potential/concerns.

Address sedimentation concerns.

Identify 25 year and 100 year flood plain issues.

Discuss water quality standards.

Describe any water resources permitting requirements.

Conduct a full delineation of surface water resources.

Consult with United States Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) and Water Boards when performing the
necessary JD to ensure that the full extent of both State and Federal jurisdictional areas are
accurately documented.

Identify impacts to the Waters of the US/State.

The Project overlays several named and unnamed ephemeral stream beds.

Update and describe the project’s Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).

Identify all beneficial uses.

Evaluate surface water discharge/diversion.

Identify the potential for hazardous material releases.

Describe all sources of water required for the project.
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e Discuss the potential impact on local wells.
e Conduct water quality monitoring.

Other Comments

The following concerns were also identified by one or more commenters:

e Evaluate alternatives per CEQA/NEPA requirements.

e Evaluate cumulative impacts per CEQA/NEPA requirements.

e Consider Environmental Justice issues.

e Conduct Native American consultations.

o Describe nearby land use.

e Describe pollution prevention techniques.

e Describe current compliance with SMARA and the Reclamation Plan and future requirements.
e Compare the Reclamation Plan requirements with the mitigations identified for CEQA.

e Update the Revegetation Plan in the Reclamation Plan.

e Address visual impacts and unnatural appearance of the benches in the quarry.

e Consider the concern that some commenters had with the reclamation at Cloudy and Claudia

quarries.
1.14 Issues
1.14.1 Environmental Issues Identified for Detailed Study

Using the Initial Study (Appendix B) prepared by the County under CEQA and the comments received from
agencies, organizations and the public, the Forest Service and County Interdisciplinary Team (ID Team)
separated the issues into significant (as directed by the Council of Environmental Quality regulations (40
CFR 1500.4(g) and 1501.7)) and non-significant issues. Significant issues include those that are directly or
indirectly caused by implementing the Project, and can be used to drive development of additional
alternatives, and/or mitigation measures. Non-significant issues are defined as those: 1) outside the scope
of the proposed action; 2) already decided by law, regulation, LMP, or other higher level decision; 3)
irrelevant to the decision to be made; or 4) conjectural and not supported by scientific or factual evidence.
The Council of Environmental Quality NEPA regulations explain this delineation in Sec. 1501.7, “...identify
and eliminate from detailed study the issues which are not significant or which have been covered by prior
environmental review (Sec. 1506.3)...”. A brief description of the key issues is presented below in Table
1-5 followed by a discussion of the non-significant issues that were eliminated from detailed study.

An analysis of the substantive requirements, in conformity with the planning regulations related to the
proposed plan amendment, is mentioned below and can be found in more detail in Section 3.1 -
Aesthetics. The analysis includes the related substantive requirement(s) and the rationales for why they
are related to the forest plan amendment. "Related" should consider the scope and scale of amendment,
the purpose of it, and the effects of it.
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Table 1-5 Identified Issues/Areas of Study
Issue Impact on Issue Statement Factors for Alternative Comparison
Qualitative assessment of change in
landscape form seen from
viewpoints over time
) The Project will create changes in the Forest Service LMP Scenic Integrity
1 Aesthetics . . . N~ . .
landscape which could impact aesthetics. Objective designations
Effectiveness of design features and
Best Management Practices (BMPs)
Proposed forest plan amendment
Criteria emission estimates
compared to background, and
Mining and reclamation activities could MDAQMD and CEQA thresholds
increase the am9unt of dust and .a!rborne Toxic emission estimates compared
. . poII.utants. Stationary, .arfea, fugltlve.and to guidelines and MDAQMD and
2 Air Quality vehicular sources of emissions from direct
and indirect sources could result in CEQA thresholds
environmental impacts. Both criteria and Particulate emissions impact on
toxic emissions could pose a concern. carbonate plant habitat/plants
Effectiveness of design features and
BMPs
Greenhouse gases have been implicated Compare cumulative contribution to
in global climate change and there are applicable policies, guidelines and
Greenhouse | Federal, State and local policies and ienificance thresholds
3 Gas guidelines which address the concern. SIen! . .
Emissions The estimated GHG emissions could Effectiveness of design features and
result in a cumulative contribution to BMPs
greenhouse gases.
Compliance with
Sensitive species have been identified on responsible/trustee agencies
the Project Site. The Project could result regulatory and permitting
in an incidental take of or impact to an requirements
Biological enda.ngered, threaten F)r sensitive . Consistency with CHMS
4 species of plants or animals. The Project .
Resources . . Loss of habitat
could result in a loss of habitat for some
species. Of specific concern are the Potential impact on nesting or range
carbonate-endemic plants, the big horn Potential for incidental take
sheep and raptors. Effectiveness of design features and
BMPs
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Issue Impact on Issue Statement Factors for Alternative Comparison
The slopes within the mine excavation or
resulting from reclamation of the quarries
could be unstable. Slopes within the *  Regulatory standards for slope
quarry need to be suitably stable against cuts/steepness
Geology and . . . .

5 Soils gross failure for the anticipated long-term | ®  Geotechnical design standards
conditions, including the effects of | e Effectiveness of design features and
seismic shaking. Soil erosion and loss of BMPs
top soil could result from mining activities
and reclamation.

e Compliance with
responsible/trustee agencies
Hydrology regulatory and permitting
and Water | Stormwater runoff and drainage from the requirements
Quality — Project could result in erosion and | ® Impactfrom stormwater runoff and
6 Surface sediment or other pollutants reaching drainage from operations
Water, surface water and degrading water | o  |mpact from potential sediment and
Erosion and | quality. erosion
Drainage
e Impact to Waters of the State/US
e Effectiveness of design features and
BMPs
e Compliance with
responsible/trustee agencies
regulatory and permitting
requirements
Hydrology Water for mining F)peratlons and du.?t e Impact on water availability in wells
control will be obtained from wells. This .
and Water . - e Impact on water quality based on
7 Quality - could impact the availability of wat.er for Colorado Regional Water Qualit
Groundwater | nearby wells and/or water quality of g . Y
groundwater. Control Board, Lahontan Regional
Water Quality Control Board and
CWA standards and regulations
e Effectiveness of design features and
BMPs
1.14.2 Environmental Issues Scoped Out of the Detailed Study

Based on the findings of the Initial Study and from the comments received during the scoping period, the
following environmental issues were determined not to be significant and were eliminated from detailed
study in this Draft EIR/EIS. However, due to some public interest in several areas that were eliminated
during scoping, brief discussions have been included in the Draft EIR/EIS (Forestry, Cultural,
Hazards/Hazardous Materials and Noise). A more thorough discussion of why these issues were not
furthered analyzed is provided in the Initial Study in Appendix B.
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Agriculture and Forestry: The California Resources Agency defines Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or

Farmland of Statewide Importance for San Bernardino County as farmland which include dryland grains
of wheat, barley, oats and dryland pastures. The Project does not meet these characteristics nor is the
Project Site designated as agricultural land use or Williamson Act land. Although the Project would result
in the conversion of forest land to traditional non-forest use, the mining land use has been included in the
SBNF Land Management Plan and in the Carbonate Habitat Management Strategy. Therefore, it was
determined that the Project would not result in a significant impact to these resources. Although there
were no comments received during the scoping period regarding these resources, the Draft EIR/EIS
includes a brief discussion of these potential impacts.

Cultural Resources: No cultural sites have been identified within or adjacent to the Project. Cultural

resources surveys (Archeological Survey 1998 and Cultural Resources Inventory 1984) were conducted by
the Forest Service. Although there were no comments received during the scoping period regarding these
resources, the Draft EIR/EIS includes a brief discussion of these potential impacts.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials: The Project would involve the use of materials common to the mining

industry and includes the transport, storage and use of fuels, lubricants and explosives. The operator
would comply with all applicable Federal, State and local safety rules and regulations regarding the
management and use of hazardous materials and waste. The overall use of blasting would remain the
same as current quarry operations (approximately one blast per week in each quarry). Blasting would be
conducted by licensed individuals in accordance with Cal-OSHA and other safety requirements. Activities
associated with the Project would not impede existing emergency response plans for the Project Site
and/or other land uses in the Project vicinity. Per the San Bernardino County General Plan, the Project is
located in a Fire Safety Review Area (FS-1). The Project would not contribute to or be impacted by
surrounding fuel loads and a fuel modification zone would not be required. Although there were no
comments received during the scoping period regarding these issues, the Draft EIR/EIS includes a brief
discussion of the potential impacts.

Land Use and Planning: Other than the inconsistency with the SBNF Land Management Plan SIOs and the

need for the proposed Project-specific plan amendment addressed in the Aesthetics evaluation presented
in Section 3.1, the Project would be consistent with all applicable land use policies, and regulations of the
County of San Bernardino General Plan and the Lucerne Valley Community Plan.

