


CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR "PLAN OF OPERATIONS"
Replaces Forest Service Evaluation of Plan of Operations FS 2800-5 VI and Terms and
Conditions FS 2800-5 VIII

Claim Name(s): Big Seam Operator: Richard Sykora or his
Red Ink Maid designatee
CAMUC #(s5):29686 Address: P.O. Box 622
' 29687 Foresthill, CA 95631

1. OPERATIONS

a.) Extent or scope of this project will not exceed the proposed operation as described. Any
unapproved deviation from the proposal may be construed as unlawful, and the United States

Forest Service may take appropriate legal action.

b:) Periodic progress assessments of your mining and mining related activities will be made to
ascertain adherence to approved operations, per 36CFR228.7.

c¢.) This authorization is for underground exploration using the below listed equipment. Any
niining operations or associated activities other than specified are not approved herein.

d.) Surface equipment used for your operation will be limited to:

One (1) Generator

One (1) Air compressor

Two (2) Fuel Tank

‘One (1) Storage Locker and associated tools

e.) Any equipment brought in from other than the project area, must be washed before being
transported to and from the site to avoid the spread of noxious weeds.

1) If designated cast (waste) area (as identified by the RWQCB Waste Discharge Permit) fails
to accommodate the excavated material at the authorized waste dump area, the excavation
activity must stop.

g.) Unused and/or unusable equipment and materials not actively being used for this mining
operation may not be stored on National Forest System lands without prior written authorization.

h.) This authorization shall be kept at the work site and made available to any Forest Officer or
Law Enforcement Officer or other Government official upon request.

i.) Appendix A of these Conditions of Approval contain Mitigation Measures that are also terms
and conditions of, and part of, this authorization.

EXHIBIT £
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2. FIRE

a.) State and Federal fire laws and regulations apply to vour activities in accordance with 36
CFR §228.11 ary7 Public Resource Codes (PRC). The operator will adhers to the attached Fire

<

Prevention Sections 1,2 and 3.

b.) Contact the local California Department of Forestry and‘or a local Forest Service Ranger
Station for additional and/or current information.

¢.) Discharging of explosives on National Forest la lands will require a Hastmg permit from the
Forest Service. Transporting, storage and discharge of explosives must be in accordance with all
applicable Federal. State and Local laws and regulations, including but not limited to: Placer
County Sheriff Office. and the National Explosive Licensing Center {404-417-2750)

d.) All fire restrictions apply to these operations unisss specifically exempred by the authorizing
officer in writing. It is the claimants responsibility 1o request exemptzoa.

3. FUEL and HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

eral, State and local
agency permits Whlch mclude requn'ec S -nuia‘a OnS 2T hazardous
substances, their proper transportation. storage, use, Gisposal | ce::"mpuon on National
Forest lands.

b.) Storage of hazardous materials not addressed b
product is specifically authorized. The operator sk
material to be used in the operation, including &
disposal of each individual product. This includes pravic
hazardous materials used at the mine site, or in advazce ¢

9~I

¢.) Only fuel, oil and petrochemicals used tc keep exwerzal combustions equipment operzionat
and lubricated are authorized to be stored on National Forest Sysiem lands for the Big Seam R
Ink Maid Project. All storage coniainers of these products must be kept within in an adeguare
sized covered impervious basin out of the flocd plain to prevent contamination of soil and water
resources. All hazardous waste products must be properly identified and labeled and disposed of
in accordance with State and County Ezx ;-Ouyumw Heath regulations. All hazardous waste
materials including oil, hydraulic fluids, : Teeze, batteries and other discarded contaminants
must be removed rom National Forest S,‘ =2 tands, sealed in approved containers and taken to -
an approved oil disposal facility or other ed Hisposal facilities. Containers for small
quantities of fuel such as 5 gallon gas cans o tess must meet Type I & 1T safety codes and be UL
Tisted.
d.) The mine operator shall have absorbent socis 2
uantity of fuel, hydraulic fluid or lubricanss =
uel tanks and fluid reservoirs.

od p1110ws vith capacity to absorb the
udmg what is in the equipment
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4. COMPLIANCE with LAWS, REGULATIONS,
and other LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

a.) The operator shall comply with all applicable Federal, State, and local laws, regulations, and
standards, including but not limited to, the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, 33 U.S.C. 1251
et seq., the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq., the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Control, and Liability Act, 42 U.S. C. 9601 et seq.,
and other relevant environmental laws, as well as public health and safety laws and other laws
relating to the siting, construction, operation, and maintenance of any facility, improvement, or

equipment on the property.

b.) Native American and Historic Era (over 50 years old) sites, features and artifacts must be
protected until such a time as they can be reviewed, recorded and possibly evaluated by qualified
Forest Service personnel. This includes historic mining sites, townsites, cabins, trash scatters,
mining equipment, ditches and other artifacts and features over 50 years old. Native American
sites may include grinding stones grinding rocks, arrowheads, flakes, et cetera. In accordance
with the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, the Antiquities Act of 1906, and the
Archaeological Protection Act of 1979 as amended, disturbing, altering or removing sites,
features and/or artifacts from National Forest System lands is illegal and punishable by fines up
to $10,000.00 and/or imprisonment. Should an archaeological or historic era site, feature or
artifact be discovered, work shall stop. The Forest Service must be immediately notified and the
area protected from any disturbance until reviewed by qualified Forest Service personnel.

c.) Endangered, threatened, and proposed species are protected under the Endangered Species
Act 0of 1973, as amended. It is illegal to take federally listed species and their habitat, except
where an exemption has been granted under the Act (50 CFR 451) or when the U. S. Fish and
Wildlife Service has permitted an incidental taking (50 CFR 402.14(i)). Forest Service Sensitive
plants and animals may also require special protection measures. To ensure that your operations
comply with all laws and regulations, should you discover the presence of any endangered,
threatened, proposed, or sensitive species, cease work in the area of discovery, and report it
immediately to the Forest Service.

5. STRUCTURES

a.) No structures of any sort may be used, repaired, constructed, or placed upon National Forest
System lands without prior specific written authorization.

b.) The Forest Service will not be responsible for any liability concerning mine structures or
other improvements.

6. SANITATION

a.) County public health and safety requirements shall be complied with. Human waste Hisposal
systems (other than self-contained units dumped at legal disposal sites) must be certified by the
County Sanitarian.
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7. VEGETATION

a.) Vegetation slash will be used for reclamatior and erosion control as specn‘ied in the attached
Mitigation Measures. Live and cut vegetation mas not be covered by mining waste material,
except for as provided in #12 of the mitigation measures for Waste Dump 5.

8. ROADS and TRAILS

a.) No road, trail, bridge, landing area for aircrait. or the like, shall be constructed or improved,
nor shall any other means of access, including. but oot limited to, off-road vehicles, be used until
vou have received approval and acquired anyv necessary road use or special use permits.

b.) The existing road maintenance schedele and the estimated 640 feet 6T new road construction
must follow the enclosed Appendix A.

¢.) Encroachments upon any County or State roadway must be authorized by the County or State
Transportation Department.

d.) Prior to any snow removal activities on Forest Svstem roads, the proper permits must be
obtained from the authorized officer.

e.) Any gates restricting access to any National Forest System land shall be specifically
approved prior to their installation. A key for access through the gate shall be s "upphed o @
Forest Service for administration purposes. Unappreved gates will be removed or destre

the Forest Service and the person responsible for their pia g“ie: cited under 36 CFR 261.1

9. WATER QUALITY

a.) All mining and mining related operations shall comply with appiicable Federal and State
water quality standards, including reguiations issued pursuant 1o the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act, as ammended. Provide this office with a copy of vour Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan as soon as it is approved by the Regional Wzzer Quality Control Board.

b.) Soil loss from the site must not occur. The terms and cocditions of any Storm Water
Prevention Plan, National Pollutant Discharge Eiizination Permit System or Waste Discharge
Requirement Permit, will become part of this authorization upon issuance. Provide this ofﬁce
with a copy of your National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Permit, or any waste discharge
requirements.



¢.) The attached mitigation measures contain erosion control measures that minimize sediment
generated by mining and related operations that generate sediment and erosion from entering
watercourses. The clauna_nt/operater shall monitor effectiveness of erosion control measures and
make effective improvements in a timely manner.

d.) The attached mitigation measures describe winter stabilization and erosion control measures
must be in place by September 15, of each year. A joint inspection between the Forest Service
and the operator will be made to determine the winterization needs prior to implementation.

10. RECLAMATION

a.) Site cleanup/Reclamation work must be completed prior to the termination date of this
authorization, unless reauthorization is requested prior to expiration. All personal property,
equipment, structures, trash and debris must be removed from National Forest System lands. All
hazards to public safety must be secured and the area returned to its natural state, as required by
36CFR228.8(g) and 36CFR228.10. Failure to complete the required work may result in the
Forest Service completing the necessary items utilizing the posted performance bond funds
and/or billing the operator for the costs.

} Tt has been determined that a monitoring plan must be developed to measure the changes,
success and/or failure, of these mitigation measures to specific surface resources in the existing
portal and access road areas, and on the new access road and new waste dump areas. The plan
will identify benchmarks for achievement of reclamation goals and establish specific criteria for
partial or full release of any performance bond.

¢.) This authorization may not be implemented until all permits, and/or authorizations required
by law or regulation from other Federal, State or local agencies are acquired and/or complied
with and any required bond accepted.

d.) Upon abandonment of a mine, the owner or operator shall effectively close or fence off all
surface openings which persons could fall into or through which persons could enter. Upon or
near all such safeguards, trespass warnings and appropriate danger notices shall be posted.
30CFR57.20021.

'e.) The Reclamation Plan is an attached document.

11. BONDING

a.) A performance/reclamation bond of S (10 be determined in a separate document by October

31. 2004) is required as a condition of'this approval to the Plan of Operations. This bond must
be maintained in good standing until the project is terminated and all restoration/reclamation
work is completed to the satisfaction of the United States Forest Service. The penal sum of this
Bond may increase if annual progress assessments indicate that your operations have exceeded
those mining and mining related activities approved herein. The value of this Bond will be
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reviewed for adequacy annually, and the required amount allocated may need to be adjusted if ‘
the cost associations reflected in the attached Bond Calculation Sheet change or if the on-the-
ground conditions warrant cost adjustments.

b.) A copy of the bond calculation 1s enclosed. This bond is subject to: Title 36 CFR §228.8(g),
which requires_ all reclamation to be completed within 1 year of the conclusion of operations,
unless a longer time is allowed by the authorized officer ; Title 36 CFR 228.10(a),(b)-and (c),
which includes that a statement shall be filed every year in the event operations are not
reactivated. :

c.) This bond must be in place prior to commencing any surface disturbing activities as
presented in your Plan of Operations.

12. APPEAL RIGHTS

a.) Any operator aggrieved by this decision in connection with the 36 CFR 228 regulations may
file with the Forest Supervisor, Tahoe National Forest, 631 Coyote Street, Nevada City, CA

 95959-2250, a written statement setting forth in detail the respects in which the decision

complained of is contrary to, or in conflict with, the facts, the Law, or the regulations of the
Secretary, or is otherwise in error. No such appeal will be considered unless it is filed within
forty five (45) days of the date on the notice of the decision being appealed. Such appeals are
under the provisions of 36 CFR 251, Subpart C.

13. SIGNATURE
a.) Approval of this operating plan does not constitute, now or in the future, recognition or
certification of the validity of any mining claim to which it may relate or to the mineral character

of the land on which it lies or the ownership by any person named as owner herein.

THIS AUTHORIZATION EXPIRES DECEMBER 1.2009 AND IS NOT TRANSFERABLE.

I, THE UNDERSIGNED, CERTIFY THAT I HAVE READ, UNDERSTAND AND WILL
ABIDE BY ALL THE ABOVE REQUIREMENTS AND CONDITIONS OF THIS
AUTHORIZATION.

i 7 (
ACCEPTED: %&&aﬁ LS~ OPERATOR  DATE: 7 /16/0%

1

/ ’ .
(LT , DISTRICT RANGER DATE: i/ﬁ/_ﬁ/

APPROVED:
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United States Forest American River ‘ 22830 Foresthill Road

Department of Service Ranger Foresthill, CA 95631

Agriculture District , 530-367-2224
530-367-2226 TDD
530-367-2991 FAX

File Code: 2810
Date: MNay 11,2003
Richard Svkora
P.O. Box 622
Foresthill. CA 9563]

Dear Mr. Svkoeny

This letter is to ackno ledge vour receipt of the draft reclamation plan and performance bond
calculations for the Big Seam and Red Ink Mine for review and commeent on May 2, 2003, This
document was scheduled to be completed on October 31, 2004, Due to unforescen staﬂmg
requirements and operational commitments. we were not able to deliver it to vou until May 2

120035, The Reclamation Plan and Bond Calculations pertain to your use of the existing access

road. the use of the existing portal landing arca. the new access road to waste area #3, and the
new waste arca =3, You are required to furnish a perfbmmnu hond as a condition of the
approved Plan of Operation. Indetermining the amount of the bond, consideration was given to
the estimated cost of stabilizing. rehabilitation and reclaiming the area of your mining
operations.

As stated in District Ranger Rich Johnson's lemr of October 20. 2004 “the only responsibility

you now have to the previous waste areas —1, 2, 3. and 4 and the access road to waste areas 2, 3,
and 4, is to ensure that erosion control measures that you have been practicing, including all the
successful measures previously used to divert water away from the dumps. continue.”

We will schedule a meeting with vou next week to review these documents together when Mo
Tebbe, District Public Services Oh‘u_er. returns to the office. :

Please contact Rick Weaver at 530-478-6241 witlh any questions.

Sincerely

/
Li

.f__g_.-xx CUTTS

District Ranger

Caring for the Land and Serving People Prated on Rue, ted Pager






Q California Regional Water Quality Control Board

Central Valley Region
Robert Schneider, Chair —
Alan C. Lloyd, Ph.D. : Arnold
Secretary for Sacramento Main Office Schwarzenegger
Envirenmental 11020 Sun Center Drive #200, Rancho Cordova, California 95670-6114 Governor
Protection Phone (916) 464-3291 - FAX (916) 4644775

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley

16 December 2005

Mr. Richard Sykora
P.O. Box 633
" Foresthill, CA 95631

BIG SEAM AND RED INK MAID MINING CLAIM, PLACER COUNTY

We have reviewed your 1 November 2005 letter and attached documents regarding your intent to
continue mining activities at the Big Seam and Red Ink Maid Mining Claim in Placer County. This
letter provides the status of our decision on whether waste discharge requirements (WDRs) are necessary
for the mining activities, and includes information regarding permitting for storm water runoff during

mining activities.