Mineral Resources: The Project would be consistent with the County’s policy that protects the current

and future availability of mineral resources. Regulation and reclamation of the Project Site as required by
SMARA would permit the continued availability of the mineral resources and provide for the protection
and subsequent beneficial use of those minerals while minimizing impacts on the environment. Omya
has received from the CDMG Mineral Resource Zone 2 status (MRZ-2) for the limestone deposits on the
Omya claims. No impact to mineral resources is expected and this impact has not been further evaluated
in this Draft EIR/EIS.
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Noise: Mining operations are required to conform with applicable County noise control regulations. The
active quarries are located near the Range Crest in the central portion of the mountain range. There are
no residences for over 2 miles in any direction from the quarries and one or more mountain ridges are
present in between the quarries and residences. Operations and blasting have occurred in these quarries
for over 35 years with no observed adverse impact on people, structures, or wildlife. Although it is unlikely
that there would be an impact associated with noise, the Draft EIR/EIS includes a brief discussion of the
potential impacts. Except to the extent that the potential impacts associated with noise are addressed in
the Biological Resources Section of the Draft EIR/EIS, this impact will not be further evaluated.

Population and Housing: The Project would not create a substantial number of new jobs at the site and

would not induce substantial population growth in the area, either directly or indirectly. Nor would it
displace substantial numbers of existing housing units or require the construction of new housing units.
No impacts to population or housing would result from the Project and further evaluation has been
excluded from this Draft EIR/EIS.

Public Service: The Project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for new or altered
governmental facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response time or other performance
objectives for any of the public services, including fire and police protection, schools, parks or other public
facilities. No impacts to public services would result from the Project and further evaluation has been
excluded from this Draft EIR/EIS.

Recreation: The Project would not induce population growth in the adjacent areas and would not result
in the increase use of park facilities or other recreational facilities in the region. No impacts are

anticipated and this issue has been excluded from this Draft EIR/EIS.

Transportation and Traffic: Existing and proposed operations include transporting crushed ore in off-

road haul trucks eight miles on the vested Crystal Creek Haul Road to the LVPP. The haul road is closed
to the public. The Project would not result in a significant increase in material being transported from the
processing plant on public roads; therefore, no significant change to the current level of truck
transportation on public roads would result. The Project would not affect mass transit, freeways,
pedestrian and bike paths because there are none in the vicinity. No impacts are anticipated and this
issue has been excluded from this Draft EIR/EIS.

Utilities and Service Systems: No wastewater is or would be discharged from the on-site operations.

Water used to control dust is obtained, and would continue to be obtained from two existing, permitted
wells. No surface water would be used in the operation. All operations on-site would continue to comply
with the NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges. The Project Site is not within the service area
of a public water supplier or a public sewer system. The Project would not require any additional solid
waste services. Except to the extent that the potential impacts associated with stormwater runoff are
addressed in the Hydrology and Water Quality Section of the Draft EIR/EIS, this impact will not be further
evaluated.
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1.15 Review of Existing Decisions and Documents

Consistent with NEPA and CEQA guidelines, this Draft EIR/EIS has also incorporated by reference other
existing decisions, studies, analyses, and reports. These are either included in the appendices to this Draft
EIR/EIS or made reasonably available to the public by the lead agencies (e.g. websites). Information from
documents incorporated by reference has been summarized in the appropriate sections of the Draft
EIR/EIS.
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION/PROJECT

2.1 Introduction

In accordance with NEPA and CEQA requirements, this Section of the Draft EIR/EIS provides a detailed
description and comparison of the Project and other alternatives. The alternatives to the Project were
developed based on issues identified in the Initial Study, comments presented during the scoping period
and recommendations of the ID Team. These alternatives represent a range of possible actions that
respond to the purpose and need for the Project, the Project objectives, the significant issues, and the
applicable Federal, State and local laws and regulations.

It should be noted that the Project is inconsistent with the SBNF Land Management Plan SIOs for the
Desert Rim Place. A Project-specific amendment to the LMP would be prepared should the Proposed
Action (Project) or another action alternative be selected (see Sections 3.1.3.1 through 3.1.3.4 in Section
3.1 — Aesthetics for a description of the Project-specific LMP amendment).

As mentioned in Section 1.4, the requirements associated with the evaluation of alternatives are
somewhat different between NEPA and CEQA. The following provides a brief description of these
requirements.

2.1.1 NEPA Requirements

NEPA implementing regulations (40 CFR 1502.14) note the following with regard to alternatives:

“Based on the information and analysis presented in the sections on the Affected Environment (40
CFR 1502.15) and the Environmental Consequences (40 CFR 1502.16), the environmental impacts
of the proposal and the alternatives are presented in comparative form, thus sharply defining the
issues and providing a clear basis for choice among options by the decision maker and the public.
In this section agencies shall:

e Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives that
were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reason for their elimination.

e Devote substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail so that the reviewers may
evaluate the comparative merits.

e Include reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.

e Include the alternative of no action.

e |dentify the lead agency’s preferred alternative in the draft and final versions of the EIS.

e Include appropriate mitigation measures not already included in the proposed action or other
alternatives.”

Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 1909.15, Chapter 23.3 echoes this requirement, adding the following with
regard to the development and analysis of alternatives.
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“The EIS shall document the examination of reasonable alternatives to the proposed action. An alternative
should meet the purpose and need and address one or more significant issues related to the proposed
action. Since an alternative may be developed to address more than one significant issue, no specific
number of alternatives is required or prescribed (36 CFR 220.5(e)).”

2.1.2 CEQA Requirements

The guiding principles for the selection of alternatives for analysis in an EIR are provided in the CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6. CEQA requires that the discussion of “a range of reasonable alternatives to
the project, or the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the
project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate
the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a
project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster
informed decision making and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which
are infeasible.”

The CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) allows the following factors to be taken into consideration
when evaluating the feasibility of the alternatives:

e Site suitability;

e Economic viability;

e Availability of infrastructure;

e General Plan consistency;

e Other plan or regulatory limitations;

e Jurisdictional boundaries;

e Whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative
site;

e Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project
need to be considered.

2.2 Alternatives Considered in Detail

Reasonable alternatives were developed that respond to the significant issues, reduce potential
environmental impacts, address the purpose of and need for the Project and the Project objectives.
Alternatives that did not meet the purpose of and need for the Project or the Project objectives, that did
not resolve environmental conflicts and/or were not available or feasible were eliminated from detailed
consideration. Section 2.7 further discusses the alternatives that were considered but eliminated from
detailed study.

The Forest Supervisor and County identified four alternatives for detailed analysis in this Draft EIR/EIS.
Each alternative is summarized below and a detailed analysis of the potential impacts associated with
the alternatives is provided in Section 3.
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2.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action — Continue Mining under Current Entitlements

Under this alternative, Omya would not expand the Butterfield and Sentinel Quarries. The existing mining
activities located on 137 acres within the 954 acres of unpatented placer claims controlled by Omya would
continue in accordance with the approved POO and Reclamation Plans and other Federal, State and local
regulations.

2.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Project

Alternative 2 is the Project (Proposed Action). It reflects the activities identified in the Amended POO and
Reclamation Plan submitted to the Forest Service and the CUP application submitted to the County. Figure
2-1 shows the existing quarry operations and the proposed operations under Alternative 2, the Project.
Figure 2-2 illustrates the proposed reclamation mine plan for the Project.

2.2.3 Alternative 3: Partial Implementation — Butterfield Quarry Expansion Only

Under Alternative 3 only the Butterfield Quarry would be expanded. The Sentinel Quarry would continue
to be mined under its current POO and Reclamation Plan and the B5 overburden pad would not be
expanded from its approved area. In this alternative the Butterfield Quarry would have a shorter duration
of 20 years instead of 40 years as proposed in Alternatives 2 and 4. This alternative would also have a
smaller footprint than Alternative 2 by approximately 50 acres. Figure 2-3 shows the mine plan for
Alternative 3.

2.2.4 Alternative 4: Mixed Production with the White Knob Quarry to Meet Omya’s Processing
Plant Capacity

This alternative would assume that instead of the Butterfield and Sentinel Quarries providing 100%
(680,000 tpy) of the ore to the LVPP, an alternative production mix between the quarries would be
evaluated. A key objective of this alternative is to minimize potential impacts associated with air
emissions. As determined by the air quality analysis discussed in Section 3.3.5, if the Butterfield Sentinel
quarries produced only 77% of the ore instead of 100% the ore going to the LVPP, the PM;o emissions
would be below certain significance levels, but this alternative would still require the same air quality
mitigations as the Project in order to stay under all the air quality significance thresholds.

In addition, this alternative would limit Omya’s operational flexibility and potentially prevent Omya from
meeting the market demand for high quality limestone. This is because the quality of limestone varies
between the ore deposits and often Omya is required to mix resources, or exclude resources from various
deposits/quarries in order to obtain a final product that meets the necessary purity levels. It is not possible
to predict when resources from one deposit/quarry would be required to “sweeten” the mix in order to
accomplish this. In addition, if White Knob were to shut down for some un expected reason, and
production limitations were imposed that rely on a certain ratio mix specified this alternative, it could
prevent Omya from meeting the market demand. As recently approved, the White Knob quarry is able to
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provide 100% of the material to the LVPP and as such it would be consistent to allow 100% of the
Butterfield and Sentinel Quarries to as well (which would not be feasible in this alternative).
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2.2.5 Comparison of Alternatives

Table 2-1 provides a comparison of the components of the four alternatives that were carried forward

for detailed analysis.

Table 2-1 Comparison of Alternatives Analysis for Butterfield — Sentinel Quarries

Alternative 3 . o
Alternative 1 . Partial Alternative 4
Project Element No Action/No Alternative 2 Imolementation | Mi¥ed Production to
o] Proposed Action 5 ) Meet Omya LVPP
Project Butterfield Capaci
- pacity
Expansion Only
Proposed New
0 94.9 30.6 94.9
Area (acres)
Total Area —
Existing and 137.5 232.4 168.1 232.4
Proposed (acres)
3
Total Material 12 59.5 25.5 59.5
) (7.6 ore; (27.2 ore; (13.5 ore; (27.2 ore;
Excavated
4.4 waste rock) 32.3 waste rock) 12 waste rock) 32.3 waste rock)
_ 7,810 . . :
Maximum Depth (Butterfield) 7,650 (Butterfield) 7,650 (Butterfield) 7,650 (Butterfield)
utterfie
(feet amsl) . 7,000 (Sentinel) 7,150 (Sentinel) 7,000 (Sentinel)
7,150 (Sentinel)
Life of Mine NA 40 20 40
Extension (years)
Years at 680,000 11 40 20 40
tons per year
Final Rszljrmanon Year 30 Year 50 Year 30 Year 50

Note: 1 - With the No Action/No Project Alternative, Omya would not expand either quarry.
2 - Ore to plant; waste rock and fines (millions of tons)
amsl: above mean sea level
3 - It may not be feasible to excavate 59.5 MTPY in this Alternative due to the requirement for the mixed production
split with White Knob and potential resource limitations such as required purity levels and operational logistics of

quarries.

2.3 Mining Characteristics Common to All Alternatives

The following sections describe the aspects of the Project and the other alternatives that would not differ
regardless of which alternative is implemented. The descriptions of these common features are not
repeated in the discussions of each individual alternative.

OMO1_2.0 Alternatives.docx 2-11 March 2018



2.0 ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION Butterfield-Sentinel Draft EIR/EIS

2.3.1 Location

The Butterfield and Sentinel Quarries are located approximately 7.5 miles south of the community of
Lucerne Valley and 5 miles north of Big Bear Lake. They are on public lands within the SBNF in San
Bernardino County, California (see Figures 1-1 and 1-2). The quarries are located entirely within portions
of approximately 954 acres of unpatented placer claims controlled by Omya. The quarry sites for the four
alternatives are located within portions of the following claims in Table 2-2:

Table 2-2 Mining Claims

Claim Name Area (acres) Section Township Range
Crystal Creek 1 160 23 3N 1w
Crystal Creek 2 160 23 3N 1w

Crystal Creek 13 160 24 3N 1w
Crystal Creek 14 160 25 3N 1w
King 3 160 24 3N 1w
Crystal Creek 4 80 23 3N 1w
Slope North 74 23 3N 1w

2.3.2 Environmental Setting and Land Use

The Butterfield and Sentinel Quarries are bounded on the south, west and north by mountainous
undeveloped Forest Service lands and to the east by patented open space with an active limestone mine
called Furnace Canyon Quarry. Other than mining, which has historically been active in the area since the
1950's, land use in the mountainous area has typically involved the occasional use by hikers and hunters;
however, off-highway Vehicle (OHV) use and fuel wood cutting have increased as more access roads have
been built.

Omya has petitioned and received from the California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG) Mineral
Resource Zone 2 status (MRZ-2) for the limestone deposits on the Omya claims. Core drilling, detailed
geologic mapping and assay data prove the deposits are significant mineral resources (MRZ-2) and
exceeded the MRZ-2 criteria established by the California Department of Conservation Division of Mines
and Geology (Joseph, 1984).

The LMP, Part 2 San Bernardino National Forest Strategy (September 2005) defines the Project area as
the “Desert Rim Place” with small portions of the site also in “the Big Bear Backcountry Place.” These
areas are described as “a high desert, remote landscape formed by complex geological faulting.” Much
of the land in and around these areas are valued in production of large quantities of high quality limestone
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mineral deposits. There is an abundance of road recreation opportunities, prehistoric habitations, a gold
mining history, scenic character, biologically diversity, mountain meadows, and conifer forest ecosystems.

The quarries are within the CHMS, a habitat conservation plan for carbonate soil types. The carbonate
soils, which include limestone, provide a unique habitat for five federally listed threatened or endangered
plant species. These species are endemic to carbonate soils. An intensive collaborative effort led to the
development of the CHMS in 2003. The strategy is designed to provide long-term protection for the
carbonate endemic plants while also providing for long-term continued mining in the San Bernardino
Mountains. Certain areas of the carbonate habitat reserves are protected from mining impacts in
perpetuity by being dedicated and managed as described in the CHMS. A Memorandum of
Understandings and Agreement was signed in 2003 by Omya, the USFS, BLM, San Bernardino County,
Specialty Minerals, Mitsubishi Cement Company, California Native Plant Society, and the Cushenbury
Mine Trust stipulating that the signatories will implement the CHMS for the dual purpose of conserving
threatened and endangered carbonate plants and streamlining the permitting of mining operations.

The listed carbonate-endemic plants are managed by the USFS, San Bernardino County, and other public
agencies under the CHMS. Effects to listed carbonate-endemic plants are addressed under the CHMS and
mitigated by permanently relinquishing unpatented mining claims or transferring private property into
the public domain, and by management of off-site plant occurrences as outlined in the CHMS.

Botanical surveys by both USFS and Omya-contracted botanists have been conducted in the mine
expansion areas during the past 30 years and have identified populations of Cushenbury Puncturebract
(formerly Cushenbury Oxytheca), one of the five federally listed endangered plants, as being in the Project
area. No occurrence of the other four listed carbonate endemic plant species have been recorded on or
adjacent to the Project Site.

All the alternatives would be consistent with the provisions of the CHMS.

National Forest Transportation System Roads 3N87, 3N88, 3N88A, and 3N88B occur within the Project
analysis area. All of these roads are currently designated as Administrative Use Only and closed to public
motorized access. The Project as well as the other action alternatives would result in changes in the status
of these roads. The Forest Service decision to approve any of the action alternatives would include Travel
Management Decisions as follows.

The Project and Alternative 4 would result in burial of the west half of 3N87 which has already been buried
in part by the Sentinel Quarry Expansion project of 2002. About 0.6 miles of this route beginning at Forest
Road 3N16 would be decommissioned and removed from the National Forest Transportation System,
leaving a gated 0.6 mile long administrative road originating at Forest Road 3N54 and terminating at the
Sentinel Quarry operating area. This remaining administrative road provides access to private land owned
by Specialty Minerals Inc., to the east side of the Sentinel Quarry operating area, and to Southern
California Edison powerlines.
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Forest Road 3N88 is the Crystal Creek Haul Road, including the haul road to Cloudy and Claudia
Quarries. Thisroad is to be reclaimed in segments upon completion of mining. Reclamation of the Cloudy
and Claudia segments would continue as currently specified in the Reclamation Plan. The segment
connecting the Butterfield and Sentinel quarries with the processing plant in Lucerne Valley would remain
in use. The Project and Alternative 4 would extend this period of use, and the final reclamation date, by
20 years. All segments of 3N88 would ultimately be decommissioned and removed from the National
Forest Transportation System upon final reclamation.

Forest Roads 3N88A and 3N88B are road spurs that would be displaced by the Project other action
alternatives. These spurs would be decommissioned and removed from the National Forest
Transportation System.

233 History

Mining on the properties now controlled by Omya began by the Sentinel Mining Company during the late
1950s and has been, more or less, continuous since 1958. The Crystal Creek Haul Road was started in
1958 and was extended to the top of the mountain at that time. Mining of the Sentinel deposit began by
La Habra Products during the early 1970's and mining of the Butterfield deposit began by Pluess-Staufer
(later renamed Omya) during the late 1970's.

Omya acquired the mining and processing operation in 1976 introducing extensive geologic exploration
and quarry development programs. Omya has continuously mined these quarries since that time.
Geologic mapping, sampling and core drilling continue to the present day, and have substantially
increased known limestone resources. The Butterfield and Sentinel resources are adequate to allow
mining to continue through 2055 at present and projected rates of mining.