Your letter indicates that your mining activities will produce up to 770 cubic yards of waste rock per
year if you work full-time, but that you will likely produce only 175 cubic yards per year. Your letter
also indicates that the rock is sulfide-poor, and would therefore likely not be acid-generating.

" Prior to our declslon on whether WDRs are necessary for the proposed activity, we will need to conduct
a site inspection to assess the geological characteristics of the waste rock, and the potential threat to
water quality that could be caused by surface water runoff and sedimentation, If we determine that

'WDRs are required, a Report of Waste Discharge and a filing fee will need to be submitted.

The mining activities may also require coverage under an NPDES permit for discharges of storm water
to surface waters or surface water drainage courses. Coverage under the General Permit for Storm Water
Discharges Associated with Industrial Activities NPDES General Permit No. 97-03-DWQ) and
preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan may be appropriate for this site. Please contact
Jatin Khandwala at (916) 464-4647 for additional information about the storm water pro gram.

If you have any questions, please call me at (916) 464-4631.

STEVEE. ROSAEI\’HW'
- Senior Engineering Geologist
Land Disposal Program
Lower Sacramento River Watershed

cc: Ms. Mo Tebbe, USDA Forest Service, Foresthill

Mr. John Halligan, Department of Conservation, Office of Mine Reclamation, Sacramento
Placer County Department of Health and Human Services, Auburn

_ Calg'fornia Environmental Protection Agency

2'5 Recycled Paper
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Tnited States Forest American River 22830 Foresthill Road
Departtaent of . Service Ranger Foresthill, CA
Agriculture Distriet 95631

530 367-2224

530 367-2226 TDD
530 367-2992 FAX

I'iJ

File Code: 2810

Date: JU!__ 2 8 ZEGB

Crystal Jacobsen. ’

Placer County Planning Department E @ E H M E
3091 County Center Drive '

Auburn, CA 95603 _ JUL 31 2006

RE: Red Ink Maid and Big Seam Revised Reclamation Plan

Drear Ms. Jacobsen:

My staff and I have reviewed the revised reclamation plan and it's attachments for the Red Ink
Maid and Big Seam mining claims dated May 30, 2006 and offer the following comments.

A general comment: As you are aware the mining claims are located completely on National
Forest system (NF8) lands administered by the American River Ranger District of the Tahos
National Forest. In September of 2004 Mr. Richard Sykora and the District Ranger, Richard A.
Johnson, signed Conditions of Approval for a Plan of Operations that contains terms and
conditions of operatmg these mining claims on NFS Iands

This Flan of Operations, or authorization, included a (draft) Reclamation Plan that addresses end
uses for NFS lands, and addresses reclamation end result objectives that arg important to Forest
Service management of that specific area. The Plan of Operations and the draft Forest Service
reclamation plan is compliant with Forest Service regulation, policy, direction, and guidelines
and the environmental analysis condueted for this project. Additionally, there are thirteen
measures described to guide achievernent of the end result designed for this mining claim. A
few of these measures, in whole or in part, are specific to the Forest Serviee, although they could
be adapted by the Forest Service to be compatible with State standards for SMARA. Since the
¢claims are located on National Forest system lands, the SMARA compliant reclamation plan
must also reflect end use and objectives for NFS lands. A copy of the Forest Service draft
reclamation plan is attached.

The following comments follow the Reclamation Plan format as submitted for our review.

Page 3, GENERAL MINING OPERATION INFORMATION. (2) ADDRESS THE PRESENCE/ABSENCE
OF.., - to be compliant with the anthorized plan of operations the operator is also respousible for
the momtormg of mitigation measures and BMP implementation, to ensure proper
implementation to avoid and/or ruinimize impacts to resources. The operator and the F orec:t

Service will need to develop this.

a8

PLANNING DEPT,
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Ms. Jacobsen, Placer County Planning Department Page 3

5. Page 6, PROPOSED REVEGETATION PLAN...The Forest Service request that the opetator
develop and implement a monitoring plan suitable to all agencies that documents survival of
plants, and that said monitoring plan is delivered to each agency designated representative
within 30 days of the momtenng Forest Service standard is that newly vegetated sites are
monitared twice a year in the first year and iffwhen survival does not meet standard, prompt
replanting/sowing takes place until desired species are established (after 3 consecutive years
of growth and survival). Describe what would trigger continued efforts for revegetation of
the site after the determination is made, and how that determination is made,

6. Page 8, BACKFILLING, REGRADING, SLOPE STABILITY ~ The Forest Service request clarification
of the statement that “the past and present dumps have been, and will be, filled with the exact
same material that lies on the surface as no processing occurs™.

7(

Page 10, DRAINAGE, DIVERSION STRUCTURES, WATERWAYS AND EROSION CONTROL ... The
third paragraph mentions that “any area larger than 500 square feet on the site that receives
an average evaluation score of Class 2 as stated in Table 1 {or higher) which persists for
more than one year will be investigated. The investigator will determine the need for
remedial measures”, Please describe who the investigator is and what their qualifications
are, what reporting is done to whom and with what time frame, or any applicable information
regarding this investigation.
The fourth paragraph: I want to clarify the entire paragraph in particular the following
sentence “The BMPs were evaluated by State Water Quality Control personnel as they were
applied on site during management activities”. In simplistic terms: the Forest Servicehas a
waiver from the State Water Quality Control Board so that Forest Service application and
monitoring of site-specific BMPs results in the Forest Service compliance with the Clean
Water Act and other applicable laws regarding water quality, BMPs are part of the approved
Plan of Operation for these ¢laims, and it is incumbent on the operator to follow the BMPs to
be in compliance with the Plan of Operation, and to monitor their own activities to ensure
ihis compliance. The Forest Service will monitor the operators monitoring of their own
compliance as well as perform independent mmpham.e reviews. The Forest Service

disagrees with the inclusion of the fourth paragraph in the Reclamation Plan as submitted and
requests its remowval.

8. Page 11, CLOSURE OF S8URFACE OPENINGS. .. Forest Service requests verification that the
gates that have been installed on all portals to tunnels meet the State’s standard.  Also the

Forest Service could not locate a map that contains identification of all surface openings on a
site map,

In closing, following the second waste dump failure, in April this year, I have concerns about the
over all stability of all the waste dumps on the Red Ink Maid and Big Seam claims, Enough can
not be done to ensure that the stable slopes remain stable: revegetation, diverting water and

runoff, mitigating potential failure points. The failed slopes should be monitored to determine
- what additional impacts are oecutring to other résources as a result of the failure.
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Ms. Jacobsen, Placer County Planning Department Page 4

If you have any questions on these comments or require any assistance with other issues
regarding mine operation on National Forest, including how to adapt Forest Service end

use goals and objectives to become compatible with State standards for SMARA,
please contact Mo Tebbe or myself,

Sincerely, :

s e
T
. >@;\ V1Y .
/ J

/1ax cuTTs
“Plistrict Ranger

-
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Project No. 2890-01 Wasterock Stability Evaluation and Initial Characterization
November 1, 2006 - Page 21
. Total pollutant load is small, as discussed above for groundwater.

H&K elected to employ an environmental attenuation factor of 100 for assessing
potential impact to surface water and groundwater.

Water quality goals of various agencies for arsenic are listed in Table 2. The most

conservative water quality goals listed for arsenic (e.g., the California Public Health

Goal, 0.004 pg/L) are lower than the practical quantitation or reporting limit for

laboratory analysis. Using the laboratory reporting limit (2.0 pg/L) as a water

quality goal, and attenuation factor of 100 in equation 4 of the DLM yields an SDL -
of 20 pg/L. For comparison, the least conservative listed water quality goal (the

California MCL for drinking water, 50 pg/L), and attenuation factor of 100 yields a

water quality goal of 500 pg/L. The soluble arsenic concentration reported in the

sample from SP-1 (8.1 ug/) is less than both calculated SDLs.

54 CONCLUSIONS REGARDING WASTEROCK CHARACTERIZATION

Evaluation of chemical data indicates that, of the metals analyzed, only arsenic is
present at concentrations above anticipated background values for non-
mineralized native soil in the area, and only in background location BG-2 and

wasterock stockpile SP-1.

The arsenic concentrations detected at these areas are believed to originate from
naturally mineralized conditions. The values reported for total arsenic and soluble

arsenic in SP-1 samples likely represent a high concentration bias because

samples submitted for analysis do not include the coarse fraction of the stockpiles.

The sand and finer grain-sized samples are expected to exhibit higher

concentrations of soluble constituents than the wasterock as a whole, which is

composed prédominantly of gravel and cobble-sized rock fragments.

The acid.neutralizing potential of the wasterock suggests that generation of acid
leachate from the wasterock stockpiles is unlikely. Furthermore, the soluble
arsenic. concentration detected in SP-1 is lower than the SDLs developed -
specifically for the site, despite the fine-grained sample bias. Based on evaluation
of the data obtained from this initial characterization, our opinion is that the mine
waste stockpiles do not present a significant risk to water quality, and .the

Holdrege & Kull
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\‘ / Central Valley Region .
Linda S. Adam Arnold
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Richard Sykora ™ SR ; 2 28 November 2006
P.O. Box 622 o i’ ‘ "
Foresthill, CA 95631 g

WASTEROCK STABILITY EVALUATION AND INTIAL CHARACTERIZATION
BIG SEAM AND RED INK MAID MINING CLAIMS, PLACER COUNTY

We have reviewed the Holdredge & Kull (H&K) report (dated 1 November 2006) for Wasterock
Stability Evaluation and Initial Characterization of your Big Seam and Red Ink Maid Mining
Claims in Placer County. We had requested this information in our 3 May 2006 lefter and again
in our 7 July 2006 letter as part of the Report of Waste Discharge pursuant to Title 27,
California Code of Regulations (27 CCR).

After reviewing the H&K report, we have the following comments regardlng the Wasterock
Stability Evaluation:

1.

In Section 4.1, H&K reports “that the slumping observed in stockpile 4 was likely attributable
to a failure within the underlying colluvium rather than a failure of the relatively high friction,
predominantly granular wasterock”. In Section 2.1.1 of the H&K report, the colluvium
underlying stockpile 2 was also reported as the likely cause of a toe failure. Thus, the
underlying foundation material (colluvium) is the rost likely failure plane. Stability analysis
A and B in Table 4.1.1 tested wasterock only. The remaining stability analyses C through G
included colluvium and have calculated factors of safety of less than 1:5 under static
conditions. Dynamic conditions would likely have lower factors of safety. Titie 27 CCR
21750 (f)}(5)(C) requires that “the report must indicate a factor of safety for the critical slope
of at least 1.5 under dynamic conditions.” Section 4.1 of the report states that H&K did not
consider seismic loading (dynamic conditions) in the analysis of the wasterock stockpiles.
Therefore, we conclude from the H&K report that the exnstmg wasterock stockpiles do not
meet the required minimum factor of safety of 1.5.

We request that you immediately implement the.recommendations to reduce surface water
infiltration of the wasterock stockpiles 1-4 as outlined in Section 4.2 of the H&K report, thus
potentially decreasing the risk of slope failure during precipitation events.

No preliminary design or stability analysis of the proposed wasterock stockpile #5 was

included for our review in the H&K report as was requested in our letters of 3 May 2006 and ==
7 July 2006. As required in 27 CCR 21760, a design report containing the preliminary plans

for the proposed waste management unit (wasterock stockpile #5) must be submitted along

with a stability analysis of the proposed design. No wasterock may be discharged at the
proposed wasterock stockpile #5 without first securing Waste Discharge Requ;rements

(WDRs).

California Environmental Protection Agency

Q"(;‘ Recycled Paper
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Aichard Sykora -2- 28 November 2006

We have the following comments regarding the Initial Characterization of the existing wasterock
stockpile (#1 through #4): '

4. We agree that the values reported for total and soluble arsenic in SP-1 samples likely
represent a high concentration bias because samples submitted for analysis do not include
the coarse fraction of the stockpiles (Section 5.4). Soluble arsenic was deteciéd at a
concentration of 8.1 micrograms per liter (i/L), as determined by the California Waste
Extraction Test using deionized water extractant solution (WET-D).

5. We agree with the conclusion in Section 5.4 of the report “that the acid neultralizing potential
of the wasterock suggests that generation of leachate from the wasterock stockpiles is
unlikely”. The ratio of acid neutralization potential to acid generating potential (NP:AGP)
was 17:1, indicating that the mine waste material in SP-1is acid neutralizing. Typically,
ratios of greater than 3:1 indicate that an acid leachaie wiii probabiy not be formed by the
waste. In addition, the sample pH was 8.3.

6. We have reviewed the laboratory analysis of the samples in Table 1 of the H&K report. We
agree with H&K assessment that they do not pose a significant threat to water quality nor do
they contain a significant amount of degradable materials (Section 5.4). Therefore, the
wasterock is appropriate for consideration as Group C mining waste under 27 CCR 22480.

We do not concur with H&K opinion in Section 5.4 that the wasterock stockpiles satisfy the
general and specific conditions of the General Waiver (RWQCB Resolution No. R5-2003-

~ 0008). Small metals mining operations were specifically not included in the General Waiver
when it was adopted (see Staff Report for Resolution No. R5-2003-0008).

SUMMARY:
We have reviewed the H&K report and have concluded that the existing wasterock stockpiles 1- .
4 do not meet the required minimum factor of safety of 1.5. Additionally, no stability analysis of
the proposed wasterock stockpile #5 was included. Therefore, the Report of Waste Discharge
is incomplete. No wasterock may be discharged at the site without first securing WDRs.

We are in agrs-e vent with the H&K report that the wasterock sampled for acid generating
potential has a ratio of greater than 3:1, indicating that acid leachate will probably not be formed
by the waste. We agree with H&K assessment that the wasterock stockpiles sampled do not
pose a significant threat to water quality (other than turbidity) nor do they contain a SIgmflcant
amount off degradable materials.

Please call me at (916) 464-4639 should you have any questions.

M5 HmaZ

JEFF HUGGINS

Water Resources Control Engmeer o __Q, ’
Land Disposal Program : 10" ’
Lower Sacramento River Watershed . V)

L w
cc: Printed on following page. ,}
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United States Forest American River 22830 Foresthill Road

Department of Service Ranger Foresthill, CA
Agriculture District 95631
530 367-2224

530 367-2226 TDD
530 367-2992 FAX

File Code: 2810
Date: Qctober 21, 2009

Ted Rel, Planner

Placer County Planning Department
3091 County Center Drive

Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Mr. Rel:

Reference is made to your recent conversation with Tahoe National Forest Minerals Program
Manger Greg Schimke regarding the Red Ink Maid and Big Seam mining claims, Richard
Sykora, Operator.