In 1975, SMARA was enacted by the California Legislature to address the need for a continuing supply of
mineral resources, and to prevent or minimize the negative impacts of surface mining to public health,
property and the environment. On January 11, 1988, the Forest Service approved an Omya Umbrella Plan
of Operations and Reclamation Plan which included the Sentinel, Butterfield, Cloudy, and Claudia Quarries
and associated haul roads. The current approved Plan of Operations and Reclamation Plan (94M-02) was
approved by the County (SMARA lead agency) and the Forest Service in 1994. The site is designated with
CA Mine ID# 91-36-0052.

In 2002/2003 Omya submitted a Sentinel Quarry Area Expansion Plan of Operations and Reclamation Plan
and received approval for the expansion from the Forest Service. The 2003 Reclamation Plan included a
site specific approved revegetation plan, including growth media salvage, organics placement, seeding
and revegetation, seed collection and propagation, irrigation, monitoring and maintenance plans and
bond release criteria. All the alternatives would incorporate the conditions of the previously approved
plans.
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234 Timing

The amount of limestone in the Butterfield and Sentinel Quarries is sufficient to operate the existing LVPP
for more than 40 years and it is anticipated that the LVPP would continue operations for a minimum of 40
years under any of the alternatives (considering that the White Knob Quarry also provides limestone to
the LVPP).

235 Mining Operations

The Butterfield and Sentinel Quarries are multi-bench open pit mines and would continue to operate in
this manner. Several working levels could be operated at any one time at each quarry to supply the quota
of ore needed to meet production demands. The multi working level concept allows for greater selectivity
and blending of rock qualities to meet stringent quality standards of customers, and allows maximum
utilization of the resource.

Numerous grades of ore are and would continue to be selectively mined from the quarries. The ore would
continue to be drilled and blasted about once per week for each quarry, loaded into haul trucks and taken
to the crusher currently located southwest of the Sentinel Quarry. As discussed below, the crusher would
be relocated in Alternatives 2 and 4. Crushed ore would then be loaded into haul trucks and transported
8 miles on the vested Crystal Creek Haul Road to the LVPP.

All mining activities would be conducted in accordance with the BMPs and other Project design features
which are incorporated into the Project and other alternatives.

2.3.6 Pre-Mining Activities of Undisturbed Lands

The following activities would be conducted prior to mining and overburden/waste rock stockpile
development in order to limit disturbed areas and to facilitate ongoing and future reclamation and
revegetation:

e Excavation and development limits would be located and marked in the field;

e Specified plants that can tolerate transplant would be salvaged to the degree possible, stored in a
nursery and replanted on reclaimed land as areas become available for revegetation;

o As feasible, seeds of specified plants would be collected and either used for revegetation or stored
appropriately for maximum future viability; and

e Salvageable soils and/or growth media would be placed in separate identified stockpiles for use as a
seed bank and seedbed during reclamation. Soil stockpiles would be clearly marked and managed to
limit wind and water erosion.

2.3.7 Equipment Used

The equipment listed in Table 2-3 is currently used in mining of the Butterfield and Sentinel Quarries and
would continue to be used for the Project. Additional or alternate equipment may also be required to
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optimize operations during the Project, as identified in the table below. Required compliance with air
quality regulations and permits would be obtained prior to placing equipment into operation. Alternatives
1 and 3 would most likely not require additional equipment due to the limited duration of quarry
operations.

Table 2-3 Typical Quarry Equipment - Butterfield and Sentinel Quarries

. Net Increase
Typical

Equi "
quipment Number of Ac!dltlonal Purpose
Equipment
Removal of topsoil and waste rock. Construction and
Dozer 1 0

maintenance of the haul road, and quarry bench grading.

Transportation of excavated material to the primary crusher
8 2 and to overburden stockpiles onsite and transportation of
crushed sized ore to the LVPP.

50 to 100 Ton Off-
Road Haul Trucks

Drill Rig 1 0 Drill holes for placement of explosives.

Water spray haul roads, active quarry areas, overburden

Water Truck 1 0 . .
stockpiles, and general dust control onsite.

Loading of excavated materials into haul trucks at quarry and

Front-End Loaders 2 1 .
at the primary crusher.
Mobile
Crusher/Screening - 1 Potential future replacement for existing stationary crusher.
System
Surface Miner - 1 Potential future replacement to be used in place of crusher.

Currently limited use for special projects, and boulder
Excavator - 1 breaking. Potential future replacement to be used in place of
front-end loader.

35to 45-Ton . . I . .
Haul Trucks Varies Varies Limited use for special projects.
Ancill
n.CI ary Varies Varies Maintenance vehicles, bobcats, backhoe, pick-ups, etc.
Equipment
2.3.8 Slope Stability

A Slope Stability Investigation was prepared by CHJ Consultants in 2014 (see Appendix H). CHJ concluded
that the proposed mine excavations and reclamation (backfilling) of the quarries would be suitably stable
against gross failure for the anticipated long-term conditions including the effects of seismic shaking, and
meet the factor of safety criteria for static and seismic conditions. Project design features, as discussed
in Section 2.3.17 Avoidance, Minimization and Environmental Protection Measures and in Section 3.7
Geology, would be implemented during mining. At the end of mine life, a final slope stability assessment
report would be prepared for the Forest Service and County to assess the final slopes as part of the site
closure and SMARA compliance.
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2.3.9 Overburden and Waste Rock

The quarries would continue to operate year round; however, quarry development and overburden
removal would typically occur during winter months. Overburden and waste rock at the Butterfield and
Sentinel Quarries are composed of off-color and/or impure limestone and dolomite, and a very small (less
than 1%) amount of altered intrusive dike and clay material. Overburden and waste rock are nontoxic,
naturally occurring rock material, but which are of insufficient quality (purity and brightness) to process
for ore. Limestone waste rock and overburden do not have the chemical composition to create acid mine
drainage, which can be a concern associated with the outflow of acidic water from metal mines. BMPs
and Project design features (see Table 2-4 and Sections 3.3 Air Quality, 3.6 Geology and 3.8 Hydrology and
Water Quality) would be in place to minimize dust emissions and runoff/erosion concerns.

2.3.10 Ore Crushing System

Ore from the Butterfield and Sentinel Quarries would be hauled to the primary crusher and screens for
size reduction, screening, and sorting of ore grades. Stockpiles of sorted ore would be made by the radial
stacker at the crusher. From these stockpiles, haul trucks would be loaded and the crushed ore would be
transported to the LVPP.

The primary crushing area is currently located immediately south of the Sentinel Quarry. In the
Alternatives 2 and 4, a stationary-type crusher would be relocated to the ancillary facilities pad south of
the expanded Sentinel Quarry as shown in Figure 2-2. The following discussion applies to both crusher
locations, as no change in the crushing process is planned, only moving the crusher to another previously
disturbed site in Alternatives 2 and 4.

The crusher area accommodates the crusher and support facilities. Commercial high voltage power lines
and transformers are available for power. The existing crusher plant has approved permits to operate
which are renewed annually by MDAQMD (see Section 3.3 Air Quality). The permits outline specific
conditions which must be met to maintain air quality standards and limits on daily and hourly production
rates. The existing POO and Reclamation Plan and air quality permit allow for a maximum of 5,000 tons
per day and 600 tons/hour of ore crushed which is sufficient to accommodate the increased excavation
rate identified in the proposed alternatives. Therefore, no change in the existing crusher air quality
permits would be necessary.

Existing dust controls in the crusher and quarry areas would continue to be used. These include a
baghouse and foam and fog sprays at the crusher and the use of magnesium chloride and water for dust
suppression on the Crystal Creek Haul Road, quarry roads and ramps. Monitoring is also required by the
MDAQMD permit.

Haul trucks and diesel equipment would meet the requirements of the California Air Resources Board’s
(CARB) off-road diesel vehicles regulation to reduce diesel pollutants.
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Diesel fuel for mobile equipment would be stored at the crusher site in an approved above ground storage
tank (AST) with appropriate secondary containment and spill control. The AST would be in compliance
with the California Aboveground Storage Petroleum Act (ASPA) requirements and appropriately identified
in the Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP). Mine equipment would be fueled at the crusher site.
Scheduled equipment maintenance would occur at the main plant site. Minor or emergency repairs may
be conducted at the quarry. Waste oil generated at the mine site would be collected and transported for
offsite disposal by approved methods and by properly trained and licensed personnel per the California
Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) and County hazardous waste generator rules and
regulations.

The following is a listing of the equipment and support facilities for the ore crushing system:

e Truck dump hopper and vibrating feeder;

e Primary screen;

e Jaw crusher;

e Belt conveyors and radial stacker;

e One 40 foot van trailer and one 50 foot railroad boxcar containing electrical switchgear, spare parts,
tools, and lunchroom;

e Two metal buildings;

e Portable toilets;

e One above ground diesel storage tank (double-walled) for mobile equipment; and

e One skid mounted non-potable water tank.

As discussed above, alternate equipment may be required to optimize operations. These may include the
utilization of a mobile crusher which would be capable of being set up near the face of the quarry to
reduce handling of the ore. A mobile crusher could also be moved from quarry to quarry as needed.
Required compliance with air quality regulations and permits would be obtained prior to using a mobile
crusher.

2.3.11 Production Water

The water usage for the alternatives, including the Project, would not result in a significant change from
the current mining operations water requirements. Adequate dust control would be maintained for all
alternatives. Note that the use of magnesium chloride on roads and other active mine areas, the addition
of a baghouse on equipment in the ore crushing system, and the occurrence of typically wet winter
weather can all contribute to reducing the amount of water needed to control dust.

Water used to control dust is, and would continue to be, obtained from two previously permitted sources,
a well located at the LVPP site and a well located in Crystal Creek Canyon near Turnout 5 on the Crystal
Creek Haul Road (refer to Figure 1-2). Both existing wells are permitted by the State of California Water
Resources Control Board and County of San Bernardino Department of Environmental Health Services
(Permit #06259026). The LVPP well has been assigned recordation number 36011 by the California State

March 2018 2-18 OMO01_2.0 Alternatives.docx



Butterfield-Sentinel Draft EIR/EIS 2.0 ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

Water Resources Control Board. Bottled drinking water for employees at the mining area is brought to
the site as necessary. No surface water is, or would be, used in the operation.

No treatment facilities would be needed. Water would continue to be hauled in a water truck and sprayed
on the haul roads and active mining and overburden areas to minimize fugitive dust. The water truck
would work during active quarry operations as needed to control visible dust. This water would typically
evaporate and at times percolate; therefore, the dust control activities would not result in any wastewater
or run-off.

The Mojave Water Agency (MWA) is a State Water Project contractor, a regional groundwater
management agency, and serves as Watermaster for the adjudicated Mojave Basin in which Omya’s wells
are located. Omya has a verified base annual production allocation of 23 acre-feet per year (AF/yr) for its
two wells and water production over the past 5 years (2007 through 2011) has been 19, 14, 14, 14, and
14 AF/yr, respectively (18" Annual Report, MWA 2012). Per the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) (Lilburn,
2013), the expected increase of water usage for the Project of 1.5 AF/yr would not exceed Omya’s base
allocation, nor would the other identified alternatives.

2.3.12 Erosion and Sedimentation Control

The objective of drainage control measures is to manage runoff to minimize or prevent erosion and to
promote settling of suspended solids before the runoff leaves the site. Numerous erosion and
sedimentation controls have been implemented as needed in the existing mining and stockpile areas to
control, minimize or prevent off-site sedimentation. Runoffis directed into quarry pits, and many culverts,
dips, or drains direct water off roads. A large number of energy dissipaters, sediment catchment basins or
sumps, rip rap, berms, and/or hay bales trap sediment and minimize the potential for off-site transport.
Operations also limit surface disturbance to minimum areas and concurrent reclamation and revegetation
would stabilize disturbed pads and slopes.

Omya has, and will continue to, work with the Forest Service in the design and implementation of drainage
controls along roads and other facilities. Existing erosion and sedimentation controls are inspected and
approved by both Forest Service and Omya personnel. The quarry sites are visually inspected after major
precipitation events to determine if any substantial erosion is evident such as sheet, rill or gully erosion
or any surficial instability. Appropriate erosion control measures are maintained as necessary and
additional controls implemented where new erosion is observed. The erosion and sediment control
measures that are currently in place for mining operations would continue to be implemented for the
Project and other alternatives. The Project design features and BMPs for erosion and sediment control
are identified in Table 2-4 and Sections 3.3 Air Quality, 3.6 Geology and 3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality,
as well as in the SWPPP located in Appendix I.
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2.3.13 Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)

Operations on-site comply with a NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges associated with
industrial activities. In accordance with the Industrial General Permit (IGP), Omya has a SWPPP that
identifies BMPs which have been, and would continue to be, implemented during ongoing and proposed
mining operations. The SWPPP and IGP requirements include specific prohibitions, effluent levels, source
identification, practices to reduce pollutants, assessment of pollutant sources, materials inventory,
preventative maintenance program, spill prevention and response procedures, general stormwater
management practices, training, record keeping, sampling procedures and monitoring program. A revised
IGP was adopted on April 1, 2014 and became effective on July 1, 2015. The Omya SWPPP has been
updated to address the new requirements. See Appendix | for a copy of the SWPPP.

23.14 Blasting

Drilling and blasting operations would be conducted by licensed individuals in such a manner as to meet
or exceed Mine, Safety and Health Administration (MSHA) and California Safety and Health Administration
(CalOSHA) requirements. Blasting would typically be conducted about once each week at each quarry
during daylight hours. Blasting operations would involve drilling, placement of charges, and detonation of
the charges by a blaster with all required licenses and permits for handling explosives. All explosives and
detonators would be transported, handled, and stored in accordance with all Federal, State, and local
regulations.

The blasting agent used at the quarries, ammonium nitrate and fuel oil (ANFO) explosives, would not be
stored at the quarry sites. These hazardous materials have been and would continue to be stored
separately in magazines located at designated locations at Omya’s Lucerne Valley operations per Federal,
State, and local regulations. The explosives are only transported to the quarry site as necessary.

Blasts in the Omya quarries are, and would continue to be, relatively small to maximize selectivity. There
are no residences for over 2 miles in any direction from the Project or other alternatives, and one or more
major mountain ridges are present in between quarries and residences. Blasting has occurred in these
existing quarries for over 35 years with no adverse impact on people, structures, or wildlife. The blasts
cannot be seen, heard or felt in any residential areas.

2.3.15 Sanitation

Portable toilets are supplied for use by employees and are located at the crushing area.

2.3.16 Public Access and Safety

Access to the Butterfield and Sentinel Quarries (and any other portion of the Omya operation) is limited
to employees and authorized personnel. Access is controlled during the workweek by operating
personnel. During off hours, access is restricted by warning signs and fences. The legal access roads have
lockable gates and signs informing the public the roads are closed to public access. Warning signs notify

March 2018 2-20 OMO01_2.0 Alternatives.docx



Butterfield-Sentinel Draft EIR/EIS 2.0 ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

the public that the mining area has restricted access and that the roads are not public access roads. During
non-operating hours the gates are closed and locked.

2.3.17 Avoidance, Minimization and Environmental Protection Measures

Numerous Project design features, BMPs and environmental protection measures are incorporated into
the mining activities that minimize or avoid potential impacts. Table 2-4 is a summary of the key Project
design features, BMPs and environmental protection measures already proposed as part of the Project.
Additional Project design features and BMPs are provided in the following detailed descriptions of the
alternatives and in the specific environmental resource evaluation sections (Section 3 Affected
Environmental Consequences). Ifitis determined in Section 3 Affected Environmental Consequences that
the Project design features are not sufficient to minimize the potential impact to less than significant, than
additional mitigation measures are identified to further reduce the potential impact. Identified Mitigation
Measures are summarized in Table ES-1 and discussed in detail in Section 3 for each resource areas/effects
evaluated. A summary table/cross reference of all proposed Project design features, SBNF design
features/environmental minimization measures and identified Mitigation Measures is provided in Table
2-11.

Table 2-4 Key Design Features and Environmental Protection Measures Incorporated into All
Alternatives

Key Design Features and Environmental Protection Measures Incorporated into All Alternatives

General Biological Resources

GEN-1. Omya shall minimize disturbance or hazards to surrounding vegetation, habitat, and
wildlife, such as toxic substances, dust, noise, and lighting, as follows:

a) New lighting shall be established at the minimum necessary to meet safety.
requirements, and shall be shielded to avoid lighting the surrounding habitat
and the night sky;

b) Except as necessary to survey or maintain the safety of the mine site, the
Project’s disturbance footprint shall be limited to areas designated for mining
and related activities;

c) Equipment staging areas and other construction or related habitat disturbance
shall be limited to areas within the new or existing quarry footprint(s) and shall
be designed and operated to the goal of minimizing impacts to adjacent habitat
and sensitive biological resources;

d) Design future overburden to be placed or backfilled into existing overburden
areas and completed quarries as much as feasible to avoid possible impacts to
existing Cushenbury oxytheca populations.

e) Any soil bonding or weighting agents to be used on unpaved surfaces shall be
non-toxic to wildlife and plants and non-attractants for wildlife;

f)  All vehicles and equipment shall be maintained in proper working condition to
minimize the potential for spill of motor oil, antifreeze, hydraulic fluid, grease,
or other hazardous materials; except as necessary to repair or remove disabled
vehicles or equipment, vehicle servicing shall take place only at a designated
area;
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Key Design Features and Environmental Protection Measures Incorporated into All Alternatives

GEN-2.