As the current District Ranger for the American River Ranger District, I want to re-confirm the
previous District Ranger(s) decision as shown on the enclosed letters dated September 20, 2004
and again on May 11, 2005. Specifically, I want to re-confirm that “the only responsibility you
now have to the previous waste areas- 1, 2, 3, and 4, and the access road to waste areas 2, 3 and
4, is to ensure that erosion control measures that you have been practicing, including all the
successful measures previously used to divert water away from the dumps, continue,”

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (530) 478-6254 extension 238 or
Mr. Schimke at (530) 478-6273.

Sincerely,

CHRIS FISCHER
District Ranger

Enclosures

Cc: Mr. Richard Sykora
Mo Tebbe
Greg Schimke

Caring for the Land and Serving People Printed on Recycled Paper W






COUNTY OF PLACER

i Community Development/Resource Agency ENGINEERING &
Y Michael J. Johnson, AICP | ___SURVEYING
Agency Director Wes Zicker, PE
Director
Mr. Kenneth Trott | 8 November 2010

Department of Conservation
Office of Mine Reclamation
801 K Street, MS 09-06, Sacramento, CA 95814

SUBJ: CA-MINE ID #91-30-0020 RED INK MAID MINE, RECLAMATION COMPLETE FOR
WASTE ROCK DUMPS #1 - 4. _

Dear Mr. Trott,

Placer County has received correspondence from the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) dated
October, 21, 2009, from district ranger Mr. Chris Fischer confirming that the USFS has
accepted responsibility (other than maintaining erosion control efforis) for waste rock dump
sites 1, 2,3, and 4. _ : A

Placer County, acting as Lead Agency (SMARA) recognizes that the USFS takes responsibility
for any outstanding reclamation liabilities for waste rock dump sites #1, 283’ and 4. Placer
County performed a special inspection of the mine site on September 14", 2010. As a result of
the subject inspection, we have determined that waste rock dump sites #1, 2, 3, and 4, are
considered reclaimed on behalf of the mine operator, Red ink Maid, LLC, and that the mine
operator has no outstanding reclamation liabilities on waste rock dump sites #1, 2, 3, and 4.

Placer County respectfully requests concurrence with our findings from the Office of Mine
Reclamation.

| Attached, please find the special inspection report, and revised financial assurance cost
estimate for the remaining liabjlities {existing portal landing area, waste rock site #5, access
road to waste rock site #5) of the Red Ink Maid & Big Seam mining claim/s.

If you have any questions-please contact me at (530) 745-7542

D/

ed D. Rel

cc.  Red Ink Maid, LLC
Chris Fischer, District Ranger, USFS

3091 County Center Drive, Sulte 120 / -Auburm, California 98603 / (530) 745-3110 / Fax (530) 745-7588 / emaik ENG_SURV@placer.ca.gov
565 West Lake Boulevard {/ P.O. Box 1908 / Tahoe Clty, Gallfornia 98148 / (630) 581-8227 / Fax (530) 581-6228



State of California
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION

OFFICE OF MINE RECLAMATION
MRRC-1 Page 1 of 3

SURFACE MINING INSPECTION REPORT

Instructions for completing this form are on the reverse side. Attach notice(s) of violation(s) and order(s) to comply for all observed non-compliance.

1. Mine Name as reported by Operator on Mining Operation Annual Report Inspection Date: CA MINE ID#:
RED INK MAID MINE ' 9/14/2010 91- 31-0020

. —— ey
1. SMARA Lead Agency Name (City or County only )

PLACER COUNTY

inspector Telephone

TED REL {530) 745-7542
Title Organization

JR. CIVIL ENGINEER PLACER COUNTY ENGINEERING & SURVEYING DEPT.

Mailing Address

3091 COUNTY CENTER DRIVE SUITE 120

City : State ZiP Code
AUBURN ) CA 95603
E-mail Address {Optional)
trel@placer.ca.gov

[~ Mine Operator
WILD CAT MINING ENT. LLC
Contact Person Telephone
RICHARD SYKORA {775) 882-4641
Mailing Address
PO BOX 622
Ty ) State ' — 7P Code
FORESTHILL CA 95631

E-mail Address (Optional)

V. Does the operation have: ’ P NR No Yes

A permit to mine? r‘ ~ . Permit# PMPB T20050399

An approved Reclamation Plan? I I ™ RP # APPROVED WITH PMPB T20050399

Has the operator filed a Mining Operation Annual Report (form MRRC-2)? Check one: [~ Yes [~ No [ Unknown
' Is this operation on Federal Land? Check one: ' K Yes ™ No

If "Yes", provide one or both of the Federal Mine Land Identification Numbers below:

California Mining Claim-Number (CAMC#):

U.S. Forest Service Identification Number (USFS 1D#): USFS ID# UNKNOWN AT THIS TIME

DISTRIBUTION: Original to Operator. Copies to: State (by Lead Agency), Lead Agency, State (by Operator), and BLM or USFS (if required_).



State of California

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION

OFFICE OF MINE RECLAMATION
MRRC-1 Page 2 of 3

SURFACE MINING INSPECTION REPORT -

V. Does the Operator currently have a Lead Agency approved "Financial Assurance? inspection Date: CA MINE 1D#
Check one: Yes No If "Yes", complete section below. -
- . N i r . : 9/14/2010 91 -31-0020

f "No", refer to instructions on the reverse of this page and complete Section V1.
- — -

Type of‘Fmancnai Assurance Financial Assurance Mechanism Number(s) Current Amount on File Date of Expiration

Mechanism(s)

7 Sursty Sond $

[ Certificate of Deposit &

[X Letter of Credit #4135883 $§  20,000.00 renews annually

[~ Trust Fund $

[ Pledge of Revenue 3

[~ Budget Set Aside $

r $

The Financial Assurance Amount must be adjusted annually. Attach a copy of the revised
Financial Assurance Amount calculation with this report.

Date of Financial Assurance
Amount Calculation: ©/14/2010

Does the current mechanism(s) on file cover the new annual calculation? ;f Yes i No

If "No", date operator was notified
that a new mechanism is required:

V1. Financial Assurance comments.

i

DISTRIBUTION: Original to Operator. Copies to: State (by Lead Agency), Lead Agency, State (by Operator), and BLM or USFS (if required).
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State of California

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION

OFFICE OF MINE RECLAMATION
MRRC-1 Page 3 of 3

SURFACE MINING INSPECTION REPORT

VL. Is the operation in compliance with provisions of the approved oK VN CA MINE ID #
Reclamation Plan with respect to: 91 - 31-0020
Wildlife Habitat T X r F“ ™ | inspection Date: 9/14/2010
Revegetation X i — -
Agricultural Land r‘ r [" X Weather Code(s): CR
Stream Protection 574 I - -

. Duration of inspection: 4.5 HRS
Tailings and Mine Waste Management 4 [~ r —
Closure of Surface Openings 4 I~ ~ [~ Approximate Disturbed Acreage: >.5
Building, Structure, and Equipment Rernoval [)? ;‘" r‘ i“‘"
Topsoil Salvage, Maintenance, and Redistribution l"“ i i 1574 Status of Operation Code(s): A
Backfilling, Regrading, Slope Stability, and Recontouring 4 T [~ r‘
Drainage, Diversion Structures, Waterways, and Erosion 5(' ;“‘ }“‘ r“ Status of Reclamation Code(s): see note
Other (list or explain below) ' {"‘ i~ 4

viin Eommentslﬁscription of Violation(s) and Gorrective Measure(s) Eequﬁ'ed

[NOTE: please indicate if you have attached notice(s) of violation(s) and correction order(s), in lieu of description on this form}:
NOTE:

This inspection was conducted to make a determination to consider waste rock dump sites #1 - 4 reclaimed.
Reclamation is completed for waste rock dumps sites #1, 2, 3 & 4.

Date Signed:
9/15/2010

tX. Number of Violations: insp s Signature: J

o D

DISTRIBUTION: Original to Operator. Copies tgz State (by Lead Agency), Lead Agency, State (by Operator), and BLM or USFS (if required).






COUNTY OF PLACER :
y_Community Development/Resource Agency ENGINEERING &

Michael J. Johnson, AICP | SURVEYING
Agency Director Wes Zicker, PE
Director

~

September 2, 2010

[

Mr. Kenneth E. Trott

California Department of Conservation
Office of Mine Reclamation

801 K Street MS 09-06

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: RED INK MAID MINE, ID #91-31~OOZO
Dear Mr. Trott:

We are in receipt of your correspondence dated August 6th 2010 regarding the subjsct mine.
We respond to the istter as follows:

Specifically, Placer County has not considered the mine as “idle” for the following reasons:
 When we considered the production amounts (annual MRRC-2 reports) provided to

| Placer County in 2005, 2006 and 2007, we calculated that production had decreased to a
| little ove between 2005 and 2008, therefore did not meet the criteria as being “idle”

| ’J'(I/( as defined by Public Resources Code {(PRC) Section 2727.1.
Mo
0
q,v ' ¢ The Red Ink Maid mine has not curtailed production at all between 2005 and up untit July
v 19", 2010; rather, mining operatnons were conducted steadily. We take into consideration

that this mining operation is an exploratory gold mine and that aithough operations may pre
have remained steady during this period, the mine still had “mineral’7productioninthe %573¢
form of waste rock, rather than gold, which is NOT reported on the MRRC-2 since the

waste rock is not considered a “commeodity” per se. PRC Section 2727.1 refers to

“mineral production” and not “commodity” production.

s Our observations with on-site annual inspections have confirmed that the Red Ink Maid
mine has not curtailed mineral production to 90% of the previous year.

Please provide direction in the svent that your interpretation of the intent of PRC Section 2727.1
is different than the above.

In response to paragraph 4, Placer County, acting as Lead Agené_'y, has received mine operator
annual reports for 2008 and 2009 from the mine operator, however, they were not provided at
the time of our inspection on March 10, 2010. Additionally, we cannot confirmn if these reports

3091 County Genter Drive, Sulte 120/ Auburn, California 85603 / {530} 746-3410 /Fax (530) 746-7589 / emall: ENG_SURV@placer.ca.gov
665 West Lake Boulevard / P.Q. Box 1909 / Tahoe City, Callfarnla 98148 / {530} 581-6227 / Fax (530) §81-8228




Mr. Kenneth Trott
August 31, 2010
Page 2

were submitted untimely to the Office of Mine Reclamatlon {(OMR). Please prov:de direction -
and/or confirmation.

in response to paragraph 5 and 6, the mine operator for the Red Ink Maid mine submitted a
Financial Assurance Cost Estimate (FACE) dated June 26™, 2009. Placer County, acting as
Lead Agency has had several.revision requests to the subject FACE which we will forward to
OMR for your CONCUITENCe Uf upon our final approval as the Lead Agency. A copy is attached to
this correspondence, however, please nofe that we have not yet approved the latest revision.

In response to paragraph 7, we confirm the inspection date was March 10, 2010 and the
agencies present including Placer County. We have received a copy the Notice of Violation
issued by the California Regional Water Quality Conirol Board dated March 23, 2010 as
mentioned in paragraph 7.

At this time, Placer County does not regulate nor enforce rules and regulations set forth by the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (CRWQCB) on federal lands under the
jurisdiction of the USFS (or BLM), other than those requirements included in the Reclamation
Plan approved by Placer County. Waste Discharge Requirement (WDRs) Order No. R5-2007-

0181 was NOT part of the Reclamation Plan approved by Placer County, and in our opinion it is

the responsibility of the USFS to ensure compliance in accordance with the Plan of Operations
that is approved by the USFS for the Red Ink Maid mine. For example, we would note thaton -
July 19, 2010, the USFS has ordered the Red Ink Maid mine to cease and desist operating until
it complies with WDR Order No. R5-2007-0181. ‘

We would also like to bring to your attention that Placer County is in receipt of two letiers,

copies attached, from the United States Forest Service (USFS) stating that waste rock dumps

#1 through #4 are no longer the responsibility to the mine operator except for maintaining water
quality and erosion control measuresaThe first letter was received on &;W
District Ranger Richard Johnson. The setond letter is dated October 21, 2009 from the current ?
USFS District Ranger Chris Fischer confirming that the letter from the USFS on September 20,
2004 is still the position of the USFS. : ?

At this time, Placer County, acting as Lead Agency, does not believe that there currently exist

any violations associated with the approved current Reclamation Plan or any provisions of the
Surface Mining and Reclamation Act. We would request your concurrence, based on the
information presented here, with that finding. :

if you have any questions on this information, please contact Ted Rel at (530) 745-7542.

Eng;negﬁm and rvéying Depértment

3091 County Canter Drive, Sulte 120/ Auburn, Califerala 846803 / (530) 746-3110 [ Fax {£30) 745-75608 / emall: ENG_SURV@placer.ca.gov
566 West Lake Boulevard [ P.O, Box 1809 / Tahoe City, California 28148 | (5320) 581.6227 / Fax (530D} 581-6228
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Mr. Kenneth Trott
August 31, 2010
Page 3

cc. Michael Johnson, CDRA Director
Robert Sandman, County Counsel

Ted Rel, ESD :
Richard Sykora, Mine Operator 14 pse ¢
Jeff Huggins, RWQCB - ' -

Rick Weaver, USFS
Mike Luksic, OMR

Attch: Oct 21, 2009 Letter from USFS to Placer County
May 11, 2005 Letter from USFS to Mr. Sykora
Sept 20, 2004 Letter from USFS to Mr. Sykora
June 26, 2009 FACE ~ _
2008 MRRC-2 Annual report for Mine 1D 91-31-0020
2009 MRRC-2 Annual report for Mine ID 31-31-0020

3991 Counly Center Drive, Sulte 120/ Aubura, Callfornia 95603 / (630) 745-3110 / Fax (530) 7447588 [ emall: ENG_SUEV@pIaeema.goy
£56 West Lake Boulevard 7 P.O. Box 19098 / Tahoe City, Callfornia 96445 / (530) 581-6227 / Fax (530} 581-6228
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Project No. 2890-01 Wasterock Stability Evaluation and Initial Characterization
November 1, 2006 Page 16

that is suitable for the end use. The existing native slopes exceed 2:1 (on the
order of 1.7:1, H:V), making it impossible to comply with the 2:1 slope
requirement. Wasterock removal would be difficult to achieve without
significant grading to provide access for heavy equipment. A new access
road from Mosquito Ridge Road (crossing currently undisturbed portions of
the property) would likely be necessary and several new road cuts would be
required to provide adequate access to the lower reaches of each wasterock
site. Our opinion is that the grading required to remove wasterock at the site
would result in significant worker safety issues, additional erosion control
concerns, and increased potential for slope failure.