GEN-3.

GEN-4.

GEN-5.

GEN-6.

g) All trash and food-related waste shall be secured in self-closing animal-proof
containers and removed daily from the site;

h) Only authorized personnel (including CDFW, USFWS and USFS) shall bring
firearms or weapons to the site;

i) No recreational target shooting will occur on NFS lands within the permit area.

j) Standard erosion control measures shall be implemented for all phases of
construction and operation where sediment run-off from exposed slopes may
enter native soils or habitat or jurisdictional streambeds; and

k) Disturbed soils and roads within the Project Area shall be stabilized to reduce
erosion potential.

Employee Training: Omya shall conduct wildlife/plant awareness programs for
employees (including new employee orientation and annual refresher trainings). The
program will address bighorn sheep, desert tortoise, raptors, other animals of the area,
and rare plants. This will include the importance of avoiding harassment/disturbance,
adherence to speed limits, adherence to defined project boundaries, reporting
guidelines, etc. CDFW and USFS will provide assistance in developing the training
program.

Fencing: Omya shall minimize potential impediments to wildlife movement across the
site by fencing only those areas within the facility where access must be restricted for
safety or security reasons; identifying likely or potential wildlife movement routes
across or around the site and avoiding or minimizing potential new barriers to wildlife
movement in those areas.

In the event fencing is necessary during construction and/or extraction activities,
project personnel shall ensure that any such fence meets existing specifications that
have been developed to preclude accidental entanglement of bighorn sheep, deer and
other animals. Biologists from the Forest Service and CDFW will be consulted for
appropriate fence guidelines.

Reclamation: Reclamation of the quarries shall include the creation of angled pathways
and interlacing reclaimed benches in order to facilitate the movement of bighorn sheep
and other wildlife through the quarries. These benches will be created as the mining
sequence is completed and prior to restoration.

Pets and Domestic Animals: Omya employees shall not bring pets or domestic animals
to the work site. Omya will not authorize the housing or grazing of domestic animals
on their property.

Maintain facilities and grounds in a manner that minimizes any potential impacts to
hunting or scavenging raptors and other predators/scavengers (e.g., minimize storage
of equipment near active quarries that may attract prey, remove trash/garbage daily,
etc.). All trash and food-related waste shall be secured in self-closing animal-proof
containers and removed daily from the site. Avoid practices that attract/enhance prey
populations and opportunities for raptor hunting or scavenging near active quarries,
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Key Design Features and Environmental Protection Measures Incorporated into All Alternatives

GEN-7.

GEN-8.

GEN-9.

GEN-10.

GEN-11.

haul roads, and processing areas. This would also help discourage the spread of non-
Native birds; to discourage the spread of disease and pathogens, etc.

Reduce vehicle collision risk to raptors and other scavengers by removing animal
carcasses from haul and access roads.

Disturbance Avoidance: Omya employees and contractors will not use Omya roads in
order to access National Forest lands for recreation or hunting. Access for personal use
will be through National Forest system roads and trails that are open to the general
public.

Blasting: Prior to blasting activities within the Project Area, mine employees shall
conduct a visual inspection (with both naked eyes and binoculars) for a minimum of five
minutes to ascertain the presence or absence of bighorn sheep, deer, golden eagles,
peregrine falcons or other large animals. If animals are located within the blast area,
mine employees shall wait until animals have moved from the area or may use sound
such as shout, vehicle or air horns to move them out of the blast area prior to
detonation of any blasting materials.

Biomass Disposal: All woody vegetation to be cleared from the surface (quarry site,
haul road, etc.) will be disposed of as follows: All vegetation and organic material will
be chipped and/or stockpiled or applied to inactive quarry benches, overburden piles,
or on sidecast areas along roads and quarries. This should be done as part of phased
reclamation to minimize stockpile duration and associated weed risk.

The withdrawal and quit-claim of specified unpatented mining claims (discussed below
under Carbonate plants) is also designed to mitigate for the loss of wildlife habitat.

Salvage and Recovery of Plants

PLANT-1. In coordination with the Forest Service, Omya will provide for the collection of seed and
other propagules as needed in support of the revegetation plan. Propagules shall be
collected within the Project Area to the extent possible.

PLANT-2. In coordination with the Forest Service, Omya will provide for salvage of rare native

plants within the Project Area to be propagated and/or transplanted to protected
habitat reserve areas at the discretion of the Forest Service.

Carbonate Endemic Plant Species

CARB-1.

CARB-2.

As specified under the CHMS, and within the Project Area, Omya or the Forest Service
may at their discretion salvage carbonate endemic plant species (whole plants, cuttings,
or seed), and propagules of associated species, to aid in carbonate habitat revegetation
efforts on or off-site.

For Threatened/Endangered Plants: Omya would, upon withdrawal, quit-claim
specified unpatented mining claims held within San Bernardino National Forest, and
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Key Design Features and Environmental Protection Measures Incorporated into All Alternatives

convey specified patented lands, which have been verified by the Forest Service to
contain occupied endangered species habitat as mitigation for impacts of the expansion
on Cushenbury oxytheca (Acanthoscyphus parishii var. goodmaniana) pursuant to the
CHMS.

Geology and Soils

GEO-1.

GEO-2.

GEO-3.

GEO-4.

GEO-5.

GEO-6.

GEO-7.

GEO-8.

Control of surface drainage, erosion, and sedimentation of the proposed haul road and
quarry operations would involve the following primary components currently being
implemented for existing operations:

a) Limiting surface disturbance to the minimum area required for active operations

b) Diverting runoff, where operationally feasible, such that runoff from undisturbed
areas does not enter the area of active operations.

c) Using ditches, sediment basins and localized control and maintenance measures
to intercept and control runoff along the haul road.

d) Stabilizing disturbed areas through regrading, revegetation and other restoration
practices.

e) Direct runoff into the quarries, sediment catchment basins, sumps and culverts.

Dispose of sediment from runoff control basins to pre-approved sites rather than side
cast and to the greatest extent possible, side-casting into the Crystal Creek drainage will
be avoided.

Control runoff, drainage, off-site transport and erosion at fill and overburden pads by:

a) Constructing berms near the crest of the pads.
b) Placing rip rap, catchment basins and/or energy dissipaters along the toe of the fill
and in the drainage below the fill slope.

Inspect slope conditions in quarries after a significant seismic event. Quarry operations
will be stopped until a qualified geotechnical engineer inspects slopes for unsafe or

unstable conditions.

Routinely inspect quarries for unsafe and unstable conditions.

Implement quarry design and procedures recommendations identified in approved
slope stability investigations and per SMARA requirements.

Implement BMPs in accordance with the most current Industrial General Stormwater
Permit and per the Omya’s SWPP Plan.

Minimize ground disturbance to the minimum that is required to construct and operate
the quarry.

Scenery

SCEN-1.

Surface disturbances shall be limited to those areas identified in the Mine Reclamation
Plan. Disturbances outside of these areas shall be prohibited.
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Key Design Features and Environmental Protection Measures Incorporated into All Alternatives

SCEN-2.

SCEN-3.

SCEN-4.

SCEN-5.

SCEN-6.

SCEN-7.

SCEN-8.

Backfill eastern half of the Butterfield Quarry and portions of the Sentinel Quarry, as
feasible.

Waste rock shall be deposited into waste rock stockpiles within the quarry footprint to
reduce the area of disturbance and visual impact outside of the quarry and to reduce
internal slopes and aid in revegetation.

Placement of darker materials, as available, on outside of highly visible slopes.

Approved color staining methods should be used on highly visible slopes that are not
susceptible to raveling to reduce color contrast.

Locate replacement crusher or a new mobile crusher system out of viewshed.

Reclamation and revegetation shall be implemented per the approved Reclamation
Plan on completed benches concurrent with mining. As areas become available,
implement concurrent reclamation/revegetation of completed quarries and
overburden stockpiles to reduce visual impacts through backfilling, re-contouring and
slope reduction, growth media and habitat log placement, revegetation with native
plant species, and colorization as applicable.

MDAQMD dust controls shall be implemented to reduce visible dust plumes.

Air Quality, GHG, Health Risk

AIR-1. Comply with all relevant MDAQMD regulations and permit conditions to minimize air
emissions.

AIR-2. Ensure the baghouse for the stationary crusher is in good operating condition as
required by the permit.

AIR-3. Use water or chemical suppressants to control dust at the quarry, crusher site,
overburden pads and haul/quarry roads.

AIR-4. Ensure that diesel equipment and vehicles meet the required CARB diesel regulations.

AIR-5. Mining activities will be limited or stopped during significant wind events.

Stormwater

SW-1. Comply with the SWPPP BMPs (see Appendix K).

Groundwater

GW-1. Ensure that water production will remain within Omya’s designated FPA.

GW-2. Comply with all water quality and hazardous materials management regulatory

requirements and identified BMP/design features.
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Key Design Features and Environmental Protection Measures Incorporated into All Alternatives

GW-3.

Comply with SMARA and reclamation activities identified in the approved Reclamation
Plan.

Hazardous Materials

HM-1.

HM-2.

HM-3.

HM-4.

HM-5.

HM-6.

HM-7.

HM-8.

Comply with the Hazardous Materials Business Plan, SWPPP, SPCC Plan and BMPs as
required by these plans and hazardous materials and waste regulatory requirements.

Ensure that the use, transport, management, storage and disposal of fuels (i.e.; diesel
and gasoline) and other hazardous materials used for mining operations (i.e.; motor oil,
transmission fluids, hydraulic fluids, lubricating greases, brake fluids and/or antifreeze)
are in accordance with Federal, State and local hazardous materials and waste
management regulations.

Inspect and maintain the fuel storage tank to ensure that the secondary containment
(i.e.; double wall tank) and spill prevention controls are operating as required.

Maintain an updated Hazardous Materials Business Plan and hazardous materials
inventory per CUPA requirements.

Minimize blasting events to the extent possible (approximately once per week per
quarry) and only during daylight hours.

The transportation, storage and handling of explosives will be conducted in
accordance with regulatory requirements and only with licensed, trained and qualified
professionals.

Maintain all emergency response and spill equipment in proper operating condition
and have available at areas where hazardous materials and waste are managed,
transported and/or stored.

Ensure all personnel are appropriately trained in hazardous materials and waste
management, including spill prevention and response procedures.

Reclamation

REC-1.

REC-2.

Comply with all aspects of the Reclamation Plan and SMARA requirements.

Reclamation of the quarries shall include the creation of angled pathways and
interlacing reclaimed benches in order to facilitate the movement of bighorn sheep
and other wildlife through the quarries. These benches will be created as the mining
sequence is completed and prior to restoration.
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Key Design Features and Environmental Protection Measures Incorporated into All Alternatives

Employee Training

TR-1. Develop an Employee Training Awareness Plan that addresses training requirements, as
necessary to comply with relevant regulations and approval conditions and mitigations
identified in the Final EIR/EIS.

2.3.18 Reclamation and Revegetation

The Forest Service approved the previous Omya Umbrella Plan of Operations and Reclamation Plan in
1988 and the Reclamation Plan (94M-02) was approved by the Forest Service and the County in 1994. The
Forest Service and County approved the Sentinel Quarry Area Expansion Plan of Operations and
Reclamation Plan in 2002/2003. The 2002/2003 Plans includes mining and operation of the current
Butterfield and Sentinel Quarries.

The Sentinel Quarry Area Expansion Plan of Operations and Reclamation Plan (2003) includes a detailed
Revegetation Plan that was also reviewed and approved by the Forest Service and the County. No changes
to the approved reclamation and revegetation methods are proposed for any of the alternatives being
considered other than the timing and some specific details that are slightly different between the
alternatives. A more detailed discussion of the final reclamation activities common to all the alternatives
is provided Section 2.4. Specific details for each alternative are provided in Section 2.5. A copy of the
Reclamation Plan is provided in Appendix C.

Article 9, Section 3700 of SMARA states the following:

“Reclamation of mined lands shall be implemented in conformance with standards in this Article
(Reclamation Standards). The standards shall apply to each surface mining operation to the extent that:

e They are consistent with required mitigation identified in conformance with CEQA; and
e They are consistent with the planned or actual subsequent use or uses of the mining site.”

Omya would reclaim the quarry sites to meet both Forest Service Minerals Regulations (36 CFR 228,
Subpart A) under the jurisdiction of the Forest Service and SMARA regulations implemented by the
County. The objectives of this Reclamation Plan are to:

e Eliminate or reduce environmental impacts from mining operations;

e Reclaim in a usable condition for post-mining end uses which will include open space/habitat;

e Reshape mining features and revegetate disturbed areas to return biological productivity and to
minimize aesthetic impacts; and

e Reclaim the site as necessary to eliminate hazards to public health and safety.

OMO1_2.0 Alternatives.docx 2-27 March 2018




2.0 ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION Butterfield-Sentinel Draft EIR/EIS

Because of the phased nature of the mining development, reclamation concurrent with mining can only
occur to a limited degree due to safety and logistical reasons. Reclamation would start with the initiation
of mining and would include the following activities, as feasible:

e Salvaging and stockpiling of grubbed organics, soils, growth media, seeds, and re-locatable plants and
cuttings for propagation and direct deposition and/or re-planting to available reclamation areas
during clearing of areas to be developed;

e Ongoing seed collection on-site and/or adjacent to the site and propagation of seeds, salvaged plants
and cuttings at local nursery by a contracted revegetation contractor;

e Backfilling of the eastern half of the Butterfield Quarry and portions of the Sentinel Quarry as feasible
(not applicable to Alternative 1);

e Sloping and grading of completed quarries and stockpile slopes for safety, slope stability, and erosion
control;

e Placement of darker materials, as available, on outside of more visible slopes and colorization if shown
successful for slopes not susceptible to raveling to reduce color contrast;

e Ripping of compacted areas prior to revegetation;

e Covering approximately 30% of equipment accessible horizontal areas with salvaged soil, growth
media and organics utilizing the island concept;

e Reclamation of on-site roads after reclamation of quarries and pads certified complete as determined
by Forest Service in order to allow access to all reclamation areas;

e Revegetation — hand seeding and direct seeding followed by imprinting, seedling planting, and
hydroseeding, as appropriate;

e |rrigation, as needed, for 2 years to maximize establishment; and

e Monitoring and remediation until success criteria achieved.

Although mining would be more or less continuous, the development of the quarries and their ultimate
timing for reclamation would be linked to operational parameters and product demand needs. Mining
operations may experience unscheduled phasing changes due to various market/economic demands and
variation in material quality since the natural deposit is not of uniform quality. The Forest Service and the
County would be updated in the annual monitoring report on the status of operational and reclamation
phases.

The Reclamation Plot Plan for the Project and Alternatives 4 is included as Figure 2-4 Project Reclamation
Plan. Reclamation would consist of sloping excavated cuts and benches to meet the designed approximate
1H:1V overall slope. The individual benches would be approximately 60 feet vertical at 70° and 30 to 35
feet wide at Sentinel; and 50 feet vertical at 70° and at least 25 feet wide at Butterfield. Slopes may be
flatter where backfilled with waste rock. Bench heights also would vary with material encountered.
Reclamation of the quarries would include the creation of angled pathways and interlacing reclaimed
benches in order to facilitate the movement of bighorn sheep and other wildlife.
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2.4 Final Reclamation Common to All Alternatives

Final reclamation would take place within the 10 years after termination of mining. All remaining
equipment, stockpiles, and internal roads not needed for site access, reclamation, and revegetation and
general site monitoring would be reclaimed. Final sloping of quarry walls, backfilled areas, and overburden
stockpiles, erosion control, and revegetation of any unreclaimed areas and waste rock stockpiles would
be conducted. Some roads may be left on-site for use in the revegetation and monitoring activities and
for overall site public safety. Ongoing maintenance of fencing, signs, and erosion control would be
conducted. Roads that are unnecessary for site and quarry access would be ripped, covered with available
growth media, and revegetated. Other on-site roads needed for quarry and pad access would be
reclaimed after reclamation of quarries and pads are certified complete as determined by Forest Service
in order to allow access to all reclamation areas.

The Crystal Creek Haul Road would continue to be needed for access from Lucerne Valley to the quarries
during the mining and reclamation phases. After receiving certification from the Forest Service and County
that reclamation and revegetation of the quarries have achieved success criteria, this road would be
reclaimed per the approved Reclamation Plan.

241 Revegetation

A detailed Revegetation Plan was prepared and approved by both the Forest Service and the County in
2002/2003. The Revegetation Plan is included in Appendix C (as Appendix 5 to the Amended Reclamation
Plan). There are no substantive changes to the approved Revegetation Plan, only the timing and number
of acres have been updated. Therefore this section includes only a summary of the approved plan.

Revegetation would include ripping, placement of growth media and organics (logs), and revegetation
during the fall planting season. The island concept would be utilized and would cover approximately 30%
of the equipment-accessible horizontal surface in a manner which would allow maximum visual
enhancement and revegetation success. The islands would trap windblown seeds and attract wildlife to
aid in seed dispersal. Irrigation would occur for 2 years as needed, followed by monitoring for 10 years or
until success criteria are met.

The existing woodlands on-site are characterized by slow-growing tree species (pinyon pine, juniper, and
leffrey pine). The Revegetation Plan objective is to establish “islands” with salvaged topsoil and organics
to create conditions favorable for the early-successional plants such as perennial grasses, rabbit brush,
fremontia, and sage brush. Nursery-grown pinyon pine, canyon live oak, western juniper, manzanita, and
curl-leaf mountain mahogany would be planted when the sites are deemed favorable for planting and
seeding of “climax” trees and shrubs.