Our opinion is that the existing wasterock sites substantially comply with CCR
Section 3704 (e) in that the mine waste dumps do “generally conform with the
surrounding topography.” In addition, the wasterock slope gradients appear
similar to fill slopes for Mosquito Ridge Road which provides access to the
site.

We recommend regrading as necessary at the top of wasterock stockpile 4 to
ensure that surface water‘drainage is not directed into the wasterock
stockpile. We anticipate that surface water, if present above the stockpile;
could be directed away from the stockpile toward the native slopes to the
east. Redirection of surface water can typically be performed by the
placement of soil berms or the excavation of shallow v-ditches above the
wasterock stockpiles. Surface water onsite must not be directed toward or

over the wasterock slope faces.

We do not recommend disturbing the existing wasterock sites. Excavating
into the existing wasterock may cause localized oversteepening of the
wasterock, resulting in shallow failures and possible small volume debris
flows. Excavating or otherwise disturbing the existing wasterock could result
in a safety hazard to the personnel performing the work. In addition, the
existing topographic irregularities present in stockpile 4, for example, may
facilitate eventual soil accumulation and revegetation. '

Our opinion is that the stability conditions at stockpiles 1 through 4 do not
warrant the placement of additional wasterock at these locations. We

Holdrege & Kull
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December 7, 2005

Richard Sykora
P.0O. Box 622
Foresthill, California 95631

Reference: Big Seam and Red Ink Maid Mining Claims
Foresthill, California
Subject: Stability of Waste Rock Sites #1 - #5

Mr. Sykora,

As requested, we have completed our review of available information and have made two
recent visits to the above referenced site. Our conclusions regarding our review are

summarized below.

Scope of Services

Our scope of services included the following:
= Review of the following documents:

o US Forest Service (September 20, 2004). Conditions of Approval for
“Plan of Operations”, Appendix A.

o Department of Conservation, Office of Mine Reclamation (September 14,
2005). Review of Proposed Reclamation Plan for the Red Ink Maid Mine

(01-31-0020) - Summary Table.

o Watters, RobertJ., Ph.D., P.E. (June 26, 1990). Stability Assessmentand
Appraisal for Mine Waste Dumps. '

o Voss, Jlm (January 30, 1997). Waste Rock Dump Slump at Red Ink Maid
Mine. .

= Two site visits on November 3 and November 30, 2005.

= Preparation of this letter report. EXHIBIT E_

(530) 478-1305 < FAX (530} 478-1019 + E-mail: handk @ HandK.net = 792 Searls Avenue < Nevada City, CA 95959 « & California Corporavon



Big Seam and Red Ink Maid Mining Claims - Stability of Waste Rock Sites #1 - #5
December 7, 2005 Page 2

Site Observations

On November 3 and November 30, 2005, we observed waste rock dump sites 1
through 4 and proposed waste rock dump site 5. Following are our observations:

=  Waste Rock Site #1 is located just south of the existing mine portal. The
gradient of the existing south to southwest facing slope is approximately 60%.
This site was used from approximately 1987 to 1989. We understand that fine
grained, oxidized waste rock material was broadcast over the larger waste rock
in this area. This practice resulted in good vegetative growth over the waste
rock. We understand that the eastern portion of Waste Rock Site #1, directly
adjacent to Waste Rock Site #2, had an erosion failure in 1990 as a result of a
concentrated surface water flow which emanated from the access road atthe top
of the waste rock. Robert Watiers, Ph.D., P.E., assessed the stability of this site
in June 1990. His June 26, 1990 report recommended drainage improvements
to prevent surface water from discharging over the slope face. Following that
breach, a berm was constructed between the access road and top of the waste
rock slope. Surface water is collected in a low area and discharged downslope
of the waste rock in a2 PVC pipe. The drainage system appeared to be
functioning adequately at the time of our site visit. .

= Waste Rock Site #2 is located just east of Waste Rock Site #1. The gradient of
the existing south to southeast facing siope is approximately 55%. This site and
Waste Rock Site #3 were used from approximately 1990 to 1993. A failure
occurred near the toe of the waste rock during the heavy rains of late 1996/early
1997. Jim Voss, a Forest Service geologist, investigated the failure on January
13, 1997 and determined in his above referenced report dated January 30, 1997
that the failure occurred in the colluvium underlying the waste rock. The failure
was exacerbated by the failure of a surface water drainage pipe which extended
through Waste Rock Site #3, located just upslope of Waste Rock Site #2. The

. drainage pipe has been sealed since the failure. We observed no evidence of
recent movement of either Waste Rock Site #2 or Waste Rock Site #3. The
lateral extents of both sites are beginning to revegetate, although this process will
likely be slow due to the size of the waste rock fragments exposed at the surface.

= Waste Rock Site #4 is located east of Waste Rock Sites #2 and #3. The
gradient of the existing south to southeast facing slope is approximately 55 to -
60%. This site was used from approximately 1994 to 2003, when mining
operations ceased. This site appeared to be stable in its present condition. We
observed no evidence of recent or past movement of the waste rock mass. The

Holdrege &t Kuli



Big Seam and Red Ink Maid Mining Claims " Stability of Waste Rock Sites #1 - #5
December 7, 2005 Page 3

top of the slope is beginning to revegetate; however, the majority of the waste
rock is relatively large (on the order of 8 to 18 inch fragments) with a relatively
small percentage of fine grained material. We anticipate revegetation of this
area will take a significant amount of time. :

»  Waste Rock Site #5 is proposed to be used once mining operations start up
again. The gradient of the base of the proposed site is much flatter than the
surrounding areas, on the order of 20 to 25%. The proposed site is located
within an historic hydraulicked area. The slope gradientimmediately downslope
of the hydraulicked area increases dramatically, on the order of 80 to 100%. No -
waste rock disposal is proposed in this steep area. While the base of the
hydraulicked area supports moderate vegetation (mostly manzanita and other
brush and small trees), colluvial development is minor to non-existent. The
proposed construction of the access road to the site and the waste dump design
is outlined in Appendix A of the above referenced 2004 Forest Service document.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The foliowing conclusions and recommendations are our professional opi
on our two site visits:

»  Waste Rock Sites #1 through #4 appear to be stable in their present state. We
recommend regrading the areas at the top of Waste Rock Sites #2 and #4 so
\\yl that ponding of surface water does not occur. Accumulated drainage water
should be discharged downsiope of the toe of the waste rock piles as was
previously performed at Waste Rock Site #1. An alternative would be to
discharge surface water to the east of the waste rock piles. Surface water must

not be allowed to flow over the face of the waste rock slopes.

*  We do not recommend disturbing the existing waste rock sites. Excavating into
the existing waste rock may cause localized oversteepening of the waste rock,
resulting in failures. Excavating or otherwise disturbing the existing waste rock
could result in a safety hazard to the personnel performing the work.

»  QOur opinion is that Waste Rock Site #5 is the best location on the property to
dispose of future waste rock. The base of the formerly hydraulicked area should
be cleared of significant vegetation prior to placement of waste rock. Vegetation

~in areas to receive less than 3 feet of waste rock may remain in place.

Holdrege & Kuli



Stability of Waste Rock Sites #1 - #5

8:g Searm and Red Ink Maid Mining Claims
Page 4

Secember 7, 2005

»  We take no exception to the proposed design of Waste Rock Site #5 as outlined
in Appendix A of the Plan of Operations. If a gabion wall is to be constructed at
the toe of Waste Rock Site #5, the wall should be designed by a registered
engineer; construction of the wall should be observed by representatives of the

engineer that designs the wall.

Please contact us if you need any additional information or clarification.

Sincerely,

THOMAS J.
HOLDREGE

HoldregexC,E

NN, & RN

Principal Engineef./;/

Holdrege & Kuil
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Project No. 2850-01
January 26, 2007

Richard Sykora
P.O. Box 622
Foresthill, California 95631

Reference: Big Seam and Red Ink Maid Mining Claims
Foresthill, California

Subject: Proposed Stockpile 5 Plan Sheets and Stability Review

Dear Mr. Sykora,

At your request, we have prepared the enclosed plan sheets which depict two alternate
wasterock configurations for proposed Stockpile 5. The plans are intended to facilitate the
review and permitting process associated with the existing mine operation onsite. The
enclosed plan sheets, as well as the corresponding stability analysis results, will be
provided to the Placer County Planning Department for distribution to associated reviewing

agencies.

Our plan sheets depict anticipated finished wasterock stockpile configurations based on
the existing topography at the proposed stockpile location as well as the recommended
maximum finished slope gradient. The finished dimensions of the stockpile are expected
to vary, depending on the actual slope gradient used, the optional construction of a gabion
basket retaining structure at the toe of the slope, and the variation of the natural

topography. We-anticipate-that;during-wasteroek-placement-temporary-slepe-gradients=-

_appreaching the frictior-angle-of-the-matetiak-
“dumping. However, it is critical tR&f thg fifiis ed siope gradienit at theend of wasterock

“;__’placement not exceed the recomirigénded slope-gradient of 33 degrees-unless. further
stability-analysis and-site-feview.is. pedormed-to-coffifm-stability.

it-occur-particulany at the 1ocation—of

Site preparation, wasterock placement and eventual reclamation of the stockpile should
incorporate the recommendations presented by the USDA Forest Service in their
recommended Mitigation Measures for this project. We can provide additional site specific
erosion control and reclamation recommendations for the project, if requested.

One concern associated with the placement of wasterock on steeply sloping sites is the
increased likelihood of wasterock and fine grained sediments being transported from the

(530) A78-1305  FAX (530) 478-1019 » E-mail: handi@Handinet = 792 Searls Avenue * Nevada Ciry, CA 95959 = £ Califernia Corvoration



Project No. 2890-01 Proposed Stockpile 5 Plan Sheets and Stabilily Review
January 26, 2007 Page 2

stockpile locations to downgradient streams. Please note that the plan sheets depict
redundant debris or sediment barriers to be constructed at locations downslope from
the proposed toe of the wasterock stockpile. These barriers are intended to be
installed prior to wasterock placement, and will need to be maintained and functional
during the course of wasterock placement. Following wasterock placement, we
anticipate that course rock fragments will be located on the lower portions of the
stockpile surface, serving as slope armor and reducing the need for the sediment and
debris barriers. The need for continued maintenance of the barriers should be
evaluated following wasterock placement.

Summary of Stability Analysis for Stockpile 5

We performed a computer-assisted slope stability analysis to evaluate the existing
stockpile configurations. The slope models used were based on the proposed finished
wasterock slope gradient of 33 degrees (equivalent to a 1%2:1, horizontal to vertical
slope). Our stability analysis used the laboratory test results obtained during our
previous geotechnical review of the existing stockpiles onsite, as described in our

- November 1, 2006 report entitled Wasterock Stability Evaluation and Initial

Characterization. Our analysis was performed using Stablé™ software utilizing the
Janbu and Bishop’s simplified methods of slices.

The stability of a slope is evaluated by calculating its "factor of safety”. The factor of
safety is a ratio obtained by dividing the resisting forces (i.e., the shear strength of the
material comprising the slope) by the driving forces (resulting from the slope gradient,
the weight of the material, groundwater, and surcharge loading). If the factor of safety
is greater than 1, the slope is theoretically stable. A factor of safety equal to or less
than 1 means the slope is theoretically unstable. T

Required factors of safety are selected in an effort to address uncertainties in the
conditions as well as the anticipated consequences of slope instability. Higher design
factors of safety are often appropriate where slope instability would threaten a critical
facility or create a hazard to health and safety. In some cases a more thorough
investigation of subsurface conditions, including extensive laboratory testing to reliably
establish lower bound shear strength and accurately identify material properties,
allows the use of lower factors of safety. In general, we use minimum required factors
of safety of 1.5 to account for variability in groundwater, subsurface soil and rock

'~ conditions, and laboratory test results when analyzing slopes associated with critical

facilities, inhabited structures, and other_locations where the consequences of a slope
failure would be high. Factors of safety as low as 1.2 are often employed for slopes
of relatively low risk and where conditions can be readily observed and confirmed by

HOLDREGE & KULL



Project No. 2890-07 Proposed Stockpile 5 Plan Sheets and Stability Review
January 26, 2007 Page 3

laboratory testing such as cut siopes for driveways and rural roads. In addition, the
use of lower factors of safety may be justified for existing slopes where information
regarding past performance is available. One reason for this is that the degree of
uncertainty regarding shear strength and piezometric levels can be reduced through

back analysis.

Furthefmore, reduced factors of safety are often used when the stability analysis
considers short term seismic loading, rapid change in groundwater elevation, or other
events of relatively short duration or infrequent occurrence.

Our slope stability analysis was based on a wide variety of assumptions and variables
including:

1. Strength data variables - The strength data used in our analysis was based on
laboratory test results performed on the sand and finer portions of samples
collected from the wasterock onsite. We used the lower internal friction angle
and apparent cohesion values obtained during two direct shear tests performed
on loose specimens. Based on our laboratory testing, the wasterock was
modeled as possessing an internal friction angle of 43.1 degrees and having
an apparent cohesion of 110 pounds.per square foot. The model also
assumed a saturated, approximate 3-foot thick native soil/colluvium layerbelow
the wasterock. The strength properties of the underlying colluvium was
estimated with consideration of the native slope gradients, our experience with
soil and rock conditions in the area, and the results of back calculations of the
past slope instability in wasterock stockpile 4. No direct shear testing was
performed on the colluvium and underlying weathered rock onsite.

2. We considered seismic loading (modeled as a horizontal acceleration of 0.2g)
in our analysis of the proposed stockpile configuration.

*Based-on our- analysis;-we-calculate. a factor. of safety-of-+.5-for the-propesed— -
wasterock.-stockpile -configuratien. The calculated factor of safety is extremely

sensitive to the horizontal acceleration due to seismic loading. The use of an
acceleration of 0.2g, assumed to occur precisely in the out of slope direction, is
considered to be conservative. The apparent cohesion present in the stockpile
materials, as well as the effect of slope armoring due to the accumulation of course
material on the lower slope surface, will likely cause the factor of safety for the
configuration to vary.” However, evén without the presence of apparent cohesion in -

the stockpile material, we estimate” that the factor of safety considering dynamic S
- analysis is greater than 1.3+~

HOLDREGE & KULL



Project No. 2890-01 . Proposed Stockpile 5 Plan Sheets and Stability Review
January 26, 2007 ] Page 4

In addition to our stability analysis, we considered the likelihood of rock fall during
wasterock placement which would result in individual boulders traveling beyond the
toe of the wasterock stockpile and rolling into the steeply sloping canyon below. To
evaluate the likelihood of rock fall, we used the Colorado Rockfall Simulation Program
(CRSP) distributed by the Colorado Department of Transportation. CRSP models
rock fall considering user selected slope and rock properties. Empirically derived
functions correlating slope geometry, friction, and rock properties are used in
conjunction with conservation of energy principles to calculate the trajectory of
individual rocks. The simulation is repeated for hundreds of rock fall events, allowing
statistical analysis of probable rock fall behavior for a given slope. CRSP output -
includes estimates of probable rock fall velocities, bounce heights, and kinetic

energies.

To perform our rock fall evaluation, we considered 12-inch boulders dropped on the
finished slope surface during the final stages of wasterock placement. Although
blasting and excavation of the rock onsite generates subangular and angular rock
fragments, the boulders are conservatively modeled as being spherical. It is also
assumed that the rock does not break into smaller fragments during the fall. The
stockpile slope was modeled as having a 33 degree slope, and a relatively rough
surface similar to a talus slope, armored with course rock fragments. Furthermore,
we considered the placement of a smooth-faced gabion basket retaining wall at the
toe of the slope, with fill placement to the top of the wall.

Our CRSP analysis indicated that, with the dropping of 1,000 spherical, 12-inch
diameter boulders on the 33 degree slope, one boulder may reach the gabion basket
wall. No boulders were calculated to pass beyond the debris barriers or approach the
steeper canyon slopes below the proposed stockpile location. CRSP output is

attached for reference.

Based on our stability analysis, our opinion is that the proposed wasterock stockpile
configuration, utilizing a maximum finished slope gradient of 33 degrees, provides an
appropriate factor of safety for the intended use. In addition, the rock fall simulation
performed indicated that it is unlikely that individual boulder-sized wasterock
fragments will travel beyond the toe of the stockpile onto the canyon slopes below.

Limitations

. onsidered an adde r Noverr
roject. The limitations presented in that report apply.

HOLDREGE & KULL
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Please contact us if you need any additional information or clarification.

Sincerely,

Robert FmgeW—SQQ !

Senior Engineer

attachments: Sheets 1 and 2 - Site Plan
Stability Analysis Graphical Results Summary
CRSP Rock Fall Simulation Output

copies:- 1 to Placer County Planning Department / Attn: Crystal Jacobsen
(6) Sheets 1 and 2

F:\1 Projects\2890 Big Seam-Red Ink Mine\Stockpile5Pians . wpd
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May 12, 2006

5-/} Z/oé Sus.
Richard Sykora | 57/2/'5.(; 35S :
P.O. Box 622 oo '

Foresthill, California 95631

Reference: Big Seam and Red Ink Maid Mining Claims
Foresthill, California

Subject: Addendum to Report Dated December 7, 2005

Dear Mr. Sykora,

Atyourrequest, we completed this addendum to our report entitled Stability of Waste Rock
Sites #1 - #5 dated December 7,2005 for the above referenced project. Information in this
letter is based on our review of a Califernia Department of Conservation, Office of Mine
Reclamation (OCMR) letter dated January 18, 2006, discussions with Crystal Jacobsen with W
the Placer County Planning Department, and site visit on March 23, 2006 with personnel

from the California Region Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), OMR, Placer County
Planning Department, and the U.S. Forest Service.

During the site visit on March 23, 2008, several ideas were discussed regarding the
reclamation of Waste Rock Sites #2 through #4. Descriptions of these waste rock areas
were included in our December 7, 2005 report. Our conclusions and recommendations are

as follows:
Waste Rock Sites #2 and #3

We obtained additional information during the March 23, 2006 site visit regarding a
landslide that occurred in early January 1997, impacting Waste Rock Site #2. We stated
in our December 2005 report that the failure impacted both Waste Rock Sites #2 and #3.
However, we understand that material in Waste Rock Site #3 (referenced by the mine
operators as the “Bridge”) was placed under the direction of the Forest Service after the
landslide occurred. The material comprising Waste Rock Site # 3 was placed across the
failure scar, near the head scarp of the landslide. The mine operators observed that the
failure did not extend to bedrock and that colluvium was still present at the base of the
failure zone prior to the placement of the Waste Rock Site #3 material.

{530) 478-1305 « FAX(S30) 478-1019 + E-naf: handk @ Handfiner « 792 Searls Avenue = Nevada City, (A 95959 < A Cablosmia Corporation
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| = Mcost imporiantly, the remov

The placement of the "bridge” resulted in a topographic depression between the waste
rock and the head scarp of the landslide. This existing depression was discussed
during our March 2006 site visit. One alternative that was discussed would entail
removing material immediately downslope of Waste Rock Site #3 and placing the
material in the topographic depression to reduce the accumulation of surface water
in the depression. In addition, this proposed solution would effectively reduce the
volume of material comprising Waste Rock Site #2, immediately downslope of Waste
Rock Site #3. We do not recommend this alternative for the following reasons:

L] The waste rock that would be used to fill the topographic depression is
comprised of cobble- to boulder-sized material. Placement of this material in
the depression would not preclude the infiltration of surface water into the

depression.

= The mine operators have indicated that they have never observed ponding of
water in the depression. We observed during our site visits that the tributary
area immediately upslope of the depression is very limited.

£ 4 o | . P
val of material from Waste Roclk Site #2 to fill the

depression would resultin a less stable slope configuration. The observations
made by the mine operators in 1997 that colluvial material was still present
near the base of the slide scar lead us o believe that future movement could
occur in the colluvial material. Removal of materiai from the middle of the
slope (i.e., decreasing the resisting forces) and placement of that material
higher up on the slope (i.e., increasing the driving forces) would effectively

decrease the slope’s stability.

We make the following recommendations for reclamation of Waste Rock Site #3:

u Once all reclamation is completed of Waste Rock Sites #2 and #4, deep rip
the surface of the “bridge” to a minimum depth of 18 inches and promote

revegetation by applying an appropriate seed mix.

- We observed evidence of surface water ponding on the western edge of the
"bridge”, closest to the mine entrance. We recommend this area be regraded

to promote drainage and reduce ponding.

" Construct a water bar immediately east of the “bridge” on the access road
between Waste Rock Sites #3 and #4. Currently, runoff is directed down the

Holdrege & Kull
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access road toward the “bridge”. The water bar would direct runoff to the
native slope exposed between Waste Rock Sites #3 and #4.

Waste Rock Site #4 . ot

In the OMR letter-dated January 19, 2006 and during the March 23, 2006 site visit, a
number of ideas were discussed regarding reclamation of the access road to Waste
Rock Site #4. In general, the options that were discussed included outsloping the
existing road surface by placing material from the berm that is directly downslope from
the access road and from the slope directly below the berm and placing it on the

access road.

We recommend leaving the access road between Waste Rock Sites #3 and #4 in its
present condition (other than possibly seeding. it) for the following reasons :

= The road and downslope berm would act as a catchment area for any failures
that occur in the historic waste rock pile immediately upslope of Waste Rock

Site #4.

Vegetation has become established on both the road and berm. Given the

rocky nature of the material comprising the road and the berm, bringing heavy
equipment into the area to outslope the road would compromise the
revegetation process. It would take many vears to re-establish vegetation back

to its present state.

" The access road is a mid—slop.e bench that directs surface water {which
appears to be minimal) away from the waste rock slope, effectively increasing

slope stability.

Please contact us if you need any additional information or clarification.
Sincerely,

ﬁ@%&

Toma Holdregd
Principal Engi

copies: 3 to Richard Sykora
F:\1 Projects\2890 Big Seam-Red Ink Mine\Red Ink Maid Mine l.wpd
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f/li/cb S-S

'Richard Sykora 2, / Ziel &3

P.O. Box 622
Foresthill, California 95631

Reference: Big Seam and Red Ink Maid Mining Claims
Foresthill, California

Subject: Additional Comments Regarding Site Slopes

Dear Mr. Sykora,

At your request, we are providing additional comments regarding Waste Rock Sites #1
through #4 located at the above referenced project site. Information in this letier is based
on our August 8, 2006 site visit to observe the slope failure at Waste Rock Site #4, our
review of a California Department of Conservation, Office of Mine Reclamation (OMR)
letter dated June 28, 2006. and curdiscussions with Crysta! Jacahsen ofthe PlacerCounty

Planning Department.

We understand the slope failure at Waste Rock Site #4 occurred in late March 2006
following a month of unusually heavy precipitation. The Foresthill area received on the
order of 80 inches of rain during the winter and spring, which was well above average. The
failure involved approximately half of the access road, including the soil berm, directly

. upslope of the waste rock site. The failure resulted in vertical and slight lateral

displacement of the soil berm. Slide debris was substantially contained in a relatively flat
lying area located just downslope of the waste rock. Debris did not appear to extend
beyond the mine property. In general, very little lateral displacement of waste occurred as

" a result of the slide. Our opinion is that the slide occurred as a direct result of the heavy

precipitation in March. Other significant slope failures occurred in the Foresthill area
(including Foresthill Road) and throughout the Sierra Nevada foothills as a result of the
above average precipitation.

We will be performing a slope stability analysis of the waste rock sites to comply with
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) requirements. We will be
observing the slide at Waste Rock Site #4 in greater detail as part of that study. Our report
will be issued in the next few weeks summarizing the results of our analysis. |

With regard to the requirements in the California Code of Regulatuons (CCR), Sections
3704 (d) and (e), we have the following comments:

{ojorsus
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CCR Section 3704 (d) requires that all permanent piles or dumps of mine waste rock
and overburden shall not exceed 2:1, horizontal to vertical (H:V). This site is unique
in that the existing native slopes exceed 2:1 (on the order of 1.7:1, H:V), making it
impossible to comply with this requirement without complete removal of the waste
rock at the site. Waste rock removal would be difficult to achieve without significant
grading to provide access for heavy equipment. A new access road from Mosquito
Ridge Road (crossing currently undisturbed portions of the property) would likely be
necessary and several new road cuts would be required to provide adequate access
to the lower reaches of each waste rock site. Our opinion is that the grading required
to remove waste rock at the site would result in significant worker safety issues,
additional erosion control concerns, and increased potential for slope failure. '

‘Our opinion is that the existing waste rock sites substantially comply with CCR Section
3704 (e) in that the mine waste dumps do "generally conform with the surrounding
topography.” :

Please contact us if you need any additional information or clarification.

D Gg™e
@%ﬁ\

o S THomMas N\
HOLDREGE
No, 1809

Sincerely,

\ ! N ;
\ ; @/M [}
Tent Holdrege, C.ETS

Principal Engineer

CERTIFIED
ENGIMEERING
N\ GECLOGIST

copies:  3lo Richard Sykora
1 to Placer County Planning Department/ Atin: Crystal Jacobsen

F:\1 Projects\2890 Big Seam-Red Ink Mine'Red Ink Slopes.wpd
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March 30, 2010 .

Mr. Richard Sykora
P.O. Box 622
Foresthill, California 95631

Reference: Big Seam and Red Ink Maid Mining Claim
Placer County, California

Subject: 2008-2009 Storm Water Mohitoring Report

Dear Mr. Sykora,

At your request, we present this storm water monitoring report for the Big Seam and
Red Ink Maid mining claim for the 2008-2009 rainy season. This report was prepared in
general accordance with the procedures outlined in the water quality monitoring section
(2.6) of the September 4, 2007 Storm Water Poilution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the

site.
Site Observations

Holdrege & Kull (H&K) visited the site on October 4, 2008 to observe the condition of
the structural best management practices (BMPs) and implementation of non-structural
BMPs at the site.

As mentioned in our November 12, 2008 Annual Facility Inspection Report, we
observed that the berms along the site roadways and along the top of stockpiles 1, 2,
and 3 were in place to restrict storm water from flowing over the roadside siopes and
stockpile faces. We also observed that the drainage swales were in proper condition to
convey storm water off of roadways toward vegetated areas and/or sedimentation
basins, with the following exception: The 2 swales closest to the mine portal on the
stockpile 5 haul road were filled with soil and rock. We recommended to you that the
swales across the road be re-established to direct storm water off the road surface into
adjacent natural drainages. Based on conversations with you and photographs
provided, we understand that organic debris and loose soil and rock were removed from
the onsite drainage swales on November 3, 2008 to allow for proper water conveyance.

(530 478-1305 « FAX (530) 478-1019 < E-mail: handk @HandK.net 792 Searls Avenue * Nevada (ity, (A 95959 = A California Corporation
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The non-structural BMPs observed during our site visit included a plastic catch
basin located beneath a 55-gallon fuel tank and drip pans located beneath a
generator and compressor. We also observed a storage locker near the generator
that contained absorbent spill clean-up materials.

Storm Water Monitoring

Qctober 4, 2008 Site Visit

We also performed storm water monitoring during our October 4, 2008 site visit,
which coincided with the first significant rainfall event of the season. The weather
station at the Foresthill Ranger Station (FRH) reported approximately 1.0 inches of
rain during this event.

We arrived at the site at approximately 9:30AM, at which time the rainfall intensity
was decreasing and the storm appeared to be passing the site. We attempted to
collect storm water samples at sampling location S1, located below the toe of
stockpile 5 on a small bedrock outcrop in the base of the drainage channel. At
approximately 10:00AM, we were not able to collect samples because there was
no surface water flowing over the outcrop (see photo below).

Sampling
Location S1

HOLDREGE & KULL



Project No. 2890-01 2008-2008 Storm Water Monitoring Report for Big Seam and Red Ink Maid Mining Claims
March 30, 2010 Page 3

We also attempted to collected storm water samples from location S2. Sampling
location S2 is located near the headscarp formed by the past slope failure near the
base of stockpile 2 (see Figure 1 and photo below). At approximately 10:30AM, we
were not able to collect storm water samples because there was no surface water
flowing at sampling location S2.

Sampling
Location S2

At approximately 11:15AM we attempted to collect storm water samples at
sampling location S3, located at the base of stockpile 4 (see photo below). As with
the other sampling locations, we were not able to collect samples because there
was no surface water flowing at this sampling location.

Sampling
Location S3

HOLDREGE & KULL
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During our October 4, 2008 site visit we did not observe surface water on the site
roadways or drainage swales. However, we did observe standing water up to 1
inch in depth in the level area adjacent to the mine portal.

March 1, 2009 Site Visit

We returned to the site on March 1, 2009 to perform additional storm water
monitoring. We arrived at the site at approximately 2:30PM, at which time
relatively high intensity rain was falling. The FRM weather station reported a storm
total for this event of approximétely 2% inches of rainfall.