Revegetation is summarized as follows:

e Ripping the surface to a depth of 2 feet for moisture and seed collection;
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o Placement of available growth media utilizing the island concept to cover approximately 30% of
equipment accessible horizontal surfaces, 1.5’ to 2' thick;

e Placement of organics (logs) at a rate of 10/acre;

e Seeding with locally native species and revegetation per methods described in the Revegetation
Plan;

e Staking or flagging reclaimed areas to eliminate additional disturbance;

e Irrigation maximum of 2 years as recommended; and

e Monitoring and maintenance; and application of remedial activities, if necessary, including but not
limited to additional seeding and planting, plant protection, irrigation, and change of seed and plant
mix.

24.2 Growth Media Salvage and Storage

Despite rocky outcrops and lack of soil, much of the soil, growth media and vegetative material are
salvaged prior to mining. The following methods have been successful on-site in the past years:

e Timber cutting and removal to storage site;

e Clearing and grubbing with stumps and remaining vegetation removed to storage site; and

e Soil salvaging of available growth media stockpiled separately from overburden and clearly
identified.

Growth media has been, and would continue to be, salvaged from quarry and overburden site
development activities. It is preferred to distribute the salvaged soil, growth media and organic material
directly to active reclamation sites in order to minimize the storage period and reduce seed mortality.
Growth media has been, and would continue to be, stored in three areas labeled Material/Growth Media
Storage Areas generally located east of Butterfield and northwest of the B5 Pad (see Reclamation Plot
Plan Figure 2-4). Salvaged material may also be temporarily stored on available areas on the overburden
stockpile areas during the course of operations. Permanent and temporary material/growth media
stockpiles would be stockpiled separate from overburden and clearly identified. Existing soil and growth
media piles have and would continue to have berms around the perimeter to retain growth media and
prevent soil loss and downstream sedimentation.

243 Plant Salvage

Where possible, perennial grasses and other shrubs which are likely to survive transplantation, would be
salvaged for storage and propagation at the nursery. For grasses, whole plants may be salvaged and then
cut into multiple clumps rather than the taking of cuttings. Cuttings from manzanita and other shrubs as
recommended may be collected.
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2.4.4 Seed Collection

Effective revegetation requires a dependable seed supply. Omya has arranged for ongoing collection and
storage of species utilized in revegetation. Some seed is, and would continue to be, used for nursery
propagation, but most is sown onto revegetation sites to maximize cover and diversity of native species.

Seeds would be collected, cleaned, and stored by various techniques. Available seeds would vary from
year to year, and collecting adequate quantities would necessitate regular monitoring throughout
summer to identify sites where various species are in seed. Records of seed sources, including substrate
(carbonate or granitic) and elevation, are maintained so that seeds would be reintroduced into
appropriate environments. Omya has, and would continue to, propagate native plants in a nursery
through its revegetation contractor. Seed collection has been ongoing at the Omya sites since 1995.

2.4.5 Plant Propagation

A combination of greenhouse-grown stock, seeding, natural seed banks, and natural dispersal is, and
would continue to be, used for revegetation. Omya has contracted with local restoration specialists to
store and propagate plant materials. Plants are grown with minimal fertilization and watering, in
containers designed to maximize root/shoot ratios. All nursery-grown plants destined for out planting
onto carbonate soil are raised in similar soil. Planting is, and would continue to be, coordinated with
revegetation experts to assure an adequate supply of the necessary species as they are needed for
planting.

2.4.6 Site Preparation

The site would be sloped per the Reclamation Plan and graded for slope stability and erosion control.
Compacted areas would be ripped to depth of 2-feet if feasible due to the rock material to relieve
compaction and to create an uneven surface. This would aid in collecting wind borne seeds and moisture
and create more favorable microhabitats.

2.4.7 Seeding

Broadcast seeding, direct seeding, seedling planting and/or hydroseeding would be utilized and usually
occurs during the fall season. lIrrigation, if recommended, would continue for a maximum of two years.
At planting, seed would be either mixed or raked into the top layer of replaced soil, or applied during
surface imprinting or use of a sheep’s foot attachment to increase seed germination, moisture infiltration
and minimize erosion. In some cases, application would be tripled and cages placed to allow for loss to
granivores.

The specific seed mixture and revegetation methods are detailed in the Revegetation Plan (see Appendix
C) and are listed in Table 2-5.
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Table 2-5 Recommended Plant Species for Revegetation

Perennial Grasses for application as seed and mycorrhizal nursery stock:
minimum 5 species greenhouse propagation by seed or cutting, outplanted as mycorrhizal 'plugs,' to provide
mycorrhizae when not reclaimed with biologically active topsoil; direct seeding total 40 Ib. per acre elsewhere.

Common name Latin name
Indian ricegrass Achnalherwn hymenoides (Oryzpsis h,)
Parish's needlegrass Achnalherum parishii (Sripa coronala depauperala)
Squirreltail Elymus elymoides (Sitanion hystrlir)
Fendler's bluegrass Poafendleri
Nodding bluegrass Poa secunda

Shrubs: for application as nursery stock:
greenhouse propagation by seed or cuttings; outplanted as "deep pot' stock.

Common name Latin name
Greenleaf manzanita Arclostaphylos patula
Curleaf mountain mahogany Cercocarpus Ledifolius)

Shrubs: for application as seed:
8 species minimum, total shrub seed application 60 lb/acre minimum; pretreatment Emery 1988 and/or USDA
Forest Service 1974.

Common name Latin name
Great basin sagebrush Artemisia trideniala
Douglas rattleweed Astragalus douglassii

California fremontia
Curleaf mountain mahogany
Common rabbitbrush
Curleaf rabbitbrush

Fremoniodendron californicum
Cercocarpus Ldifolius
Chrysothamnus nauseosus
Chrysothamnus viscidiflorus

California buckwheat Eriogonum fasciculatum
San Bernardino Mtn buckwheat Eriogonum microthecum var. corymbosoides
Snakeweed Guitierrizia sarothre
Grinnells penstemon Penstemon grinneuii

Trees for application as nursery stock:
minimum 3 species; greenhouse propagation from seed, outplanted as "deep-pot' stock.

Common name Latin name
Western juniper . occidentalis
Pinyon pine Pinus monophylla

Canyon live oak Quercus chysolepis

Source: “Revegetation Plan - Omya Mining Operations on USDA Forest Service Land San Bernardino National Forest,” Tierra
Madre Consultants 1996.
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24.8 Irrigation

Irrigation would be conducted as needed (up to 2 years) to allow the revegetated areas to receive
adequate moisture to become established but to not create a dependence on artificial irrigation.

2.4.9 Weed Control

The purpose of the weed control is to reduce or eliminate the occurrence of non-native invasive plant
species deemed harmful by the Forest Service that may invade the site where mining activities have
removed the native plant cover and where active and natural revegetation is taking place. Non-native
invasive species (weeds) can compete with native plant species for available moisture and nutrients and
consequently interfere with revegetation of the site.

The occurrence of weeds on-site shall be monitored by visual inspection. The goal is to prevent weeds
from becoming established and depositing seeds in areas to be revegetated at a later date. No areas would
be allowed to have more than 10 percent of the ground cover provided by non-native invasive plant
species. If inspections reveal that non-native invasive weeds are becoming or have established on-site,
then removal would be initiated under Forest Service direction. Inspections shall be made in conjunction
with revegetation monitoring. Weed removal would be accomplished through manual, mechanical or
chemical methods depending on the specific circumstances. Reports of inspections and weed control
implementation shall be part of the annual reclamation report.

2.4.10 Herbivore Exclusion

Deer, sheep, burros and rabbits all can do serious damage to revegetation areas. If a problem develops
on revegetation sites, Tubex, TreePees and hardware cloth cages could be placed around individual plants
to allow them to establish.

2.4.11 Success Criteria

A Monitoring Plan and success criteria have been previously approved by both the Forest Service and the
County, and meets both Federal and State requirements. No changes are proposed.

SMARA requires that reclaimed sites provide wildlife habitat "at least as good as that which existed before
... mining," and that reclaimed sites must be "similar to naturally occurring habitats in the surrounding
area." SMARA also requires the operator to demonstrate that vegetation on reclaimed sites has been
self-sustaining without irrigation, fertilization, or weeding for a minimum of two years prior to release of
performance bond. The Forest Service requires that revegetated sites reach 50% of pre-disturbance
vegetation cover and 15% of pre-disturbance species richness by the end of a ten-year monitoring period
for release of the performance bond.
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The approved quantitative success criteria described in the existing Revegetation Plan is currently being
implemented at Omya operations within the National Forest. Based on comments from DMR, the success
criteria provided below has been included in the Amended Reclamation Plan to more clearly address
current guidelines. The Revegetation Plan provided 