As with previous attempts, we were not able to collect storm water samples
because there was no surface water flowing at the sampling locations. However,
we observed a small volume of water flowing in the drainage swales located on the
site access road between Mosquito Ridge Road and the mine portal. We also
observed a trickle of water in the drainage swales on the new haul road to
wasterock stockpile 5 and standing water area adjacent to the mine portal.

Visual Monitoring

Based on our conversations with you, we understand that the mine operator
performed visual monitoring during rainfall events at the site. The drainage swale
located on the site access road was the only location where surface water runoff
was observed during the 2008-2009 rainy season. The location is noted on the
attached Figure 1.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Based on our experience and site visits, our opinion is that the infiltration rate for
the on-site soil/rock is relatively high and that surface water runoff at the toe of the
wasterock stockpiles occurs relatively infrequently. Based on our site observations
and. monitoring performed during the 2008-2009 rainy season, we do not
recommend revisions to the SWPPP. ' '

HOLDREGE & KULL
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We appreciate the opportunity to provide you with our services. If you have any
questions regarding this letter, please feel free to contact us.

Sincerely,

HOLDREGE & KULL

Reviewed by: /
"—"j ,\,_ _.,x___.” .k.__::_. &, Q,

) I4

Vi~

Robert Fingefson,
Senior Engineer

attachments: Figure 1 - Site Plan Showing Drainage and Physical Features
copies: 4 to Richard Sykora

F:\1 Projects\2890 Big Seam-Red Ink Mine\SWPPP\Menitoring\2009 monitoring rpt.doc
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ANNUAL REPORT

SPECIFIC INFORMATION

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

D.  SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS EXEMPTIONS AND REDUCTIONS
~

1. For the reporting period, was your facility exempt from collecting and analyzing samples from two storm events in
accordance with sections B.12 or 15 of the General Permit?

[] Yes Gowiemd2 E’ NO  GoloSectonE

2. Indicate the reason your fagility is exempt from collecting and analyzing samples from two storm events. Attach a
copy of the first page of the appropriate certification If you check boxes ii, iii, iv, orv.

i D Participating in an Approved Group Monitoring Plan Group Name:

ii. ['_j Submitted No Exposure Certification {NEC) Date Submitied:
Re-evaluation Date:

Does facility continue to satisfy NEC conditions? D YES r_"] NO

t

it D Submitied Sampling Reduction Certification {SRC) Date Submitted:

Re-evaluation Date:

Does facility continue io safisfy SRC conditions? D YES D NO
iv. D Received Regional Board Certification - Certification Date:
V. D Received Local Agency Certification Cetification Date:

3. M you checked boxesior i above, were you scheduled to sampie one storm event during the reporting year?
[] yes  GotoSecionE [] o GotosectionF
4. K you checked boxes i, v, or v, go to Section F.

E. SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS RESULTS

1. How many storm events did you sample? 9 if less than 2, attach explanation {if you checked
item D.2.i or ili. above, only aftach explanation if you
answer “07).

2. Did you collect storm water samples from the first storm of the wet season that produced a discharge during
scheduled facility operating hours? {Seciion B.5 of the General Permif)

D YES E NO, attach explanation (Please note thatif
) you do not sample the first storm event, you are
still required to sample 2 storm events)

3.  How many storm water discharge locations are at your faci!ity’? 3



4. Foreach storm event sampled, did you collect and analyze a

sample from each of the facilitys’ storm water discharge locations? D YES, go to ltem E.6 D NO

5. Was sample collection or analysis reduced in acoordance
with Section B.7.d of the General Permit?

YYES", attaéﬁ documentation supporting your determination
that two or more drainage areas are substantially identical.

Date facility’s drainage areas were last evaluated
6. Were all samples collected during the first hour of discharge?

7.  Was all storm water sampling preceded by three (3}
working days without a storm water discharge?

8. Were there any discharges of stormwater that had been
temporarily stored or contained? {such as from a pond}

9. Did you collect and analyze samples of temporarily stored or
contained storm water discharges from two storm events?
{or one storm event if you checked item D2 or iii. above)

[]ves

[:[ YES
[:{ YES
D YES

D YES

D NQO, attach explanation

[] NoO, attach expianation

[] No, attach explanation

D NQ, go io ltem E10

D NO, attach explanation

10. Sectlion B.5. of the General Permit requires you o analyze storm waler samples for pH, Tolal Suspended Solids {TSS),
Specific Conductance (SC), Total Organic Carbon {TOC) or Oil and Grease {O&G), other pollutants likely to be present
in storm water discharges in significant quantities, and analytical parameters listed in Table D of the General Permit.

a. Does Table D contain any additional parameters
related to your facility’s SIC code(s)?

b. Did you analyze all storm water samplés for the
applicable parameters listed int Tabie D?

c. Hyou did not analyze all siorm water samples for the
applicable Table D parameters, check one of the
following reasons: ’

D YES
D YES

NO, Go to liem E.11

<~ no

In prior sampling ysars, the parameter(s} have not been detected in significant quantities from two
consecutive sampling events. Atfach explanafion :

The parameter(s) is not likely te be present in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water
discharges in significant quantities based upon the facility operator's evaluation. Attach explanation

A Other. Attach explanation !

11. For each storm event sampled, attach a copy of the laboralory analytical reporis and report the sampling and analysis
results using Form 1 or its equivalent. The following must be provided for each sample collected:

* & & » @

Testing resuits.

Test methods used.

Test deteciion limits.

Date of testing.

Copies of the laboratory analytical results.

Date and time of sample collection
Name and title of sampler.
Parameters tested.

Name of analytical testing faboratory.
Discharge location identification.



F. QUARTERLY VISUAL OBSERVATIONS

1.

Authorized Non-Storm Water Discharges
Section B.3.b of the General Permit requires guarterly visual observations of all authorized non-storm water

discharges and their sources.

a.

Do authorized non-storm water discharges occur at your facility? -

] ves XTI no cowclemF2

Indicate whether you visually observed all authorized non-storm water discharges and their sources
during the quarters when they were discharged. Attach an explanation for any “NO” answers. Indicate
*N/A" for quarters without any authorized non-storm water discharges.

July -September [_JYEs [NO [} NiA October-December [ ] YES []NO SIN/A

January-March [ ]YES [[JNO [SI'NA April-June [] ves [JNO [dWA

Use Form 2 to report quarterly visual observations of authorized non-storrn water discharges or
provide the following information.

i. name of each authorized non-storm water discharge

ii. date and time of observation

ili. source and location of each authorized non-storm water discharge

iv. characteristics of the discharge at ifs source and impacted drainage areafdxscharge location

v. name, lifle, and signature of observer

vi. any new or revised BMPs necessary tc reduce or prevent pollutanis in adthonzed non-storm water
discharges. Provide new or revised BMP implementation date.

Unauthorized Non-Storm Water Discharges
Section B.3.z of the General Permit requires quarterly visual observations of al! dramage areas {o detect the
presence of unauthorized non-storm water discharges and their sources.

a.

Indicate whether you visually observed all drainage areas to detect the presence of unauthorized non-
storm water discharges and their sources. Attach an explanation for any “NO” answers.

July -September g/ YES D NO Ocicber-December E YES D NO

January-March IZ' Yes [ ] no April-dune E{]‘/ YES [ ] NO

Based upon the quarterly visual observafions, were any unauthorized non-storm water discharges detected?

1 ves g/ NO Gotoitem F.2.d

Have each of the unauthorized non-storm water discharges been eliminated or permitted?
[] ves {1 . NO Attach explanation

Use Form 3 to report quarterly unauthorized non-storm water discharge visual observalions or provide the
following information.

i name of each unauthorized non-storm water discharge.

ii.  date and time of observation. '

iii. source and location of each unauthorized non-storm water discharge.

iv.  characteristics of the discharge at its source and impacted drainage area/discharge location.

v. name, title, and signature of cbserver. ‘

vi.  any corrective actions necessary to eliminate the source of each unauthorized non-storm water
discharge and to clean impacted drainage areas. Provide date unauthorized non-siorm water
discharge(s) was eliminated or scheduled to be eliminated.



G. MONTHLY WET SEASON VISUAL OBSERVATIONS

Section B.4.a of the General Permit requires you o conduct menthly visual abservations of storm water
discharges at all storm water dischargs locations during the wet season. These observafions shall occur during
the first hour of discharge or, in the case of temporarily stored or contained storm water, at the fime of discharge.

1. Indicate below whether monthly visual observations of storm water discharges ocourred at all discharge
locations. Attach an explanation for any “NO” answers. Include in this explanation whether any eligible
storm events occurred during scheduled facility operating hours that did not result in a storm water

discharge, and provide the date, time, name and title of the person who observed that there was no storm
water discharge.

YES NO YES NO

October (Z’ D February 'Z D
November m D March [Z’ D
December 5] 3 April B4 |
January E( D May ‘E’ D

2. Report monthly wet season visual observations using Form 4 or provide the following information.

date, time, and location of observation
name and fitle of ebserver
characteristics of the discharge (i.e., edor, color, etc.} and source of any poliutants observed.

any new or revised BMPs necessary to reducs or prevent pollutanis in storm water discharges.
Provide new or revised BMP implementation date.-

popp

ANNUAL COMPREHENSIVE SITE COMPLIANCE EVALUATION {ACSCE)

H. ACSCE CHECKLIST

Section A.9 of the General Parmit requires the facility operator fo conduct one ACSCE in each reporting period {July 1-
June 30). Evaluations must be conducted within 8-16 months of each other. The SWPPP and monitoring program
shall be revised and implemented, as necessary, within 90 days of the evaluation. The checklist below includes the

minimum steps necessary to complete a ACSCE. Indicate whether you have performed each step below. Attach an
explanation for any “NO” answers.

-

. Have you inspected all potential poliutant sources and industrial activities areas? P YES [Ino
The following areas should be inspected:

s areas where spills and leaks have occured during

« building repair, remodeling, and construction
the last year. s material storage areas

» outdoor wash and rinse areas. + vehicle/equipment storage areas

e process/manufacturing areas. ¢  truck parking and access areas

» loading, unloading, and transfer areas. = rocflop equipment areas
() waste storage/disposal areas. G vehicle fueling/maintenance areas

* dust/particulate generating areas. _ +  non-storm waler discharge generating areas
(=) erosion areas.

2. Have you reviewed your SWPPP fo assure that its BMPs address existing

potential polfutant sources and industrial activities areas? g/YES D NO
3. Have you inspected the entire facility to verify that the SWPPP’s site map, ]

is up-to-date? The following site map items should be verified: E/YES D NO

¢ facility boundaries s storm water dischar(es locations

« outline of all storm water drainage areas storm water collection and conveyance system

e areas impacied by run-on -

structural control measures such as catch basins,
berms, containment areas, oil/water separators, eic.



4.  Have you reviewed all General Permit compliance records generated
since the last annual evaluation? (g’ YES D NO

The following records shouid be reviewed:

« quarterly authorized non-storm water « qguarterly unauthorized non-storm
discharge visual observations water discharge visual observations
» monthly siorm water discharge s Sampling and Analysis records
visual observation » preventative maintenance inspection
e« records of spills/fleaks and associated ‘and maintenance records

clean-up/response aclivities

5.  Haveé you reviewed the major elements of the SWPPP 1o assure
compliance with the General Permit? E YES D NO

The following SWPPP items should be reviewed: -

¢  pollution prevention team « assessment of potential pollutant sources
+ list of significant materials « identification and description of the BMPs to be
e description of polential poliutant sources implemented for each potentia! pollutant source

6. Have you reviewed your SWPPP to assure that a) the BMPs are adequate
in reducing or preventing pofiutants in storm water discharges and authorized
non-storm water discharges, and b) the BMPs are being implemented? g YES D NO

The following BMP calegories should be reviewed:

¢ good housekeeping practices = preventative maintenance

e spill response + maierial handling and storage practices
« employee training « waste handling/storage

e«  erosion control s structural BMPs

s quality assurance

7.  Has all material handling equipment and squipment needed to
implement the SWPPP been inspected? DA vES [no

ACSCE EVALUATION REPORT

The facility operator is required to provide an evaluatlion report that includes:

e identification of personnel performing the evalualion + schedule forimplementing SWPPP revisions
» the date(s) of the evaluation = any incidents of non-compliance and the corrective
e necessary SWPPP revisions actions taken.

Use Form 5 to report the resulls of your evaluation or develop an equivalent form.

ACSCE CERTIFICATION

The facility operator is required to certify compliance with the Indusirial Activifies Storm Water General Permit. To
certify compliance, both the SWPPP and Monitoring Program must be up to date and be fully implemented.

Based upon your ACSCE, do you certify compliance with the Indusirial
Activities Storm Water General Permit? @/YES []no

If you answered “NO” attach an explanation tc the ACSCE Evaluation Report why you are not in

--. complianece with the Industrial Activities Storm Water General Permit.



ATTACHMENT SUMMARY

Answer the questions below to help you determine what should be attached to this annual report. Answer NA (Not
Applicable) to questions 2~4 if you are not required 1o provide those aftachmenis.

1. Have you ’aﬁacngd Forms 1,2,3,4, and & or their equivalent? 'Z/YES (Mandatory) See £ ¥PL AN R )
2. I you conducted sampling and analysis, have you attached the '

laboratory analytical reports? (] ves [] no B na
3. Ifyou checked box i, I, IV, or V in item D 2 of this Annual [] ves [] ~no Dt na

Report, have you attached the firsi page of the
appropriate certifications?

4. Have you attached an explanation for each *NO” answer in
items E.1, E.2. E5-E7, E9. E10.c. F1b,F2a F2c

G.1, H.1-H.7; or 47 @’YES []no D NA

ANNUAL REPORT CERTIFICATION

{ am duly authorized to sign reports required by the INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITIES STORM WATER GENERAL
PERMIT (see Standard Provision C.9} and | certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments
were prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to ensure that qualified
personnel properly gather and evaluate the information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or persons
who manage the system, or those person directly responsibie for gathering the information, the information
submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, frue, accurate and complete. | am aware that there are
significant penaities for submitting false information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for
knowing violations. )

Printed Name: Q 1'(‘:1“ Ay Svketp
Signaturs: ‘:ﬂ:vLJ) Aop— Date: /Apn* 7
Title: Mnagon




»  If analytical results are less than the detection limit (or non detectable), show the value as less than -

the numerical value of the detection iimit (example; <.05)

Zood~ r00q
ANNUAL REPORT

FORM 1-SAMPLING & ANALYSIS RESULTS

FIRST STO

RM EVENT

SIDE A

*  When analysis is done using portable analysis (such as portable pH maters, SC
meters, atc.), indicate "PA” in the appropriate test method used box.

mg/i

mg/l

e  Ifyoudid notanalyze for a required parameter, do not report "0". Instead, ieave the appropriate box blank s Make additional copies of this form as necessary.
' NAME OF PERSON COLLECTING SAMPLE(S): TITLE: SIGNATURE:
ANALYTICAL RESULTS
s For Firat Storm Event
DESCRIBE DATE/TIME TIME
DISCHARGE - OF SAMPLE DISCHARGE BASIC PARAMETERS OTHER PARAMETERS
LOCATION GOLLECT!ON STARTED
0 AM
OAM | ____[PM c/ Lz
[] PM N2z &
. ~
[JAM \‘
[ AM C1PM
1 PM : \ -
B
, ] AM , _
] AM JPM
F1PM AN <
e > :
[JAM
[1PM &
TEST REPORTING UNITS: pH Units umhocm N

"TEST METHOD DETECTION LIMIT:

TEST METHOD USED:

\

™

ANALYZED BY (SELF/LAB):

TSS - Total Suspendad Solids

SC - Specific Conductance

0&G - Oil & Grease

TOC - Total Organic Carbon




ﬂoo 5.~ %0 9
ANNUAL REPORT

FORM 2-QUARTERLY VISUAL OBSERVATIONS OF AUTHORIZED
NON-STORM WATER DISCHARGES (NSWDs)

SIDEB

DATE /TIME OF SOURCE AND NAME OF DESCRIBE AUTHORIZED NSWD DESCRIBE ANY REVISED OR NEW
OBSERVATION LOCATION OF AUTHORIZED CHARACTERISTICS BMPs AND PROVIDE THEIR
AUTHORIZED NSWD Indicate whether authorizad NSWD is clear, cloudy, or IMPLEMENTATION DATE
NSWD discolored, causing stalning, contalns floating objects :
. or &n oll sheen, has odors, etc.
EXAMPLE: EXAMPLE: '
Air conditioner Units | Air conditioner At\tgguNGEWD At m:ahﬁxvgsz":'r"?e
on Bullding C condensate " e aton
1AM
1PM
—_— O Am
[1PM
e [Oam
1PM
— Oam )
1 PM
JAam
[1PM




the numerical value of the detection limit (example: <.05)

NAME OF PERSON COLLECTING SAMPLE(S):

FORM 1-SAMPLING & ANALYSIS RESULTS

goog — 300 ﬁ

ANNUAL REPORT

SIDE B

SECOND STORM EVENT

If analytical results are less than the detection limit (or non detectable), show the vaiue as less than

If you did not analyze for a required parameter, do not report "0". Instead, leave the appropriate box blank

+  When analysis is done using portable analysis (such as portable pH meters, SC
meters, elc.), indicate "PA" in the appropriate test method.used box.
»  Make additicnal copies of this form as necessary. /

TITLE: SIGNATURE:
ANALYTICAL RESULTS
For Flrst Storm Event
DESCRIBE DATE/TIME TIME
DISCHARGE OF SAMPLE DISCHARGE BASIC PARAMETERS OTHER PARAMETERS
LOCATION COLLECTION STARTED
Example: NW Out Fall pH TSS sC 0&G TOC
‘ O AM
] AM CIPM C(;,, =~
O PM )
C
0 AM ) D
O AM | 0 PM .
M PM = ‘ip
o
0 AM 5 2%\(
(3 AM C1PM
1 PM 5& 2,
—__ | om > <
OAM | ____[PM ‘ ?«;
——-Tia—ELPM Q‘\K
TEST REPORTING UNITS: pHUnts | mg/l | umholom | mgyl mg/|
TEST METHOD DETECTION LIMIT: !
TEST METHOD USED:
ANALYZED BY (SELF/LABY):
TSS - Total Suspended Solids SC - Specific Conductance 0&G - Oil & Grease ) TOC - Total Organic Carbon




FORM 2-QUARTERLY VISUAL OBSERVATIONS OF AUTHORIZED

Joo 8 -500 A
ANNUAL REPORT

NON-STORM WATER DISCHARGES (NSWDs)

Quarterly dry weather visual observations are required of each authorized NSWD.,

»  Observe each authorized NSWD source, impacted drainage area, and

discharge location.

SIDE

»  Authorized NSWDs must meet the conditions provided in Section D (pages 5-6

of the Genearal Permit.

s Make additional copies of this form as necesséry.

QUARTER;
: Ohservers Nams:
JULY-SEPT. YES oo ot
Tite: WERE ANY AUTHORIZED NSWDs ' C‘?g‘p ‘;3 &
DATE: DISCHARGED DURING THIS QUARTER? [B."e' se side o
_ NO his form.
Slgnature; \ /77 / '
UARTER: / T
q R Qbsarvers Namse: \ V /
OCT.-DEC, YES o ot
Title: WERE ANY AUTHORIZED NSWDs ‘ - ngpo? e
DATE: DISCHARGED DURING THIS QUARTER? reverse sice
NO this form.
Slignature: \
QUARTER:
Observers Nams:
JAN.-MARCH YES . ee ot
Title: WERE ANY AUTHORIZED NSWDs iy C?d”;poef 8
DATE: ISCHARGED DURING THIS QUARTER? reverse s
X NO this form.
Signature:
QUARTER:
" Observers Name: D
APRIL-JUNE - YES
| Title: WERE ANY AUTHORIZED NSWDs ’ ‘rfe‘\:eﬁrge Cs?dﬂgpg?e
DATE; DISCHARGEDYDURING THIS QUARTER? \
NO this form.
Slgnature:




DATE /TIME OF

(g,ozp 5 - P 01
ANNUAL REPORT

FORM 2-QUARTERLY VISUAL OBSERVATIONS OF AUTHORIZED
NON-STORM WATER DISCHARGES (NSWDs)

SIDE B

SOURCE AND NAME OF DESCRIBE AUTHORIZED NSWD DESCRIBE ANY REVISED OR NEW
OBSERVATION LOCATION OF AUTHORIZED CHARACTERISTICS BMPs AND PROVIDE THEIR
AUTHORIZED NSWD Indicate whether authorized NSWD is clear, cloudy, or IMPLEMENTATION DATE
NSWD discolored, causing staining, contains floating objects
. or an oil sheen, has odors, stc.
1 EXAMPLE: EXAMPLE;
Air conditioner Units | Air conditioner At tggu'r\‘c‘:’WD At :\?:ah‘ai‘g\/gsgg%ige
on Building C condensate Location
. Oam
M PM
..... L] AM
M PM
R R Y
[ PM
— [JAM :
(] PM
. OAamMm
71 PM




goo 2-3‘090k

ANNUAL REPORT
SIDE A
FORM 3-QUARTERLY VISUAL OBSERVATIONS OF UNAUTHORIZED
NON-STORM WATER DISCHARGES {(NSWDs)
e Unauthorized NSWDs are discharges (such as wash or rinse waters) that do not meet the conditions provided in
Section D (pages 5-6) of the General Parmit. ’
« Quarterly visual observations are required to observe current and detect prior unauthorized NSWDs,
« Quarterly visual observations are required during dry weather and at all facility drainage areas.
¢ Each unauthorized NSWD source, impacted drainage area, and discharge location must be identified and observed.
» Unauthorized NSWDs that can not be sliminated within 90 days of observation must be reported to the Regional Board in accordance
with Section A,10.e of the General Permit.
* Make additional copies of this form as necessary.
QUARTER: JULY-SEPT. -
Onsarvers Name: K hiRp  Se koen WERE UNAUTHORIZED . Z,J.ZS °
DATE/TIME OF : NSWDs OBSERVED? (Jyes [3n0O question,
OBSERVATIONS Titie: maAwgae £ - complete
] AM WERE THERE INDICATIONS OF reverse
‘oo . ;
__Sg:g%j_;l j?ﬁ,igm_ Bd-PM Signature W 42 / PRIOR UNAUTHORIZED NSWDs? ] YES SANO side.
QUARTER: OCT.-DEC. If YES to
Observars Name: WERE UNAUTHORIZED aither
DATE/TIME OF / NSWDs OBSERVED? (JYES [5NO question,
OBSERVATIONS Title: A complete
! 0 AM WERE THERE INDICATIONS OF reverse
Dac. /0 302 0 PM Signature: PRIOR UNAUTHORIZED NSWDs? [ ]YES [ANO side.
oy ) 1
QUARTER: JAN.-MARCH \ ' If YES to
' Observers Name: WERE UNAUTHORIZED either
DATE/TIME OF \ NSWDs OBSERVED? ] YES [gno question,
OBSERVATIONS Title: complete
O AM WERE THERE INDICATIONS OF reverse
Q-3 . ATIS EQ/PM \ PRIOR UNAUTHORIZED NSWDs? [_]YES [(3}NO side.
“_‘*‘“0 " B Signature: - .
QUARTER: APRIL-JUNE 4 } If YES to
Observers Name: WERE UNAUTHORIZED either
DATE/TIME OF / NSWDs OBSERVED? (1 YES [gNO question,
OBSERVATIONS Title: ' complete .
[0 AM WERE THERE INDICATIONS OF reverse
3-1C 2772 [xPM Signature: / PRIOR UNAUTHORIZED NSWDs? [JYES INO side.
oY ) .




Hoo § —>e04

ANNUAL REPORT

FORM 3 QUARTERLY VISUAL OBSERVATIONS OF UNAUTHORIZED
NON-STORM WATER DISCHARGES (NSWDs)

SIDE B

OBSERVATION

NAME OF SOURCE AND DESCRIBE UNAUTHORIZED NSWD DESCRIBE CORRECTIVE
DATE UNAUTHORIZED LOCATION CHARACTERISTICS ACTIONS TO ELIMINATE
(FROM NSWD OF Indicate whether unauthorized NSWD is clear, cloudy, UNAUTHORIZED NSWD AND
REVERSE SIDE) UNAUTHORIZED discolored, causing stains; contains floating objects or an TO CLEAN IMPACTED
NSWD DRAINAGE AREAS.
sheen, has adors, elc. PROVIDE UNAUTHORIZED
EXAMPLE: EXAMPLE: NSWD ELIMINATION DATE.
hicle Wash NW Corner of ’
Wwa Parking Lot AT THE UNAUTHORIZED AT THE UNAUTHORIZED
NSWD SOURCE NSWD AREA AND
DISCHARGE LOCATION

\




- AP B-pec
ANNUAL REPORT

FORM 4-MONTHLY VISUAL OBSERVATIONS OF SIDE A

STORM WATER DISCHARGES

Storm water dischargs visual observations are required for at least one storm .
avent per month between October 1 and May 31.

Visual ohservations must be conducted during the first hour of discharge
at all discharge locations.

Indicate “Naonae" in the first column of this form if you did not conduct a monthly visual observation,
*  Make additional copies of this form as necessary.

«  Until a monthly visual observation is made, record any eligible storm events that do not result in a storm water

at the time of discharge.

Discharges of teamporarily stored or contained storm water must be observed

discharge and note the date, time, name, and title of who observed there was no storm water discharge.

7

#1 #2 #3 #4
Observation Date: October _[_f___ 2009 .
Drainage Location Dascription S - S - S-3
Observers Name Q 1chBe) S eqbonrt - j M. =FMm. . XP.m. pm.
Observation Time 3.7 30 MAm. 357 [OAM. A o0 [AM. [JAM.
Tite .. IMANRG LR PM. CFPM™. )y, PM. P M.
R Time Discharge Began Ao A8 [AM. Ao M. Fre. [JAM. [OAM.
Signature %ﬁ/L—" &/L Waere Pollutants Observed .
' i (If yes, complete revarse side) YES D NO E YES D NO ﬁ YES D NO/E/ YES D NO D
#1 #2 g #3 #4
Obsarvation Date: November__{2 2008
Drainage Location Description S—- ( S -~ ,j -3
Observers Name. __ S are . GiPm. mBrPM. ' ByPm. {P.m.
- . -30
Observation Time /m3  [AM. (8715 CIAM. A2 MAM. AM.
Title P C]P.M. ['_']F’.M. P
Time Discharge Bagan aJore  [AM. NMove [TAM e 1AM AM
Signature: Ware Pollutants Observad
(If yes, complete reverse side) ves (- NO Q& ves- 0] . NO & ves [ nNO B ves (1 NO D
#1 #2 #3 #4
Observation Date: December_/b 200§
Dralnage Lacation Description S 5- o 5 - 3
Observers Narme __Adfowmt 3P M. . 3P, B m. JP.m.
Qbservation Tima 17('39 DAM 3.3 CIAM. /% AM. ﬂA'M'
Titler JP.M, CpPMm. ; P.M. [opP.m.
Time Discharge Bagan /‘/ ose AM. Mor/e [CAM. Vo vt [(JAM. : [AM.
Signature Were Pallutants Observed ) .
o (If yes, complete reverse side) ves ] NO B} ves O no [~ ves [ NO E‘ ves (] No []
B #1 #2 #3 #4
Observation Date: January_&9 200y s
Drainage Lacation Description S~ 5D S-~-3 -
Observars Name __ Aot . Oprwm. ) pPm. , KR M. P.M
‘ Qbservation Time /o ’/(EA-M' Vs M. VAR~ []AM. [AM
Title CPMm. P . CIPM. Dzm
Time Discharge Began »one DAM. Aorl [AM A0 [AM A
Signature: Were Pollutants Observed s NO
(If yes, complate reverse side) ves [ no X Yes[J NO @/ ves [ nNo E/ ves [J -

B




H
Reo8 - 202 9

ANNUAL REPORT
SIDE B
FORM 4-MONTHLY VISUAL OBSERVATIONS OF
STORM WATER DISCHARGES
DATE[TIME OF DRAINAGE AREA - DESCRIBE STORM WATER DISCHARGE IDENTIFY AND DESCRIBE SOURCE(S) OF DESCRIBE ANY REVISED OR NEW
OBSERVATION DESCRIPTION CHARACTERISTICS POLLUTANTS . BMPs AND THEIR DATE OF
{From Reverse Side). ' IMPLEMENTATION
Indicate whether storm water discharge is clear,
EXAMPLE; Discharge from cloudy, or discolored; causing stalning; contalning EXAMPLE: Qil sheen caused by oif dripped by
material storage Area #2 floating objects or an oil sheen, has odors, etc, trucks in vehicle maintenance area.

O A N

] PM \

[ PM /V

AM

. [@ AM
[ PM

] P™




FORM 4 (Continued)-MONTHLY VISUAL OBSERVATIONS OF

a?ao ”9‘9 q
ANNUAL REPORT

SIDE A

STORM WATER DISCHARGES

Storm water discharge visual observations are required for at least one storm

avent per month between October 1 and May 31.

Visual obssrvations must be conducted during the first hour of discharge

at all discharge locations.

Discharges of temporarily stored or contained storm water must be observed

at the time of discharge.

+  Make additional copies of this form as necessary.

Indicate “None" in the first column of this form if you did not conduct a monthly visual observation.

Until a monthly visual observation is made, record any eligible storm events that do not result in a storm water

discharge and note ihe date, time, name, and title of who observed there wag no storm water discharge.

Vs

#1 #2 #3 #4
Observation Date: February (J ZO(Q : :
Drainage Lacatlon Desaription 5 - 1 S - ;'-' S - 3
Observers Name. Q (hpmy Sy lets _ CHPM. ~ ™. , B P M. CIP.M.
Observation Time (732 HAM. A 3o [JAM. /3loe  AM. C1AM.
Title: M wrs oq CPMm. P, P.M. rP.m.
W 4" Time Discharge Began N orre [IAM /f/ e [TJAM ﬁ/ e AM. CJAM.
Signature: /Z"\—- Were Poliutants Qbserved
/ 7 (If yes, complete reverse side) ves 1 NO Bg— YEs [ nNo[} ves [ no BT ves 1 w~o (3
. #1 #2 #3 #4
Observation Date: March [ 200?
Dralnage Location Dascription- S ~ | 8 -2 S - 3
Observers Name ___ .S &€ P M. K Pm P M CIPM.
Obsarvation Time 300  [AM. Riss  [JAM. 3795 AM %AM-
Tiile pPM. D P.M. % PM. P.M.
Time Discharge Began A e [AM A ore [JAM. Ao AM. AM
Signature- Were Pollutants Observed
(If yas, complete reverse side) YES D NO B’ YES D NO [9/ YES D NO E'_ YES D NO D
#1 #2 #3 #4
Observation Date: April 2 200!{
Dralnage Location Description S -] S~ 5 -3
Obsarvers Name: Sawmt _ BPM. BFPm. . Eem gipm.
Observation Time A730  [AM. 3/%0 [JAM. /8,00 JAM. C1AM.
Title JPM. [CIPM. P.M. ) i.m.
Time Discharge Began A ewe [AM. W ore JjAam N oRp AM. JAM.
Signarure: Were Pollutants Observed 0
(If yes, complate reverse side) ves [  NO g ves [ NOSE~ ves [0 n~No B ves 3 nNo [
i #1 #2 #3 #4
Observation Date: May 2009 ) $
Drainage Location Description S- { S )~ S-3
Observers Name S et mE Jiee  [RIPM. . BF-P.M. {Jpm.
Qbservation Time /7 o BAM. [ AM. A o ] AM [JAM.
Tile: PM. CIPM. N C1PM. mRy
Time Discharge Bagan Aorre  [OAM. /l/ e [)AM. g2 [ JAM [JAM
Signature: — e - .= | Were Pollutants Observed v . NO
(If yes, complete reverse side) ves [ NO Zig vES ] NOER ves [0 noEF” ves [ 3







doo § ~ Jeeq

ANNUAL REPORT

SIDE B
FORM 4 (Continued)-MONTHLY VISUAL OBSERVATIONS OF
STORM WATER DISCHARGES
DATE/TIME OF DRAINAGE AREA DESCRIBE STORM WATER DISCHARGE IDENTIFY AND DESCRIBE DESCRIBE ANY REVISED OR NEW BMPs AND
OBSERVATION DESCRIPTION CHARACTERISTICS

(From Reverse Side)

EXAMPLE: Discharge from
material storage Area #2

Indicate whether storm water discharge is clear,
cloudy, or discolored; causing staining; containing
floating objects or an il sheen, has odors, atc.

SOURCE(S) OF POLLUTANTS

area.

'EXAMPLE: Oil shean caused by oil
dripped by trucks in vehicle maintenance

THEIR DATE OF IMPLEMENTATION

E———— N
[ Am
] PM
0 Am :
PM :
- A
[ AM
] PM
0 AM
. PM \
___[1 AM

7 p™




400% - 3009
ANNUAL REPORT

. SIDE A
FORM 5-ANNUAL COMPREHENSIVE SITE COMPLIANCE EVALUATION

POTENTIAL POLLUTANT SOURCE/INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITY BMP STATUS

SIGNATURE: W Ay

N
EVALUATION DATE: b = I3 - 09

3

N .
INSPECTOR NAME: Q 1 Chann Sy Kot tyrie:

M Frdes e

POTENTIAL POLLUTANT

SOURCE/INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITY AREA

Dascribe deficisncles in BMPs or BMP

Describe additional/revised BMPs or

Plots Catt

FULLY IMPLEMENTED?

question, complete
the next two
columns of this
form

If yes, to either
HAVE ANY BMPs NOTBEEN [|YES ' implementation corractive actions and thelr date(s) of
(as identified in your SWPPP question, complate Implementation
) FULLY IMPLEMENTED? BINO | o next two plementatio
M M Snid columns of this
form
,'4’ lﬂw W
, ARE ADDITIONAL/REVISED |l YES
Wate: o wearte . BMPs NECESSARY? 2o
POTENTIAL POLLUTANT Describe deficiencies In BMPs or BMP Describe additional/revised BMPs or
SOURCE/NDUSTRIAL ACTIVITY AREA | LavE ANY BMPs NOT BEEN If yes, to either implementation
(as Identified in your SWPPP)

corrective actions and thelr date(s) of
implementation

i decpoeed o Lroporls

4 ARE ADDITIONAL/REVISED  []YES
Sy Gl Fuel ) BMPs NECESSARY? [gno
POTENTIAL POLLUTANT Describe deflclencias In BMPs or BMP Describe additional/revised BMPs or
SOURCE/INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITY AREA | pavE ANY BMPs NOTBEEN [ ves |/ ves:t altherI implementation corractive actions and their date(s) of
as [dentlfied in your SWPPP quastion, complete : Implementation
( y ) FULLY IMPLEMENTED? NO | o b
columns of this
)‘A‘/I.W M form
for &-“’W— hoson ARE ADDITIONAL/REVISED  [_IYES
BMPs NECESSARY? o]
POTENTIAL POLLUTANT Dascribe deficiencles in BMPs or BMP Describe additional/revised BMPs or
SOURCE/INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITY AREA | yave ANY BMPs NOT BEEN  [JYEsS | Yes:to ellherl Implementation corractive actions and thelr date(s) of
as (dentlfied in your SWPPP question, complete Implementation
( o Jny ) FULLY IMPLEMENTED? LN e mext o
)J\‘"‘( &qu»u:!; A,“,,ﬂ,,a&) columns of this
farm
'é Olaorhpet™ WLhoon - 1g® -
,'ﬁ on etz aw D '64‘ ARE ADDITIONAL/REVISED DYES
“ Wiep | BWPs NECESSARY? o
Acts 9‘\ di A4 wred




POTENTIAL POLLUTANT

ANNUAL REPORT

FORM 5 (Continued)-ANNUAL COMPREHENSIVE SITE COMPLIANCE EVALUATION
POTENTIAL POLLUTANT SOURCE/INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITY BMP STATUS

’ !
EVALUATION DATE: _b=12-09  |\specTOR NAME: Q lchpon __Suketd _ TITLE: _IMorage

SIDE B

 SIGNATURE: 7Z’Z/( [y

SOURCE/INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITY AREA

Describe deflclencles in BMPs or BMP

Describe additional/revised BMPs or |

HAVE ANY BMPs NOT BEEN Cyes Implementation corractive actlons and their date(s) of
(as identified in your SWPPP) FULLY IMPLEMENTED? o |lfyes, ta sither Implementation
Foet Tambo obatl iy
/ complete the
‘ next two
; be T 7 e % columns of this
ARE ADDITIONAL/REVISED Clyes |form
w han W . BMPs NECESSARY? o
POTENTIAL POLLUTANT Describa deficiencles in BMPs or BMP Dascribe additionai/revised BMPs or
SOURCE/INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITY AREA | yaVE ANY BMPs NOT BEEN Cves Implementation corrective actions and their date(s) of
(as identified in your SWPPP) FULLY IMPLEMENTED? [gno If yes, to sither Implementation
- 2 { question,
PM P Bna- R12 /9 complete the
Uaetn - next two
- columns of this
whhon andiwonet ARE ADDITIONAL/REVISED Clves |form
Ottrinan BMPs NECESSARY? w0
POTENTIAL POLLUTANT ) Dascribe deficiencies In BMPs or BMP Describe additional/revised BMPs or
SOURCE/INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITY AREA | 1AVE ANY BMPs NOT BEEN [ves : implementation corrective actlons and thelr date(s) of
" {as identified in your SWPPP) FULLY IMPLEMENTED? CNo If yes, to aither Implementation
questlon,
complete the
next two
columnsg of this
ARE ADDITIONAL/REVISED Clves (fom
BMPs NECESSARY? [Ono ’
POTENTIAL POLLUTANT Describe deficlencles in BMPs or BMP Describe additional/revised BMPs or
SOURCE/INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITY AREA | HAVE ANY BMPs NOT BEEN C]ves implementation corrective actions and their date(s) of
(as identified in your SWPPP) FULLY IMPLEMENTED? [No  {Ifyes: lo sither Implementation
’ question,
complete the
next two
] - columns of this
ARE ADDITIONAL/REVISED Clyes |form
BMPs NECESSARY? Cino




BMP INSPECTION CHECKLIST

Inspection Date 7 Jo - 7. Aoog

Storm Information
Beginning of storm event:
Duration of storm event: § heo t

Approx. rainfall amount:

Description of any inadequate BMPs

4 Pm = Time elapsed since last event:

Project Name (B Seam ¢ L Oule Freil Project No.: 239 0-1

Observations of all BMPs (if possible)

Complele

Observations of discharge points (if possible)

aheo  Viorred S-), s-2,5-3

Corrective Actions

2 ene2l Swatee Clopred Ot

Inspected by:  Kichuay  Se bontn
Signed: g 44 Asfer
Date: OeX, o Dol
. 7




BMP INSPECTION CHECKLIST

Project Name b Sesn + Kol Itk Daly Project No.: 2§59 o-)
Inspection Date Weonr. /, Hoo 9

Storm Information
Beginning of storm event:
Duration of storm event:

Time elapsed since last event:
Approx. rainfall amount: 2% °

Description of any inadequate BMPs

pAlove ploencd

Observations of all BMPs {if possible)

Conplda

v

Observations of discharge points {if possible)

oheo  UViewed S—1, $-2, 5-3

Corrective Actions - . '
' A} R e W

| inspected by: £ (thaes Ny
Signed: Al A W_.__
Date: '3&‘4, [, 2weq




HAoo 8- >e09

Explanations

$ecﬁon E.éMD. and form 1- No discharge from facility site. All water percolates
into the ground and does not run off of the site. Since no discharge event-
occurred {no rain event qualified for discharge). sampling was not possible,

Other Explanations:

US Forest Service HWY 98 has a culvert pipe running underneath it that has
water running though it during some rain events. The water runs off of the road
into this culvert but has not been identified as being related to this facility (see
facility map). '

&
?
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o .,
~ acid rock dramage that would be & significant disturbance to surface resources, the Plan of

‘Appendix A’s (BMP’s and Mitigation Measures) from the EA. .

Big Seam and Red Ink Map g Claims
Appendix

Response to Comment

Two comment letters were received including one from the Claimant, Mr. Richard Sykora, and
one from James S. Pompy, Manager of Reclamation Unit, California Department of
Conservation. Mr. Richard Sykora, submitted comments to the EA on July 8, 2004, 28 days
following the end of the opportunity to comment period on the EA. The District Ranger chose to
accept Mr. Sykora’s comments.

Comment #1: Mr. Pompy identified items the state requires in the reclamation plan,

Response to Comment #1: The Forest Service (USFS), Tahoe National Forest, and the
Foresthill Ranger District agree that the development of a single reclamation plan that meets both
State and USFS requirements is desirable. However, the mining claimant has informed the
Foresthill District Ranger (DR) and authorizing officer, that he is suing the State regarding
SMARA applicability to his mining claim. The USFS will still require reclamation of the mining
claim, and so takes into consideration the States detailed response in the reclamation plan that is

a part of the Plan of Operations.

Comment #2: Mr. Pompy raised the concern of the potential for waste rock to generate acid

rock drainage.
Response to Comment #2: The USFS has recognized the potential of acid rock drainage due to

the nature of the rock that has been, and is being, removed from the mine that is now exposed to

Fifis determined that there is

- Upon results of t the testing,
Operations Conditions of Approval would be changed or modified under 36CFR228.4 (e).

Comment #3: Mr. Sykora asserts that thisis a supplement to his Plan of Operations.
Response to Comment #3: The past and proposed mining activities authorized in the first Plan

" of Operations approved in 1987 has gone beyond the initial terms, condmons, and requirements

authorized at that time. The claimant’s most recent Plan of Operations, dated March 27, 2000
has gone beyond the expiration date of July 30, 2000. Thus, there is no authorized plan currently
in effect. The claimant submitted a third proposed Plan of Operations on July 2, 2002. The 2002
Plan is evaluated in this EA and authorizes operations on the claim that although taking place at
the same general area, include new and different mining activities than previously authorized.
The EA, and Decision Notice (DN) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) will result in
a new authorized Plan of Operations, as well as new terms and conditions that include the

3

Comment #4: Mr. Sykora’s comments indicate that his vision was that this EA was prepared to
only evaluate Waste Area #5. *
Response to Comment #4: This EA is not isolated to waste dump 5 because the claimant
proposes the continued use of the existing portal and access road, and will need the new access

Appendix E 1
Response to Comment






Februery 29, 2008

Pamels TJrecdon
Fxecutive Offize

Water Tuality Control Board
11020 Sun Zaunter Jr. - Suitse 200
Rancho Zordova, T4, 95670

Jear Pamels,

tfter a conversation with your office's front desk receptionist,
please accept this as written formal notification thzt the mins's
cperations and any and all 1liability pertaining to all aspects of
the Red Ink ¥aid and Big Sear mines have been transferred to, and
accepted by, Wildcat Mining Interprises L.L.C. on this date.

Please send all sorrespondence to the Wildcat Mining Znterprises
L.L..C.'s main office at 711 So. Carson St. - Suite 4, Jarson Jity,
NV, 89701. Califormia's contact person is Richard Sykora, Manager
at P.C. 30x 622 Foresthill, CA. 95631.

Sincerely,

cc: ¥Wildecat Vining #nterprises, L.L.J.
Red Ink Maid L.L.C.
Red Ink L.IL.7.
Jessica Mining CTo. L.L.Z.
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